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When I write a paper like this I’m torn as whether to 
act like my audience is the teacher, or whether it’s 
someone who doesn’t know anything about the book, 
so I never know how much to go into detail and how 
much to explain, and I don’t want to over-explain, 
but yet I don’t want someone who doesn’t know 
anything about the book to be lost either.  

--Naomi, First Year Student, 
Gustavus Adolphus College 

 
Nearly all of a writing teacher's work stems 

from the moment we read a student’s text. It’s how 
we learn about our students' rhetorical repertoires and 
literacy histories.  It’s how we come to know their 
home language practices and their facility with 
academic discourse.  Reading students’ writing can 
serve a variety of institutional functions as well.  We 
may read essays to determine admission; we may 
read exit portfolios in order to decide who can 
graduate.  Certainly whenever we evaluate student 
work, we begin with the act of reading.  In my field, 
composition studies, much of our work depends upon 
our ability to read and analyze student-authored texts 
and then articulate our methods and reasons for doing 
so.  These methods and reasons usually reflect our 
ways of naming ourselves personally, culturally, and 
professionally.  They reflect our values and beliefs, 
our literacy histories, our disciplinary alliances, and 
our institutional positions.  In short, our identities 
always shape our reading practices in the classroom. 

 Our students know this, and they write to 
and for the readers they assume we will be, guided by 
hypotheses, theories, and best guesses.  They observe 
us in action, and they look to past experiences with 
former teachers, wondering if we might be different.  
Where do those theories and assumptions come 
from?  How do students formulate their beliefs about 
who we are as readers?   And what might happen in 
the classroom if we discussed our ways of reading 
and valuing student writing explicitly?   

In this essay, I draw from interviews with 
my students at a small, private liberal arts college in 
southern Minnesota. Students also completed a  
questionnaire focused upon their experiences with me 
as a reader (Appendix A), but we also explored their 
more general assumptions about how teachers read 
and value their work.  The interviews and written 
responses suggest that students observe our behaviors 
in the classroom, make assumptions based on those 

observations, and then place those observations into 
conversation with past experiences with other 
readers.  What I would argue, then, is that by 
providing them with as much information about 
ourselves as readers, by making our practices for 
reading and valuing their work explicit, we can help 
them learn to make future decisions about audience 
based on issues related to identity and subjectivity. 

I suspect that many of us wish to avoid 
being the sole reader for students’ work.  Still, 
teachers are often the primary audience for most of 
what our students write.   Rather than bemoan the 
“problem” of the teacher-as-reader, I suggest that we 
embrace it, making our own reading practices and 
values more explicit to students.  We might help 
students think more critically and pragmatically 
about audience by reflecting upon their experiences 
with us, their current readers.    Such reflection 
enables students to theorize: What do our subject 
positions prevent us from seeing? What do these 
positions clarify?  In turn, students can channel the 
emerging trust they develop for their teacher-readers 
into a rhetorically constructed trust for future 
audiences.  But for students to recognize such 
connections, we must first help them think in more 
sophisticated ways about issues of identity—both 
theirs and ours—and discuss the connection between 
who we are and how we read in the classroom. 
 Reading takes place when the locus of a 
reader’s beliefs, assumptions, values, and histories—
loosely termed “identity” here—intersects with the 
assumptions, values, and histories of the writer.  That 
intersection takes place at a particular location: a 
student’s text.  When we discuss how we read these 
texts in our classrooms, we have an opportunity to 
increase students’ awareness of how discourses come 
into contact with one another, enabling them to 
develop more control over the process.  It’s an 
opportunity to unpack a fairly complicated rhetorical 
situation.  But how to convey that complexity to 
students?  Unfortunately, one need only consult a 
contemporary first-year writing textbook to hear 
echoes of a too-quick interpretation of Aristotle:  If 
students simply study their audiences, they can know 
all the necessary information about those audiences, 
anticipate responses, and construct authority for 
themselves.  Such a position assumes that it is 
possible to make sweeping generalizations about 
audiences, who are themselves construed in 
simplistic ways.  All of the responsibility falls to the 
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student writer who constructs the discourse and 
analyzes the audience.  Such an understanding of 
rhetorical situation downplays the possibility for 
negotiation between readers and writers.  
 Such models also suggest that readers and 
writers are fairly uncomplicated beings.  It’s not so 
simple, James Berlin reminds us in Rhetorics, 
Poetics, and Cultures: Refiguring College English 
Studies (1996).  Traditional models of audience 
analysis fall short for several reasons, most notably 
that they make problematic assumptions about a 
unified subject as “audience” in the first place.  
Berlin notes, “Members of an audience cannot simply 
activate one subject position and switch off all 
others” (83).  We cannot teach our students to write 
for audiences based on their naive assumptions about 
those readers.  Indeed, we don’t ever really know 
how the particular subjectivities that constitute a 
reader will coalesce as she reads a text.  Berlin 
concludes, “The result is that the responses of an 
audience are never totally predictable, never 
completely in the control of the sender of a coded 
message or of the coded message itself” (83).  
Instead, teachers need to find ways to demonstrate 
how subject positions shift as readers encounter their 
work, and teach students to read their own writing in 
ways that also make such positioning and 
repositioning clear.   
 When we talk with students about identity 
issues and subject formation, we acknowledge that 
acts of reading are always mediated by particular 
kinds of identity issues.  Here it’s important not to 
merely open a space for students to air grievances (“I 
failed that paper because she doesn’t like my 
politics”).  Instead, I advocate frank and serious 
discussion of what we mean by identity.  I tell 
students that I define identity as the nexus of 
positions that we occupy by choice and by external 
categorization.  Here acts of self-definition are placed 
into conversation with the categories that others place 
upon us.  My identity, for example, may encompass 
any number of subject positions, from white woman 
in her early forties to transplanted southerner.  It can 
be shaped by sexuality and whether I have children; it 
can depend upon my academic title or lack thereof.   
 I want my students to understand identity as 
highly contextualized, multiply constructed and 
enacted.  This is a distinction made often by feminist 
critics drawing upon poststructuralist or postcolonial 
theories as a way of denaturalizing categories such as 
gender and race.  In Borderlands/ La Frontera: The 
New Mestiza (1987), for instance, Gloria Anzaldua 
describes a “mestiza consciousness” to name the 
borderland identity that is formed at the intersection 
of several locations, all of which converge within/ 

through her and her language, including woman, 
lesbian, Tejana, Chicana, Mexican, American.  In 
Gender Trouble: Feminism And The Subversion Of 
Identity (1989), Judith Butler posits gender as 
performed, rather than embodied.  In Simians, 
Cyborgs, And Women : The Reinvention Of Nature 
(1991),  Donna Haraway troubles the distinctions 
among animals, humans, and machines, imagining a 
cyborgian subjectivity.   
 In addition to understanding identity as the 
nexus of converging locations, it’s important to help 
students see the role that language plays in making us 
who we are.  But we should also remember that we 
aren’t simply powerless in the face of language.  
Berlin suggests that “the subject is the point of 
intersection and influence of various conflicted 
discourses—discourses about class, race, gender, 
ethnicity, sexual orientation, age, religion, and the 
like,” but he reminds us that  “of equal importance 
the subject in turn acts upon these discourses” (78-
79).  In other words, subjects don’t always 
“accommodate” the discourses they encounter.  We 
can talk with students about agency and resistance: 
How often do they parody the authoritative voices 
they read in their textbooks?  How do they shift their 
language when utilizing electronic media?  How do 
they respond in the face of insulting representations 
of their religious groups or cultural backgrounds? 
 When we understand identity this way, 
questions related to the teacher as audience are 
particularly crucial: the act of reading is where 
discourses and selves converge.  If teachers find ways 
to describe and analyze their own readings of 
students’ texts, they can model this process of selves 
encountering other selves through language, 
describing and analyzing how discursive practices 
adapt to or resist one another.  Furthermore, teachers 
can model how a textual moment can trigger a 
particular response for readers within a specific 
context.  This modeling can help us teach students to 
discern what matters most in a given rhetorical 
situation and why.  As students do this work, they 
learn to read their own work more critically and 
develop their own evaluative schemas.  I believe 
students are most successful when they leave our 
classrooms feeling less dependent, not more 
dependent, upon teacher feedback.  Although it may 
seem counterintuitive, by emphasizing the role of the 
teacher as reader in the classroom, we might help 
students lessen their dependence on us, enabling 
them to anticipate and meet the needs of diverse 
audiences in the future. 
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What	   Do	  We	   Already	   Know?	   Teachers	   as	   Readers	  
and	  Teachers	  as	  Audience 
 I acknowledge that the evaluative position of 
the teacher always complicates the work of reading.  
But my goal in this essay is to focus on the teacher as 
reader.  I want to consider students’ assumptions 
about how we read, as well as what effects those 
assumptions have upon their writing.  First we need 
to consider what we mean by teacher as audience—
and how our students view this term as well.  Are 
teachers considered spectators, witnesses to a 
rhetorical performance?  Are they co-performers 
themselves, helping students understand “audience 
participation” in a new way?   Are they both at once?  
Our students might hear us speak of audience and 
think of those who pay to see a film or a play; they 
might remember that advertisements target specific 
audiences in order to sell products, and therefore the 
“pitch” needs to be pleasant or pleasurable in order to 
persuade.  But how many rhetorical theorists discuss 
the pleasures of reading student-authored papers?  
For that matter, when was the last time we “paid” the 
student for the opportunity to engage with his or her 
work?  In fact, aren’t they usually paying us?    

Thinking instead about teachers as readers 
may seem equally problematic.  On the one hand, 
students may believe that readers are simply people 
who encounter written texts.  But think of the many 
ways that they engage texts each day, not to mention 
the range of materials that count as text, and consider 
how these texts compete with one another for our 
students’ attention: students are bombarded with 
images, and words rarely seem to stay put long 
enough to be considered with care.  Do teachers read 
students’ texts in similar ways, paying fleeting 
attention?  On the other hand, students’ experiences 
in secondary school have taught them that the act of 
“reading” literary texts either objectifies those texts, 
keeping them at arm’s length while their elements are 
dissected and literary terms are identified; or turns 
them into cozy companions, as students journal about 
their “connections” with literary characters--without 
analyzing the role of language in creating those 
connections.  Will professors approach their texts in 
either of these ways, our students may wonder?  Will 
the texts be objectified and scrutinized, or will 
teachers simply “respond” to what students write? 
 It seems impossible to separate “reader” 
from “audience” in this particular case.  When 
students write in the classroom, their teachers are at 
once readers and evaluators; they are creators of the 
rhetorical situation and audience members.  Lawson, 
Ryan, and Winterowd’s edited collection, 
Encountering Student Texts:  Interpretive Issues in 

Reading Student Writing (1989), maintains a clear 
focus on readers as all contributors account for their 
own reading processes in the classroom.  Well-
respected scholars in the field—including Ross 
Winterowd, James Zebroski, Elizabeth Flynn, Sharon 
Crowley, Tilly Warnock, and Jim Corder— describe 
how their theoretical orientations and educational 
histories shape the interpretive act.  It is a remarkable 
book, the only one of its kind, and it offers 
sophisticated readings of students’ texts.  But this 
text's attention to hermeneutics and privileging of 
critical theory shift attention away from the 
institutional and cultural contexts in which reading 
occurs.  In addition, while contributors clearly 
identify their theoretical orientations, delving richly 
into the intellectual reasons why they read texts as 
they do, they rarely reflect on other aspects of their 
identities:  race, age, class, religious beliefs, and so 
on.1 
 While the book does help us understand how 
and why teachers, particularly those who identify 
themselves as members of a discipline or identify 
with specific theoretical approaches, interpret student 
texts, it clearly privileges the interpretive act itself, as 
well as the interpreter, leaving other elements of the 
rhetorical situation unexamined.  Since the student 
writers are all but absent here, we never really learn 
what they think about how these teachers read their 
work, or what effects, if any, those readings had upon 
the work itself. 
 Donnalee Rubin's Gender Influences: 
Reading Student Texts (1993) provides case studies 
of the reading and response patterns of actual 
teachers, male and female.  But while Rubin’s study 
does address issues related to teacher identity, it 
assumes identity is something that readers can 
somehow circumvent as they read. Rubin argues that 
identity itself—gender, more specifically—is an 
obstacle and that pedagogy is a medium through 
which to overcome it.  In contrast, I argue that 
identity not only affects or mediates our reading but 
constitutes it.   It is never possible for teachers to 
overcome any aspects of themselves in order to 
perform a preferred kind of reading of a given 
student’s text.  Rather, teachers must study the ways 
that their identities shape their reading strategies and 
use that understanding to help them create new ways 
of negotiating with students' texts.   
 While Rubin’s book imagines a pedagogical 
world where teachers can, somehow, read 
around/past/through their own identities,  Lad 
Tobin’s provocative Reading Student Writing: 
Confessions, Meditations, and Rants (2004) makes 
no apologies for the unabashedly subjective way in 
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which he reads students’ texts.  He also 
acknowledges the complexity of the task: 
 

Reading a student essay is an enormously 
complicated and multidimensional task that 
involves reading the words on the page; 
reading the words we wish were on the 
page; reading the words we think the student 
wishes were on the page; reading the affect, 
temperament, ability, and potential of the 
student who wrote the words; reading our 
own emotional reaction to that student and 
that text; reading our relationships to our 
colleagues, mentors, and campus 
administrators; and so on. (13) 
 

Tobin seeks to persuade teachers to spend additional 
time reading student work critically and carefully, 
arguing that when we do so, “the richer the text 
begins to appear” (14).  Moreover, teachers might 
begin to understand (and then question) their own 
complicated responses to student work, particularly 
work that ignites our emotions.  Ultimately, he 
suggests, many of our challenges reading student 
writing stem from our own disciplinary ambivalence, 
which in turn leads us to create assignments that 
invite students to write badly—or in ways that keep 
us up nights.    
 Like Tobin, I find the simultaneous attention 
to both an individual teacher’s ways of reading and 
disciplinary ways of reading student writing useful.  
But Tobin’s book is unapologetically monologic, and 
it deals with the angst more than the joys of this 
work.  I want instead to think constructively about 
what it means to read, and I hope to highlight as 
many students’ voices as possible, allowing those 
voices to narrate their own stories about how teachers 
read and why it matters.   I want to help students like 
Naomi, who I quote in this essay’s epigraph, locate 
themselves and their work in relation to their teacher-
readers more successfully. 
 Just as scholarly discussions of teachers as 
readers can enrich our ways of thinking about 
reception, scholarship focused on audience has 
troubled easy assumptions about what it means for 
students to imagine their readers.  In his 1975 essay, 
“The Writer’s Audience is Always a Fiction,” Walter 
Ong takes care to note that the word “audience” may 
be “misleading” for writers: “More properly, a writer 
addresses readers—only, he does not quite “address” 
them either: he writes to or for them” (10-11). Thus, 
Ong admits, students face a particularly sticky 
problem.  Drawing upon the old chestnut “What I 
Did On My Summer Vacation” essay as an example, 
Ong argues that students are often stuck with lame 

essay topics and uneasiness about their teacher-
readers.  The student writer in this scenario is 
doomed because “The problem is not simply what to 
say but also whom to way it to.  Say? The student is 
not talking.  He is writing.  No one is listening. There 
is no feedback.  Where does he find his audience? He 
has to make his readers up, fictionalize them” (10).   
In suggesting that students must fictionalize their 
audience he seems to deny even the possibility of an 
actual, interested reader who exists in real time and 
can intercede in useful ways.  Indeed, Ong assumes 
an utter lack of interest on the teacher’s part.  As if 
from the student’s perspective, Ong states that for the 
student, there is “no conceivable setting in which he 
could imagine telling his teacher how he spent his 
summer vacation other than in writing this paper” 
(11).  The only strategy, he argues, is for the student 
writer to invent a self on paper who sounds like the 
literary selves he’s been studying in class.  “This 
even makes it possible to write for this teacher—
itself likely to be a productive ploy—whom he 
certainly has never been quite able to figure out” 
(11).  Here Ong falls into the trap that Berlin 
identifies two decades later: by “figuring out” which 
writer his teacher likes best, the student can simply 
write for that teacher-self and succeed. 

Lisa Ede and Andrea Lunsford respond to 
many of the same issues raised by Ong in their 1984 
article “Audience Addressed/Audience Invoked: The 
Role of Audience in Composition Theory and 
Pedagogy.”  Ede and Lunsford review the two most 
prevalent ways of thinking about audience in the 
composition classroom: audience as addressed, which 
emphasizes the “concrete reality” of audience (78), 
and audience invoked, which suggests the audience is 
a “construction of the writer” (82).   Ede and 
Lunsford reject this dichotomy, arguing that both 
positions “oversimplify the act of making meaning 
through written discourse” (78).  For example, 
pedagogies that depend upon an understanding of 
audience as directly addressed assume that it’s both 
possible and necessary to know an audience’s beliefs 
and values in order to produce successful discourse 
(78).  More importantly, they claim, dependence 
upon a model of audience as addressed fails to 
emphasize the writer’s role as a reader of her own 
work.  Thus teachers who emphasize audience as 
addressed do not teach writers to create the “internal 
dialogue” that would allow them to “analyze 
inventional problems and conceptualize patterns of 
discourse” (81).    

But the audience as invoked position is not 
enough, either.  Responding directly to Ong, Ede and 
Lunsford acknowledge the importance of a notion of 
fictionalized audience, yet they worry that Ong 
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depends upon traditional definitions of rhetoric and 
rhetorical situation (Ede and Lunsford 83).  More 
importantly, they fear that Ong does not do enough to 
distinguish the writing of fiction from other writing 
situations.  They write, “Every writer must indeed 
create a role for the reader, but the constraints on the 
writer and potential sources of and possibilities for 
the reader’s role are both more complex and diverse 
than Ong suggests” (85).  In revisiting Ong’s “What I 
Did On My Summer Vacation” example, they remind 
readers that the student’s choice to invent both a new 
literary storytelling self and a fictionalized reader (a 
lover of literature, which he assumes his teacher to 
be) is as much about his actual knowledge of the 
teacher and what she “yearns” to read as it is about 
his ability to construct an audience.   

Thus while “Ong emphasizes the creative 
power of the adept writer, who can both project and 
alter audiences, as well as the complexity of the 
reader’s role,” Ede and Lunsford suggest that it isn’t 
just creativity enabling the writer to succeed here 
(83).  Instead, that student writer has both analyzed 
his audience carefully, assuming that a real, living 
person is reading, and projected a new persona to 
meet that reader’s needs.  I suggest this art of 
projection requires students to make assumptions 
about fairly unknowable aspects of a teacher’s 
identity, which may come both from past experiences 
with other teachers and educated guesses about what 
literary critics enjoy reading.   Assuming Ede and 
Lunsford are right, our imperative is to make more of 
those unknowable aspects of our identities known to 
students, and to speak explicitly about how we read 
in our disciplines.  The challenge is to decide which 
parts of our identities to reveal and how to do so 
appropriately and usefully. 

Ede and Lunsford ultimately argue for some 
sort of continuum of positions (88).   They are clear:  
we simply can’t accept an easy dichotomy.  It’s a 
position that they maintain in their 1996 essay, 
“Representing Audience: ‘Successful’ Discourse and 
Disciplinary Critique.”  In rethinking “Audience 
Addressed/Invoked,” Lunsford and Ede critique their 
earlier positions by questioning how “audiences can 
not only enable but also silence writers and readers” 
(170).  By revisiting the locations and sources of 
privilege that enabled their initial beliefs about 
reading, writing, and schooling in the first place, 
Lunsford and Ede point to the political and 
ideological implications of audience for their 
students.   

Both scholarly discussions acknowledge the 
complicated rhetorical situations that any classroom 
teacher must face as she prepares to read a student’s 
work, as well as those that students face as they write 

to/for/ in the presence of a teacher.  But what remains 
to be seen is the student’s position in this discussion.  
In other words, it’s those ways of both silencing and 
enabling writers that intrigue me.  Which students do 
we silence and why?  How and when do we enable 
their communication?  What do students think about 
how their teachers read?  And what might happen if 
teachers addressed their students’ assumptions head 
on? 
 
When Assumptions Shape Writing Habits:  
Where Theory Meets Practice  

Each fall I teach a section of First Term 
Seminar (FTS), a required general education class of 
sixteen first-year students.2 My seminar, "Stories, 
Selves, and Communities,” focuses on the themes of 
literacy, identity, and community.  The class 
considers how members of a community decide what 
makes a story readable, understandable, and 
accessible.  At the same time, students study their 
own literacy practices and question which narrative 
forms are most compelling to them, and why.   
Students read texts that range generically from short 
stories to novels to memoir.  As we read, we pay 
attention to issues of identity, variously defined, and 
we discuss how the writers and/ or narrators of each 
text position themselves in relation to their readers.  
For instance, we read Mama Day, by African 
American feminist writer Gloria Naylor, which 
depicts two communities: a rural African American 
community in the Georgia Sea Islands and an urban 
African American community in New York City.  
The novel features multiple narrators, all of whom 
represent a particular community within the novel.3 
 Students also read one another’s work 
regularly, discussing their own identities and home 
communities, their newly forming identities as 
college students, and their experiences as outsiders 
learning about the residents of rural towns in 
southern Minnesota.  Likewise, I speak explicitly 
about my own values as a reader, my own subject 
positions, and how those positions affect how I read 
their work.  The four formal writing assignments 
include opportunities for narrative writing, analytical 
writing, informative and research-based writing, and 
reflective writing.  Every formal assignment includes 
peer response, and students share informal writing.   

In spring of 2005, I interviewed five 
students who had completed my FTS the semester 
before.4 I learned that some writers making the 
transition from high school to college viewed me as 
the only familiar figure on campus.  While these 
students had never engaged before with “real” 
anthropologists or theologists, all of them had 
worked with English teachers.  They seemed to cling 
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to a sense of familiarity, assuming I’d read their work 
just as their previous teachers had.  Familiarity bred a 
limited sense of audience, which I wanted them to 
expand and complicate.  By focusing my course on 
identity issues themselves—both in terms of what we 
read and what we wrote—and by talking explicitly 
about my reading values and habits, I sought to help 
them unlearn those old expectations, create trust in 
me, and transfer that trust to a broader willingness to 
construe an audience beyond the teacher.  

Julie, a quiet, serious teacher-pleaser who 
had always been academically successful, was a 
young white woman from the suburbs of the Twin 
Cities.  I learned quickly that Julie’s assumptions 
about how I would read her work came largely from 
the syllabus. Julie assumed that the books I chose for 
class would somehow predict my reading strategies, 
and that the literary texts were models for students to 
emulate.   She claimed that she initially believed I 
would “look for stuff in their writing” that somehow 
resembled what authors like Gloria Naylor or Leslie 
Silko could produce.  She figured I’d expect my 
students’ writing to exhibit literary skill—to be 
aesthetically pleasing, in particular, as well as 
rhetorically successful.   

Even as she used explicit sources like the 
syllabus to make assumptions about my reading, Julie 
worried also about the implicit.  She spoke often of 
“hidden meanings,” a term  many first-year students 
use to discuss literary texts.  In our earliest interview, 
Julie mentioned her belief that I would read her work 
and try to “find a second purpose or story behind it” 
at all times.  On the preliminary questionnaire, she 
clarified this way: “She was extremely enthusiastic 
about reading books that made us read between the 
lines. She was able to pick out a lot more of hidden 
details than I was ever able to see.”  What I framed as 
critical inquiry Julie recast as a search for hidden 
meaning, the kind of meaning that’s never revealed to 
students outright. Reading literary texts was an 
exercise in divining that meaning; writing 
analytically was about demonstrating those divining 
skills. 

Since only I held the key to unlock that 
hidden meaning, Julie viewed me as the primary 
audience for all of her work.  When I asked students 
to review their papers for the course and then 
describe the audience they envisioned for each, Julie 
wrote, “My approach to writing…especially the 
papers directly related to the novels we read, was 
based on the teacher’s preference.  The strict criteria 
[of the assignment prompts] seemed to . . . narrow 
down the audience to the teacher.”  Here Julie 
believes that every assignment prompt has a specific 
“answer.”  As the writer of the prompt, then, I was 

clearly the one looking for the answer, and as the 
keeper of literary secrets, I also was the only one who 
knew those answers.  It seemed absurd and 
impractical to Julie to imagine writing to or for 
anybody else.   

Julie thus believed she was addressing me 
directly when she wrote, and the rhetorical situation 
produced a great deal of anxiety for her.  But that 
anxiety often stemmed from her assumptions about 
my former reading experiences—the Professor Fremo 
who she invoked.  For instance, Julie felt anxious 
because she assumed I had read so much excellent 
work by other students.  “In addition to being a writer 
herself, it was initially intimidating to think of how 
many amazing essays her students must have written 
in the past and living up to her standard would be 
near impossible,” she wrote on her questionnaire.  
For me, this was the most interesting contradiction: 
Julie depended upon explicit information from the 
syllabus and assignment prompts in order to write 
papers that addressed me as the sole reader.  But at 
the same time, she depended upon a variety of 
assumptions about who my former students had been.  
She also made assumptions about the “real” Dr. 
Fremo and how she would read those essays—not to 
mention her own work.  This was a sort of double-
layered invocation: Julie created her own version of 
me, as well as versions of my former students. 

Julie’s anxiety was rooted in contradictory 
beliefs about audiences addressed and invoked.  She 
believed she was writing directly to and for her 
professor, but she chose an identity for me, the lover 
of good literature who has always taught excellent 
writers, writers whom she created herself. There was 
a tangible effect on her writing process.  Julie 
explained that during the course she would actually 
exchange copies of already commented-upon rough 
drafts with peers, long after our peer response 
sessions had ended.  In other words, she confessed, 
she and her peers used their comparative studies of 
my comments to determine which papers I “liked” 
and which ones I didn’t.  They could look at final 
grades, too, and infer a direct relationship between 
the rough draft comments and the final grade 
received.   

Here, then, is precisely the problem that Ede 
and Lunsford identify:  Julie privileged an addressed 
audience—but had created her own version of it—
and gave that audience too much power.  She visited 
my office constantly, always stating that she wanted 
to “make sure” her revisions were “answering [my] 
questions.”  She could not develop an inner sense of 
her own work; she was not reading that work in a 
way that enabled “internal dialogue” (Ede and 
Lunsford 81).  This in turn inhibited revision—
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genuine rethinking of her work was difficult.  Still, 
Julie admitted, as a high school student she had been 
a terrific corrector of errors.  She followed her 
teachers’ instructions to the letter, responding to 
every single comment she found in the margins.  
Since she had been rewarded for this approach 
throughout her academic career, she learned to 
depend less on her own instincts as a writer and more 
on her teachers’ comments, handouts, and 
evaluations.   When she took FTS, however, Julie 
found that my responses mostly raised questions that 
might be addressed in subsequent drafts.  When she 
couldn’t get the kind of feedback she wanted from 
me, then, she felt she had no choice but to turn to her 
own peers for response, trusting them to provide the 
“right” readings of her work that would result in a 
higher grade.  

While Julie had difficulty trusting me as a 
reader, turning instead to her peers, Linda found 
herself positioned differently with peers at Gustavus 
Adolphus College.  Linda, a student of color born and 
raised in Guyana, had emigrated to the States with 
her family and attended a diverse high school in the 
Twin Cities.  Thus she had just left a community 
where she did not feel like “a minority.”  Now, 
however, she faced a startling amount of racial 
tension in the dorms.   Linda felt she had to trust my 
feedback because she wasn’t about to trust the 
opinions of the mostly white, upper middle class 
students in the class.  She based that trust not on the 
explicit information in the syllabus that Julie had 
sought, but on assumptions gleaned from 
observations of me.  Linda noted during an interview 
that she had based many of her assumptions about me 
as a reader upon my mannerisms, my clothes, and my 
tone of voice, all exhibited when she first met me on 
“move-in day” the Saturday before classes began.5 

Linda’s experiences as an immigrant in urban 
American public schools had taught her to read both 
explicit and implicit “instructions”—to pay attention 
to cues like a syllabus, but to look also at a teacher’s 
body language, bookshelves, and other 
manifestations of a teacher’s values, in order to make 
judgments about that teacher’s expectations. What 
Linda noticed that first Saturday was my peasant skirt 
(“kinda hippie”) and a “friendly and motherly” 
demeanor.  This communicated a sense of 
trustworthiness to Linda.    

Because she felt some degree of comfort 
with me, she attended many office hours, and we 
spoke often.  This, in turn, provided another layer of 
information.  When she studied my office, she noted 
that I didn’t have any “one thing” on my 
bookshelves; rather, they reflected my eclectic taste 
and multiple areas of expertise:  novels by African 

American women, contemporary poetry by American 
women writers, adolescent fiction, creative 
nonfiction, scholarly work in composition studies, 
and so on.  This also built trust for Linda, who valued 
the fact that I read diverse writers, and whose interest 
in sociology fueled her own interest in nonfiction 
texts.  You are what you read, she seemed to believe, 
and she assumed correlation between my taste as a 
reader outside the classroom and my practices within 
it.  Here Linda’s assumptions seem similar to Julie’s.  
Julie, too, believed that the books I chose for the 
syllabus reflected my taste.  But Julie then drew 
conclusions about my identity based on this limited 
knowledge.  She saw only the teacher who had 
created a syllabus, while Linda assumed interplay 
between that same teacher and the scholar who filled 
her bookshelves with poems, essays, and fiction by 
African American women.  Her understanding of 
subjectivity was more complex than Julie’s. 

Still, Linda required some sort of test of my 
trustworthiness as a reader, and she created ways to 
test me throughout the course.  For example, Linda 
and Anna, the only other student of color in the room, 
admitted at midterm that they had actually 
collaborated to produce Linda’s first draft response to 
the first assignment in the course.  The assignment, 
linked to our reading of The Things They Carried, 
invited students to write narrative snapshots about 
their home communities, but to avoid easy endings 
and moralizing.  It was up to readers to infer the 
community’s values from the snapshots.  Linda’s first 
draft opened with an unnamed young girl in an 
unnamed tropical island location encountering cave 
drawings.  She described the drawings in graphic 
sensual, exoticized terms; I could nearly hear the 
drumbeats in the distance as I read.  And then it hit 
me.  Linda wanted me to hear those drumbeats.  And 
she was laughing in accompanying rhythm. 
 I called her in to my office to talk about the 
draft of the paper, which was intended to be rooted in 
specificity: a specific place, a specific character, 
specific experiences in narrative form.  “Who is this 
young woman?” I asked her.  “Where is she 
standing? Something just doesn’t ring true here.”  
Linda smiled and began to explain.  She had created 
the scene that she thought her white classmates and 
teacher would imagine; she had constructed a 
representation of an exotic Guyana native returning 
to her homeland, facing the jungle images and 
stereotypes (jutting breasts and all) that surely 
inhabited their imaginations.  Moreover, she said, 
Anna had helped put her up to it.6 They had 
collaborated to write that first draft for Linda. 

I then read the essay aloud, showing her the 
moments that had sparked doubts.  When Linda saw 
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that I would speak candidly about how I read her 
narrative, addressing my own expectations as a white 
reader largely unfamiliar with Guyanese culture, she 
seemed more willing to discuss her work with me.  In 
fact, her growing trust in me manifested itself in her 
willingness to show me unpolished drafts.  For Linda, 
this was a useful opportunity that affected her writing 
process; the desire to produce perfect prose had 
frozen her in the past, preventing her from seeking 
help early on from her teachers.  This, she believed, 
resulted in harsh readings of her work and lower 
grades for Linda.  While Julie had been more than 
willing to talk with her previous teachers, take their 
comments on her drafts and “revise” accordingly, 
Linda had never felt permitted to make mistakes or 
missteps in the past.  Here was a way in which 
learning more about me as a reader translated to a 
useful revision of Linda’s writing process.   

As Linda revised her narrative, she tested 
me further.  This time, she told a story from the first 
person, painting a portrait of a traveling American 
character named “Brittany,” a woman with a complex 
history of her own who needed to learn more about 
life in her friend, Linda’s, home country of Guyana. 
Brittany accompanies Linda to Guyana in time for 
the festival of Mashramani, and the narrative 
becomes an opportunity for Linda to teach Brittany—
and, clearly, to teach me—about the festival.  Here is 
an excerpt: 

 
 “Ooh, its going to be a marvelous day 

tomorrow,” I shouted as I sprang my arms into the 
air, strolling down one of the most crowded streets 
with my friend Brittany.  She was from America and 
had accompanied me on my first visit back to 
Guyana, the place where I was born.  

“Linda”7 exclaimed Brittany, “why are you so 
excited?”   

Girl, tomorrow is Mashramani.  It’s a festival 
that is held on the 23rd of February, and it signifies 
the day Guyana became a republic country.  Many 
bands across the Caribbean, as well as local ones, 
will slide along the road in loud music.  Crowds of 
people will be seen dancing behind each band in 
colorful costumes and clothing. There’s going to be 
an overwhelming amount of traditional food: Chinese 
dishes, Indian dishes, African dishes and Portuguese 
dishes.”   

“Don’t forget the Amerindian (Native Indians) 
dishes,” said a tall middle-aged man who stepped 
behind my friend and I . . . Don’t mean to interrupt,” 
he said finally, “but I could not allow you to forget 
about the Amerindians.  Mashramani would not be 
the same if any one of the five ethnic groups did not 
partake.”   

Here Linda is aware that Brittany is not the only one 
who lacks information about Guyanese culture and its 
diverse ethnic roots.  Her readers—including a white 
teacher who had told Linda that she had never left the 
U.S.-- lack this information.  This piece exhibits 
Linda’s desire to teach readers about this place and 
its culture.  When the “tall middle-aged man” teaches 
the two young women about Mashramani, it’s hard 
not to flinch at the encyclopedia style language.  The 
piece’s didactic tone, canned dialogue, and 
infomercial snippets about Guyanese food, culture, 
and tradition impede my ability to enjoy the piece 
fully.  That language stems from Linda’s decision to 
write primarily for me, a white reader who knows 
next to nothing about her culture.    

That first draft—cave paintings and 
drumbeats—allowed Linda to test my trustworthiness 
as a reader.  By telling her explicitly what I saw and 
by addressing my own racial identity when I read, I 
invited her to trust me enough to revise the essay.  
This second draft acknowledged that while she would 
be willing to trust me, she had a thing or two to teach 
me as well.  But these two rhetorical purposes—
teaching and testing trustworthiness—are at odds in 
this piece.  Linda clearly wrote for the Professor [X] 
who knew little about Guyana, but she did not seem 
to write for other subject positions I embodied.   Was 
she thinking primarily about the white students in the 
room?  About the white teacher?  How explicitly 
should she acknowledge that we lack information 
about her culture? 
 A real shift in style, tone, and rhetorical 
awareness occurred, however, when she wrote her 
first analytical essay about Gloria Naylor’s novel, 
Mama Day.  The novel features two African 
American characters, Cocoa and George, who come 
to terms with their own histories.  In this excerpt 
from her first draft, Linda wrote with real insight 
about George’s lack of cultural understanding: 
 
. . . . . To be part of a culture and not to feel close to 
it is like not having a culture; displacement occurs 
in such situations.  George is a character that 
illustrates such displacement.  He knows who he is 
physically; he knows his name, age, occupation and 
where he resides; however, these things do not 
provide vital information as to who he is.  He needs 
a culture to find his true self. George longs for a 
place of belonging.  He longs to fill a void in his 
heart.  Therefore, he creates a structural routine in 
which he alone can fit into.  He “hangs his shirt on 
one side of the closet, his underwear stacked into 
one set of drawers, his toiletries arranged neatly on 
one side of the dresser” (177).  In creating this 
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structure, George creates a self in which he is 
comfortable with.   
George’s behavior is understandable because there 
is a displacement of his true identity.  Since there is 
this displacement, he tries to make sure that that 
there isn’t a dislocation of his actions too .  .  .  

  
This academic form enabled her to express her 
passion in ways that really worked.  Stylistically, the 
prose is more sophisticated than what I read in the 
“Brittany” narrative.  The invitation to shift to a more 
objective, academic stance certainly enabled Linda, 
who wished to study sociology and anthropology, to 
take on that anthropological lens as she investigated 
George’s behavior, trying on a new voice and a new 
genre to boot.   

This piece commands our attention, and 
while some of the shift can certainly be attributed to 
the change in genre, a more important factor is 
audience.  Two layers of trust exist here.  First, when 
Linda wrote about Naylor’s novel, she could trust 
that I knew the book intimately.  While I was an 
outsider to Guyanese culture, I was an insider to 
Naylor’s work.  Linda knew this from our many 
conversations about Naylor’s novels in my office.  
No longer facing the heavy burden of teaching me 
about something I knew nothing about, Linda could 
finally have the kind of academic conversation with a 
reader that makes literary criticism exciting.  Having 
her teacher as primary audience is an advantage, 
since she can trust me to know the book well and 
engage her ideas in sophisticated ways.  This draft is 
moving in a fruitful direction, as is Linda’s evolving 
sense of audience.  What Linda does, then, is channel 
the evolving sense of trust that emerged during the 
semester with actual knowledge about who I am as a 
reader.  The end result is that Linda addresses and 
invokes an audience successfully.8  

While Linda blossomed writing analytical 
essays, others struggled.  Naomi, an independent 
student and a strong writer who preferred narrative to 
analytical writing (and who didn’t always buy my 
argument that one didn’t preclude the other), was a 
young white woman from rural Minnesota.  Despite 
writing a gorgeous narrative snapshot, “Harmonica 
Man,” as her first assignment, Naomi’s analytical 
writing fell flat. Her critical essay about Leslie 
Marmon Silko’s Ceremony was instead a summary of 
the novel.  The paper illustrates what I came to 
understand as Naomi’s primary difficulty with more 
traditional academic writing: her miscalculation of 
the audience’s needs and expectations.  She doesn’t 
have a sense of what information is necessary or 
pertinent.  The paper chronologically details Tayo’s 
encounters with white people, white culture, or white 

places.  Each paragraph summarizes a different 
example, but she never explains why Silko wants her 
people to “let go of their hatred and resentment” of 
the whites.  Instead, each example seems to say, 
“See, here’s another way that white people are doing 
bad things.”   

When I interviewed Naomi, she admitted, “I 
had kind of a hard time writing ‘The Healing 
Ceremony.’ I could lay out the events for you, but 
when it comes to analyzing I have a rough time with 
that.  I think I was thinking about the audience too 
much.”  This response surprised me; at first I 
couldn’t see how her difficulty with analysis was a 
result of over-thinking audience.  But Naomi 
explained that when she wrote the analytical essay, 
she was worrying most about those “who hadn’t read 
the book.”  She didn’t know how much “the reader” 
already knew.   How could she move beyond merely 
telling readers what happened to analyzing the 
events?  Wouldn’t everybody reading the paper 
simply get lost?   She had internalized some former 
teacher’s admonition to “write as though your reader 
hasn’t already read the book.”  This admonition 
denies the basic truth of the actual rhetorical 
situation: “the reader” is the teacher, and s/he has 
certainly read the book.  Naomi continued: 

 
When I write a paper like this I’m torn as 

whether to like, act like my audience is the teacher, 
or whether it’s someone who doesn’t know anything 
about the book, so I never know how much to go into 
detail and how much to explain, and I don’t want to 
over-explain, but yet I don’t want someone who 
doesn’t know anything about the book to be lost 
either. . . 

 
For Naomi, difficulty with analytical writing wasn’t 
just about a lack of familiarity and comfort with 
academic writing in general.  Instead, this difficulty 
resulted from her inability to make sense of some bad 
rhetorical advice: to always assume ignorance on the 
part of your audience, even when doing so denies the 
truth of a living, breathing teacher who is reading the 
work.  In effect, this advice meant that Naomi was 
not permitted to address a reader, and without a clear 
starting place in the “real,” she couldn’t move along 
that continuum to invoking one. 

Only one student, Anna, came to our class 
with a theory of audience already in place.  A young 
African American woman from rural Mississippi, 
Anna told me that she actually “envisions” readers 
for her work when an audience isn’t really specified:    
“When I write something, I read it out loud as I go 
and I somewhat envision whoever’s sitting in front of 
me, taking like every word I say, and, I don’t know, 
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the people don’t have faces, you know, I still see 
them like, their bodies, moving [while I talk] . . .”   
As she spoke, Anna gestured with her head and 
hands, sometimes ducking as if to avoid being 
punched.   I was troubled by the image of the 
audience members’ bodies moving, as if they had 
been “hit” by her words.  But I was fascinated by 
how this concept of audience blurs the line between 
the invoked, imagined audience and those who are 
addressed.   

Her desire to conjure actual bodies sitting 
before her suggests a need to address people—but 
these people are clearly products of her imagination, 
invoked by Anna as she considers who might inhabit 
those bodies that “move” while she talks.  I asked her 
to say more about her theory of audience, and Anna 
replied, “When I write, I just put it out there for you.  
If you don’t like it, well . . .”  She shrugged her 
shoulders, trying to look nonchalant.  “If…I do what 
I feel, whatever the topic is, that’s how I do it,” Anna 
stated matter-of-factly.  She attributed this 
straightforwardness to her background.  Raised by 
her religious grandmother in Mississippi, and 
troubled by an on-again, off-again relationship with 
her mother, Anna learned early on the importance of 
being candid and true to her own intentions.  Her 
grandmother taught Anna, “If somebody asks me 
something, I should just put it out there.  Oh, they’ll 
get over it sooner or later. They can’t hold it against 
me for the rest of their life.”  Anna has learned to 
take risks with her writing, without fearing readers’ 
reactions.  But she recognizes that readers will, in 
fact, react, sometimes in unpredictable ways.  She 
knows that the responsibility for successful 
communication has to be negotiated—it cannot 
possibly lie solely with her.  Thus, she has learned to 
anticipate multiple reactions, and to write with 
multiple possible reactions—and readers—in mind.   

 
 

How Might We Set Ourselves Up to Find Out?: 
Making Pedagogical Adjustments  

The students I spoke with cared about how I 
read their work. But their own identities and 
experiences shaped how they got their information.   
Julie, used to academic success and high grades, 
approached the task of learning about my reading 
much as she had approached all of her previous 
academic tasks: she studied relevant documents, 
considered my responses to her work, and then 
compared those responses to the ways in which I 
responded to her peers.  Such a system had never 
failed her before. Why change it? Linda worked 
intuitively to discern the kind of reader I would be.  
A young woman who had experience negotiating 

cultural boundaries, Linda took into account the 
multiple ways that I performed my identity in and out 
of the classroom.  Just as she felt scrutinized by the 
white students with whom she lived and studied, 
Linda brought a similar kind of scrutiny to bear on 
me, using whatever information she gleaned to 
determine whether or not she could trust me as a 
reader.  Naomi, the strongest narrative writer, 
struggled with analytical writing, depending upon 
misinformation and mythology about audience.  And 
Anna’s sense of audience was so well developed that 
she felt her readers in a visceral sense. 

There seemed to be a direct correlation 
between how my students received their information 
about me as a reader and their sense of belonging to 
academic culture.  They occupied positions on a 
continuum.  Julie, who I deemed the most traditional 
academic insider—white, suburban, middle class—
relied upon the most explicit forms of information 
about me as a reader, like the syllabus.  She was also 
the least flexible in terms of her ability to adapt to 
shifts in generic expectations.  But students who 
viewed themselves as located outside the majority 
culture in some way, either racially, culturally, or 
socio-economically, seemed able to utilize both 
implicit and explicit information about me as a 
reader, with Linda and Anna most flexible in 
adapting to my needs as an audience member, even 
when shifting genres.9  

As I interviewed my students, I was 
reminded how important it is to be explicit about our 
identities and experiences in the classroom.  From the 
moment we enter the classroom our students begin to 
interpret who we are and make assumptions about 
how we will read their work.  Students scrutinize us 
in order to figure out “what we want” from their 
papers.  They scan our bookshelves when they visit 
us during office hours. They make inferences based 
on our clothing, our hairstyles, even the music we 
play.  They consider what our syllabus says and what 
we say ourselves in and out of class.  They listen as 
we participate in conferences, peer review sessions, 
and other classroom activities that highlight our 
reading practices.  While we cannot control the 
inferences and assumptions that students make from 
these experiences, we can control the nature of the 
experiences themselves. Why fuel the fires of 
miscommunication and faulty assumptions?  We 
have countless opportunities to be explicit:  we can 
complete reading history questionnaires along with 
our students; we can write literacy narratives and 
share them with our students; we can model how we 
read student authored work by reading and annotating 
papers in front of them using whatever technologies 
are available to us.  We can talk openly with them 
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about what we do as readers  and how they  feel 
about it.  

But then we have to watch their reactions 
and gauge the effects.   It’s my responsibility to know 
more about my students’ identities and experiences 
before I read their work.  A writer like Linda 
blossoms when given candid information about her 
teacher’s reading history and interpretive approaches. 
First, this information gives her somebody to address; 
second, candor helps her to develop trust, and trust 
enables her to engage more fully in the 
response/revision cycle.   But a writer like Julie, who 
is already overly dependent upon teacher feedback, 
may begin to pander if I emphasize my needs as a 
reader too much.  When I met Julie, I couldn’t predict 
how systematically she would study course 
documents in order to learn about me as a reader, and 
I didn’t know how dependent upon written feedback 
she would be.  What Julie needs is the space to learn 
to develop her own evaluative criteria—an “ear” for 
her own writing.  She may actually find it detrimental 
to hear more from her teacher about what that teacher 
“likes” or “wants.” I feel responsible for the fact that 
Julie never really learned much about me as a reader, 
and thus kept assuming what I really “looked for” 
would forever be hidden to her.  What Julie needed 
was a new metaphor—a new way of understanding 
what it means to read that isn’t dependent upon 
“hidden meanings” and guesswork.  I don’t think I 
provided that for her.  Julie needed to learn to read 
more than the syllabus in order to make useful 
assumptions about her audience’s needs.  I could 
have done more to model my own reading strategies 
for her, helping her challenge her belief that meaning 
is “hidden” and teach her to read rhetorical cues in 
the text.   

Had I approached audience in First Term 
Seminar by simply repeating the mantra, “study your 
audience and consider their needs,” I would have 
emphasized only half of any rhetorical situation.  
Instead, I needed to tell my students to reflect on their 
own lives and experiences first, and then consider 
how to best plan for us to “meet” on paper.  In short, 
I tried to demonstrate that identity matters 
professionally, personally, geographically, and 
culturally in the classroom for both teachers and 
students.  Since teachers’ identities matter, we must 
learn to work with—not against—the identities we 
embody, inhabit, or perform every day.  That means 
being more explicit about who we are, what we 
expect from our students and ourselves, and why we 
do what we do with student-authored texts. By 
extension, and in a spirit of fairness and 
collaboration, this imperative also requires us to give 
students the opportunity to share the same 

information about themselves—but without dictating 
all the forms the “disclosure” should take.   

Since our reading practices affect the writing 
practices of our students.  It’s imperative to study our 
own reading practices, and find ways for students to 
work with, as well as against, those practices.  
Students produce texts to meet our reading 
expectations, or work against or defy those 
expectations. They write texts to “answer” our 
questions or raise new questions. They write to 
silently   challenge us.  That   means we need to 
know and understand our own reading practices, 
discuss them explicitly, and give students the 
opportunity to strategize about how to reach us as 
readers, as well as other audiences.  It means we 
cannot deny that we are reading, or pretend that we 
are not the audience at hand.   

 
Appendix A: Student Questionnaire 
 

Directions:  Please read through the questions below, 
and contact me if you have any questions or need 
clarification.  Then, go back to your work for the 
course (ENG 256 or FTS 100) and reread it.  You 
may want to look only at final drafts; you may want 
to revisit the whole collection of informals, rough 
drafts, etc.  It’s up to you. 

Take some time to reread your work and really think 
about your own frame of mind when you produced it.  
Try to remember what it was like to write a particular 
essay or group of essays in the first place. Then, 
when you’ve really reflected, please respond to the 
following questions: 

1.  How did you imagine your audience at the time 
that you wrote this work? Who, specifically, were 
you writing to/for?  (Feel free to talk about an 
individual piece of writing or a collection.) 

2.  If Rebecca Fremo was an intended member of that 
audience, what kinds of assumptions did you make 
about her reading expectations?  In other words, what 
did you imagine she'd like or dislike as a reader? 

3.  What were your assumptions about Rebecca 
Fremo’s reading preferences based on? In other 
words, how did you come to “know” her as a reader?  
What did she say or do in class to give you these 
impressions? 
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4.  If Rebecca Fremo was not an intended member of 
the audience for your work, how did you let her 
know?  Did you tell her explicitly, “Hey, you’re not 
the audience for this work!” Or did you send signals 
within the work itself? 

5.  Where, in your text(s), do you see evidence of 
how you were thinking about audience? Consider 
vocabulary, style, voice, tone, genre, and so on. 

6.  Now that you've revisited this work months after 
you produced it, do you see a different audience than 
the one you intended? Why/why not? 

Notes 
1. Essays by Elizabeth Flynn and John Flynn do engage 

questions related to gender 
2. Our institution does not offer first year composition 

courses. Instead, we have a full-blown WAC program 
that includes a required First Term Seminar and two 
additional courses, at least one of which must be 
Writing in the Disciplines.   

3. Other books include Leslie Marmon Silko’s 
Ceremony, Tim O’Brien’s The Things They Carried, 
and Terry Tempest Williams’ Refuge.  We also read 
critical articles by writers such as Mary Louise Pratt, 
as well as essays by Scott Russell Sanders, Patricia 
Hampl, and others.   

4. The students who I interviewed were all young 
women, but FTS only enrolled four men that fall 
semester, and none responded to my open call for 
participants. Linda, Julie, Anna, Lizbeth, and Naomi, 
on the other hand, were quite interested in the project 
for a variety of reasons.  I interviewed them several 
months after they completed the course.   

5. When I conducted the interviews, we still had an 
institutional tradition of meeting our new FTS 
advisees and their parents/ families on “move-in day.”    
Thankfully, we no longer do this. 

6. Sadly, no record remains of this early draft, titled 
“Mala.”  Linda wasn’t able to locate it when I began to 
collect copies of student work for the project.  I’m 
afraid you’ll have to trust my memory in this case.  
She was, however, able to locate the file of the 
revision, now titled “Brittany”.  When she revised, she 
wrote a piece titled “Brittany,” which introduced a 
fictional character who was visiting Guyana for the 
first time.     

7. I’ve changed the name here to preserve the 
pseudonym. 

8. I believe that discussing issues related to identity and 
culture in class, as well as Linda’s ongoing reflection 
about her own experiences as a person of color, 
enriched the work.  Likewise, Linda loved the novel; 
Linda enjoyed more “academic” writing; Linda now 
had really settled in to her life at [X] College and her 
work demonstrated that new sense of stability.   

9. This seems very much like W.E.B. Dubois’s notion of 
double-consciousness 
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