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The anly real difficulty I encountered in this job was that
of actually getting together with such a large number of
Evergreen faculty for individual interviews. The schedulinag,
rescheduling, and actually sitting down across from each other at
the same table —- these were difficult matters to arrange.
(Anyone who Knows the Evergreen faculty well will readily
understand that the scheduling was far more difficult than either
the interviewing or the subsequent writing. It was in one or two
cases impossible ever to schedule interviews, regrettably, in
spite of the fact that the faculty members much wanted to take
part: They could simply not find the time before the monograph
had to be done. (As often noted, the faculty here is
overscheduled, overcommitted, and coverworked. It is also
probably even over-responsible.)> The surprise for me was that
this part of the work went as well as it did, and the sole reason
is that faculty members were generous with their schedules and
even near-saintly in their willingness toc give the interviews
priority when conflicts of time and place came up for them.

The work of scheduling and holding the interviews took
almost a year. The interviews themselves took, on average, about
two hours each. Extreme cases ran from five or six hours right
down to no hours at all. In the latter case, one or two faculty
members simply sent brief but specific written materials and
said, in effect, "That‘s all I do, but it works, and I couldn”’t
tell you any more if we met for all the time in the world to
discuss it." Several others referred me to their published and

unpublished writings, which I duly consulted; and in a couple of



other cases I collected and synopsized previous Evergreen
NEH/PNWC monographs, just for the purpose of getting as much
usable material as possible between two simple covers.*

There was not one single interview which failed to be
instructive, not one which failed to be interesting, not one
which failed to be useful, not cne which did not get included.
Some were highly innovative, and some were not. Some were
extremely complex, and others were extremely simple. Some were
based on theories of ]earning or on composition research, some
were based on experience in the classrcom, and some were based on

no more than teacherly enjoyment.

8 Note on Audiences. I need to explain that the included
strategies are necessarily apples and oranges, to say the very
least. This is the case because the monograph itself is
necescsarily both a collection of individual strategies and a
report (which can lay no claim to being "representative") on what
ie going on at Evergreen in terms of its faculty’s efforts to
teach writing across the liberal artes curriculum. The monograph
is such a two-sort gathering because of its 1ikKeiy two-sort
audience: (1) teachers who will be looking for something to use

with their students; (2) people (teachers or not) who will be

*] do not summarize the monograph Usipg Workshops to Ieach
bciting Accoss the Curciculum, which is itself a collection of
short reporte on workshops developed along the lines of &
Piagetian model created by Donald Finkel {(Member of the Faculty
in Psy»chology at Evergreen) and G. Stephen Monk (Professor of
Mathematics at the University of Washington>. 1 do, however,
precsent a section on one of Finkel“s strategies herein.



mainly interested in a catelogish descriptive overview of what
writing—-teaching strategies are being used here.

Among the first sort will be both experienced
connoisseurs/userse of writing—teaching strategies and absclute
beginners at teaching writing —— as well as teachers at all
points in between. Some of these strategies will thus not be
terribly interesting in themselves to readers who Know a lot
‘about the teaching of writing; what is interesting about these
strateqgies is that they have been found by, and are being used
by, professors whose disciplinary counterparts at most other
colleges do not teach writing at all (although some of them
require it of their students). At Evergreen, mathematics
teachers and chemistry teachers and painting teachers and
psychology teachers actively teach writing, and this seems the
important thing —-- not whether their methods constitute any sort
of theoretical or methodological advance. (And, lest I seem tco
self—-congratulatory in the college’s behalf for the extent to
which its professors teach writing, I should say again that the
back-patting is only comparative, not absolute. In fact, it ics
clear to me that we are not yet teaching writing nearly as much
as we should be teaching it, given the needs of our students as
ascsessed by the personnel at the Learning Services Center and by
others. Still, our compacatiue level of activity in the teaching
of writing is inarguably commendable.)

At any rate, there are strategies included here which ought
to be of interest to the experienced {(and even the jaded)

connoisseur of writing—-teaching strategies, and these strateqgies



will be easily viewed as "exportable." And there are others at
which that experienced connoisseur will not see fit to give a
passing glance ¢(he or she will have read all about them, or about
something very like them, back in 1959 or thereabouts); but these
are the very ones which, because they are simple, or because they
are reported here as being employed successfully by a professor
in the s=ort of classrcom or laboratory in which writing is not
usually taught, might end in having the greater impact --
precicely because they may be non-threatening to the professor
inexperienced in the teaching of writing, and because they may
strikKe him or her as being of some potential help to students.
With respect to audiences, it also bears mentioning that
among both main sorts of readers (those looking for individually
useful strategies and those looking for a college-wide report’,
and among both main sorts of those lookKing for individually
useful strategies (the experienced teacher and the inexperienced
teacher), there will be people who Know all about Evergreen (all
of us insiders) and people who Know next—-to-nothing about it
("external audiences")>. I have taken a few pains to provide
contexts for readers who are not from Evergreen; for example, I
have in some cases identified faculty members by field, explained
some special Evergreen educational practices, and translated some
of the college’s nomenclature. To inside readers, examples of
this context-providing will probably seem jarringly silly when

stumbled upon.

How 1 Did the Intecuiepws. When I began the interviewing

work, I did not Know precicsely what to ask, because I had not yet
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found the words for what I really wanted to Know about. After
the first two or three interviews, the words came: "I“d like for
you to tell me in detail about the one writing—teaching strategyr
(or ploy, or gimmick, or behavioral modification device, or con,
or creative group dynamics segment, or feat of legerdemain, or
archetype—-seeking missile, or skKills-building module, or
whatever) which you either believe in the most or are most
enthusiastic about at this time." Socon, I had to add the words:
"You can give me two instead of one, if two are in an
irresoclvable tie." And then, last, I had to add: "Don"t give me
a strategy (or whatever) if something else is more pressingly on
vyour mind regarding the teaching of writing; for example, marbe
vou have some heuristic principles which you’d rather sharg, or &
story or two."

My main principle, once I found it, was to encourage the
csharing of the main thing on the interviewees’ minds.

1 treated the interviewees as experts throughout, because
I believed it. It is rare that college professors in

contemporary America talk about what works in the teaching of

writing -— unless they are trring to get a grant, a publication-
#
credit, or both, in which case their motives for the claim of

success (and, by extension, for their own expertise) iz at least
somewhat suspect. These interviewees were successful writing
teachers. Some were a little bit successful for a short time,
others were enormously successful over an entire career, and
there were of course all degrees of success between those
extremes. But the important thing is that what I was hearing

were reports of success, and that those reports had no motive but



the desire to share something that worked. I thus refrained at
all timees (or almost all times, anyway) from arguing with
interviewees about their controlling ideologies, their
psychological or pedagogical assumptions about how people learn,
their philosophical or linguistic theories, their implicit or
explicit argumente from personal experience (i.e., classroom
experience, for the most part), their specific teaching goals,
their "lifelong learner" goals for their students, or whatever.
I have a good bit of expertise and experience in the teaching of
writing, and 1 have some strong opinions about it, but I wanted
to play collector (and in some cases clarifier) in this work, not
debater, and I did.

In two cases (Richard Alexander s and Charles Teske’s) 1
have appended teachers’ materials. And in some cases I have
included brief remarks about the theoretical underpinnings of
particular strategies, as explained by the interviewees. At the
end of the monograph is a list of those teachers who tocok part,

with brief biographical annotations to the entries.

8 Note oo Organization. 1 was unable to find any smart
organizational device which did not have the drawback of leaving
over fifty per cent of the sections in some sort of
"miecellaneocus" category, so I finally gave up and organized the

monograph alphabetically.

acknowledoments. 1 should like to thank all those who

consented to be interviewed. (And I hope it is some consolation,
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in view of the fact that I got paid and you did not, that the

wining and dining of some of you that I eagerly volunteered to

do, in order to sweeten the pain of perpetrating yet another x1'd-
out block of time in your appointment bookKs, took a hefty chunk

out of my all-too-modest net. I think it was worth it.> It iz a
tforegone conclusion that I have made some errors in the work of
trying to carry what the interviewees told me to these pages, and I
merely hope that none of these gaffes turns out to be too awful. If
individual interviewees will point out mistakes in their

respective sections to me as they find them, I =shall be glad tc

make correctione in notes to the faculty (if need be) and in any future
edition(s).

I should particularly like to thank Barbara Leigh Smith,
Academic Dean at Evergreen and director of the NEH Writing Across
the Liberal Arts Curriculum grant on thie campus, for her
enthusiasm and support throughout: From the original Evergreen
catalogue (1971-72) and on down through the years, there has been
included a very idealistic section called "Lots of Writing."

This section has always stated, in what I believe have been the
very same words, that Evergreen has a top-priority commitment to
the teaching of writing in its academic programs straight across
the curricular boards. The faculty and students have worked hard
over the years to Keep that priority high, and their work has
been essential to our success in maintaining our level of

commi tment; but it is simply a fact of life that instituticonal
priorities fluctuate with the changing priorities of
administrative leaders ae those leaders come and qo (here and

elsewhere, but more here than elsewhere because of our rotating-—
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dean system). It has thus been of significant benefit to
Evergreen that Barbara has chosen, as one of her deanship’s
missions, the strong advocacy of the continuing educational
ideals summed up by our "Lots of Writing" section -- which first
began appearing in those earliest public announcements of what we
would be about as a college. We are more about writing than any

cther college I Know of, and that fact is a pleasure to report.
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Richard Alexander: Punctuation and Meaning

[Special Naote: Reading, understanding,

and using this strategy requires your refer-—
ring to some teaching materials supplied

in Appendix 1 of this monograph.]

Richard Alexander”s teaching-of-writing strategy was one of
the few which were specifically solicited for this monograph.
The reason for its getting singled out as a request is that
Alexander had voiced enthusiasm for it for a good while and had
cshared it with some colleagues in programs, but that it had
apparently not been written up by him or anyone else for wider
distribution.

Alexander ‘s method of teaching punctuation, he is quick to

stress, presumes the student’s understanding of three larger,

"macro-" issues and problems in rhetoric, logic, and writing:
1. What is a thesis? (Including: What is mx thesis?)
2. How do you go about thinking about a thesis?
2. What is an outline?

After the student has been taught how to answer these questions
through instructicon in logic and critical thinKing (or if the
student miraculously already Knows how?, any specific question
that comes up for that student will be answered (either by the
teacher or by the student) in direct reference to one of those
three larger questions and its answer. After the student gets

that answer, he or she will be able to answer the specific
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question which is presently posing a problem -- e.g., a question
on a specific of punctuation.

In Alexander‘s own teaching, all such questions are fed back
intco the subsuming principles contained in his handout sheaf of
teaching materials which themselves refer to principles and
resulting strategies previously taught. (Necessary examples of
these are included in Appendix I. Their separate titles are:
"Working with the VYague Question Thesis to Get Us to A Workable
One"; "Outline"; "Making af america: Writing Workshop #1";
"Punctuation"; "From Paul & Percival Goodman, Communitas." One
of them, as you can see, is specifically tied to Alexander’s
1783~-84 Core-level coordinated studies program Ihe Making ot
emecica, but it is easily adapted to any content-based teaching
situatiaon.?

Thus (and to repeat), any student questione on, or voiced
problems with, punctuation will be answered through immediate
referral back to the three "macro-" questions and their answers.
When students are in possession of those answers ftwhich, also to
repeat, presupposes their Knowledge of elementary logic?,
Alexander is ready to present his punctuation ideas to them as an
argument. (This argument is given in the handout "Punctuation,"
but is implied in all the handouts.> He is trying, via this
argument ¢(as with all arguments) to percsuade, and he thus refers
to this particular strategy as a "suasive exercise." The

specifics he is trying to get the students to accept are five:

1. Present-day punctuation is the result of evoluticonary

change, and all present-—-day punctuation is therefore best
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understood in terms of ite history.

2. Our present-day punctuation system is the result of the

slow shift from a system based on pauses to one based on logic;

and, in fact, today‘s punctuation is based almost entirely on

logic.

3. Teaching punctuation by a system of rules is absurd,

because there are always too many exceptions.

4. Punctuation practice (usage) varies with writing

situations {(contexts).

S%. The student can therefore choose his or her punctuation
practice, and that practice will have a meaning —-—- the student’s

own meaning.

After Richard Alexander has taught "the whole thing" --
i.e., after he has taught everything that to be found on the
handouts contained in Appendix I —-- he does a classroom exercice
in which he demonstrates his system’s efficacry. He does this by

using exemplary sentences. His favorite such sentence is:

1l hate people who ga o callege bhecanse they think they

ace so damned smarct.

Through modifying this sentence by inserting various pieces, and
combinations of pieces, of punctuation, Alexander teaches that
meaning is to a significant degree determined by the punctuation
one chooses. Obwviously, for example, the sentence’s meaning

changes if a comma is placed between college and hecause. It
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also changes if a comma is placed between peaple and wha (and
many studente would so place it)>; and here, because the resulting
meaning would be absurd (the speakKer would be saying that he or
she hated all people, because all pecople go to college because
they think they are so damned smart), the student can easily be
taught that a comma could under no circumstances go in that
position.

The message students get from Alexander’s "suasive exercise"
is that punctuation always affects, and sometimes controls,
meaning itself. He says that they can be brought to see that
"any punctuation usage is correct unless no possible thought
could take that form." He believes that few beginning students
have ever realized that particular fact -- that, instead, most
beginning students have spent their lives in seeing punctuation
as an irrelevancy to meaning.

Alexander believes that his students, through both their
expasure to this teaching and their subsequent practice with it,
come to see the teaching’s value, in terms of their being able to
get their own meanings across in the future.

After his students have learned this lesson, he passes ocut =z
cne—-page text from which he has removed all punctuation. (This
is the section of Communitas by Paul and Percival Goodman,
referred to above and included in Appendix I1.) He uses it in his
seminars and workshops as a a focal point for an exercise. Of
each of its sentences he asks individual students or groups of
students, "What do xou think it means?" —- instead of asking

them, "What do you think the Goodmans thought it meant when they

16



wrote it?" Their reasons all have to be reasons of content: no
arammatical answers are allowed. After the group has aqone
through the handout in this manner, Alexander reads ocut what

the Goodmans wrote, indicating their punctuation.

Richard Alexander notes that his entire process takes about
three weeks, in order for a seminar or writing class to achieve
the understanding he is after —-— to be persuaded. He believes

it to be an excellent investment of time and energy.
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Gordon BecK: A Workshop in Logic and Rhetoric

Gordon Beck, Nancy Taylor, and Leo Daugherty have run
writing workshops as regular courses in the two Goeat Books af
the Wlestecn World Core Programs (1%980-81; 1983-84). These
courses meet once a week and require an essay a week from
students. The only Kind of writing which is taught
in these workshops is expository writing. In most
structural ways, they are based on the structure and methods
given in Daugherty‘s section, although Beck and Taylor modify
that strategy to fit more exactliy their own priorities and their
own feelings of what is pedagogically comfortable. (The basic
"givens" are that the workshop requires one essay per week of
each student —-- an analytical piece or a personal response
relating to the text, art-work, or topic/question/issue/theme of
the week. The essay must be in final-draft shape. The workshop
will follow a common sy1labus -- common, that is, to all three
wor-kshops in the program —-- which includes basic grammar and
rhetoric handbooks, vocabulary-building aids, and so on.} In
1980-21, the students were placed in one of the program’s three
writing groups as based on what some composition researchers
rather scientistically continue to call an "initial diagnostic
essay"; there were three groups and three levels. In 1983-84, we
Jetticsoned the "bottom" level and merely ran one "fast" level and
two homogenecus "regular" levels, having found that running a
"bottom" level is too enervating for everybody involved. During

fall quarter, groups work on grammar, vocabulary-building,
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spelling, elementary paragraphing, and rhetoric principles;
during winter quarter, groups work on paragraphing, rhetoric
principles, and elementary critical reasoning and logici during
spring quarter, groups [and/or individual studentes in tutorialsl

work on research papers.

The particular worKshop variant described here is the one
Gordon Beck led in winter quarter, 1984.

He first starts with the whole group. (Given the current
student—-faculty ratio, the size of the group is about twenty --
or one—third of the total program enrollment.} Before turning
back a set of essays, turned in the previous week, which he has
critiqued in writing, he picks out one essay that is illustrative
of points he wants to cover for the day. In terms of content, he
also finds it useful if the paper is one which presents an
opposing point of view to, or a different aspect of, a position
taken the previous week by the analogous paper discussed by the
whole group. He asks the student who wrote it to read it aloud.
When the reading is finished, Gordon Beck first explaine to the
group why he chose it —— taking particular pains to point out how
it presents a different side of the position takem in the
previous week‘s paper. He then comments on those aspects of the
paper which he thinks are especially instructive to the critical
mass of the students in the group, in terms of what that critical
mass needs to be working on at that particular time in its

sKkills—development work.
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When this part of the secssion is completed, about thirty or
forty minutes will have elapsed.

The whole group then divides into its two ongoing subgroups
{again, see Daugherty’s section for specific details of subgroup
organization and operation). In each of the two subgroups, one
student will have brought ten xeroxed copies of his or her essay
to be turned in that day to Gordon BecK. The student writer will
read his or her essay to the subgroup aloud. Following the
reading, the student writer cannot talk any more during the
session; the essay either speaks for itself or doesn’t. The
other members of the subgroup then discuss the essay in detail
from the point of view of its employment of effective rhetoric
(or its lack of same?), seeking out hypotheses, organizing
principles, arqgument strategies, and so forth. #As the present
aroup is following a syllabus containing an elementary logic text
(Cederblom and Paulsen, Crcitical Reasoning?, its student critics
try to read the essay in terms of the chapter in that text most
recently completed. (In Lrcitical EReasoning, all the chapters are
eminently exploitable for this work, but especially so are those
chapters featuring common fallacies and confusions.)

Sometimes while students are engaged in the critiquing work
of their subgroups, Gordon Beck will meet in individual tutorial
csessions with students needing special help. Usually, these
tutorials are in written "ESL" -- instruction in English as a
csecond lanquage —-- and Gordon Beck offers them to students whose
written English is not yet at the level attained by most native

speakers who are in their first year of college. Sometimes, of

20
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course, he meets with the sub-groups, perhaps spending the whole
period with one of the two (going to the other

group in the following week) or perhaps going back and forth
between the two groups during the same session.

In any event, whether he is sitting with a sub-group or not,
Gordon Beck finds that letting the students run the groups, with
minimum participation from him (because all such participation
amounts to leadership in student eyes), encourages them to work
seriously and conscientiously at the art of teaching. In fact,
one major payoff of the method is ite instilling the workKshop
members with a sense of that art —-- and of the responsibility
that goes with it to create criticism which is truly
constructive.

This second segment of the workKshop period takes nearly an

hour to do at all well with one short paper.
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Craig Carlson: God and Grammar

The starting place ics Nietesche, and I fear we
are not getting rid of God, because we still be-
lieve in grammar. But I believe in God and grammar
both. And I believe that God anmd grammar are squal.

-— Craig Carleson

Craig Carlson’s teaching strategy was developed at lWebster
University in Webster Groves, Missouri, where he taught in the
academic year 1982-82 while on leave from Ewvergreen ftwhere he has
been on the faculty since 1273>. This teaching strategy was
developed +or, and used with, foreign students (mostly non-
lWestern), who possessed little or no understanding of English, in
an international student center. But Carlson beliesves that it
can be used, with common—-sense adaptations, with a wide variety
of studente in need of basic-<kKills help. "It is good for any

beginning students in the writing of English," he sars. It i iy

i

large part a test-based strategy at the level of the word and the
sentence, although the testing is necessarily phased out when the

students get to larger written elements (from paragraphs on up?.

o

It is presented here in the form of a typical weekKly schedule,
although this schedule would probably be more trpical of an early

week in the gquarter or semester than a late one.

MONDaY

Monday ts "Wocabulary Day." The students have been given =z
list (on the previous Friday) of twenty words to study for today.

These worde have been carefully chosen for their usefulness in

22



introducing students to college-level work. (Some trpical waords
would be "dialectic,”" "heuristic," "precis," and so on. I+f need
be, the words could easily be Keyed to various special
disciplines: sociclogy, library science, management, whatever.?

These words are tested on Monday, both orally and in
writing., Students are expected to define them precisely and to
be able to use them in conversaticon. The written part of the
test is done with mimeas. The teacher asks for three definitions
of a given word —- "dialectic," say. He may then ask for the
cspelled-out pronunciation of that same word -- with accents,
s¥llabic breaks, and so on. The test would typically contain ten
written geustions based on their dictionary assignment from
Friday. When the students were finished taking the test, ther
would pass it to the student on their left. The teacher would
then give out the answers, and the students would mark one
ancother s tests and give them back. Thus, all students would
immediately Know "how they did." Any student who flunked would
take za remedial exam; this second-try exam would be bolstered by
an individual conference, individual tutoring, and so on. ANY
ztudent who flunked the remedial exam would be told he or she was
flunking the course. They would then have to do better, and they
would Know it. (Carlson stresses that almost nobody actually
flunked the course, as passing it was almost totally a matter of
demonstrated effort. But at the same time he worked hard to
instill in his students the understanding that they had to get br
thie course in order to continue their educations at Webster

College —— to be sure that they understood the consequences of

23



not meeting Webster”s English—-language requirement.?

“s for the oral exam, its special purpose is the
motivational one of helping the students see that the words are
of personal value to them —- to help them take the step of making
thece worde their friends, their allies. Carlson might begin the
oral exam by saying, "Abdul [one of his students at Websterl,”
would »ou begin by giving us a word »ou feel comfortable in

using?" Abdul would then use the word —— "precis," say —-—in a

]}

entence. Carleson would then write that word on the blackboard.

OUther =tudente would then ask him about the word —- asking
an>thing they wanted to Know about it and its use. For example,
Abdul might be asked: "Can you give me an example of

"proecis"? The clase would then move on to other words, each of
which Carison would write on the blackKboard. There would then be

an ensuving conversation —— one in which the students would try to

[y
1t
L
0
n

many of the words on the blackboard as possible —— and

C
ar
2

son would draw a line through & word only when he would be

M
11
=

“tain that the students a1l understood it and how to use it.
When only four words are left —— the four which have for some
reason proved to be the four hardest words —-—- the group has a
narrowed task. It tries hard to use those four words. "At the
end of the ninety-minute session, Just about 211 of the ocriginal
twenty words will have been used and will have been understood

by all members of the class,” Carlson saye. He stre

n

that he

ce

n
w

does hardly any talking at all during the ninety minutes.
"I wanted them to read the dicticnary as if it were the

Bible," Carlson sars. "Part of the strategy is reverence for the
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dictionary: to get them to take it as a sacred texi." To thi

1]

end, he does some preliminary set-up work on the dictionary,

introducing the students to what dictionaries zre, how they are

made, how to use them, and so on; and he notes that he tries to
get beginning students to use llebster’s Thicd loternational
regularly.

When they leave at the end of Mondar’s session, ther take
with them a take—home examination in sentence grammar which they
will do "on honor.” ("0On honor" in this casze means that the
student can consult any text he or she wishes, but must do hie or
her own work.?> @At Webster, students got the examinations from a
student assistant and turned them in to that assistant for
assecssment when they had completed them; at Evergreen, the exams
would be picked up from the faculty member’s program secretary,
but the faculty member would persconally have to mark them, as we
have no such marking assistance here. The faculty member
determines, from diagnostic work and from initial impressions of
the students’” skills—-levels, the number of examinations each

ztudent must take.
LEDNMESDAY

Whern the students come to ldednesday’s session, their exams

have already been marked. You Know how they have done, both

col )

Dl

ctively and individually, although they do not as yet Know,
During the first halt of the ninety-minute session, the
faculty member emphasizes one and only one specific aspect of

ogrammar. This aspect of grammar is one with which the critical
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mass of the students has demonstrated, on the exam just

completed, that it has problems. This aspect of grammar must

]

pex
1§

.o be one which is clearly and adequately dealt with in the
students” texthooks, as such instruction, in order to be most
effective, should be text-based. <(But readers should noté that
students do not have any purchased textbooks at all for this
class, instead using texts in & central learning services center;
the matter of texts is taken up in detail below.?

Aatter thie periocd of instruction, the teacher gives back the
corrected exams, and the remainder of the class-time is given
cver to discussion of any and all problems experienced in doing
the exam.

Carlson stresses that he ie trying to teach hie students,
berond the level of the individual skills and repertoire—-segments
themselves, the following two facte: firet, that there is an
ohjective measure of achievement in basic sentence grammar;
csecond, that the rules of basic sentence grammar are for the most
part cut—-and-dried and inflexible. "It is this two-part idea
that »ou really teach,” he says. "You teach that grammar is a
rigorous, mostly inflexible discipline which must be studied and
learned as such, rule by rule.”

As for the examinations themselwes, Carlson believes that
their importance to the enterprise cannot be cveremphacsized.
"They are important," he sarys, "because they make students think
about grammar all week: it's easy to ace these tests, but it is

worrxing naot to, and aceing them makes the students feel good,

while the worrring is productively nervous—-making.”
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The students retain their exams and make a file of them.

The teacher is Keeping a record of the students” =zcore nd

(]

g

individual areas of success and difficultyy and it is important

that the students Keep the same record, along with the individual

exams which are, cumulatively, the source of the record.

"1¥ the studente get hooked on, or by, this whole strategr,”

Carlson zayre, "they will have gained an

inestimable reward." The

crucial parts of that paroff for them are:

i. A sense of scholarly procedures;

2. A respect for the rules of grammar, and, by

extensicn,
for other rules-based disciplines and areas of

Knowledge;

3. A sencse tmostly from the Erciday sessions, which
are discussed below) of being able to see and to
avoid, in other people’s work and increasingly in
their own, verbal cliches —— a learned ability to
stay away from them in both thinking and writing.

("Learning to demolish cliches in thinking and writing

ie the best epistomological training for beginning
writers,"” Carlson states firmly.o
These three rewards are much more important than the simple
business of having cranked out an acceptable theme per week for
an academic quarter or semester, Carlson believes. He claims

that his students are simply not ceady to write an zcceptable

theme when ther begin, and that, morecover, they will not be able
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to do so when they end the course. He says that practically» no
basic-lewel {or, in Evergreen’'s case, Core-level) student will
be. [This sentiment is also a crucial element in Sandra Simon’s
teaching, and the reader is referred to the section devoted to
her teaching strategy in this monograph.l But Carlson sars that
at the end of his course, his students will be "poised" to write

a good theme; i.e., that the» will then stand a chance of being

able to do

in

Q.

ER1D&Y

Friday is "Writing Dar." #At the end of the previous

bednezday's session, the teacher gave the students a2 writing

signment, and that assignment is due on Fridar —-- today. The

¥

formzl requirement is that the writing assignment be typed. The
first such assignment is to bring in & thesis statement, and this

i all the students are required to bring for the first Friday.

The secand such

1]
o

seignment is to bring "hook" -- the
introductory £irst sentence of an as—ret-nonexistent first

paragraph. {52, ves, for each of the first two Fridars, the

students are asked to bring only one sentence.?

The +irst two ninety-minute sessions are discussions of

o
id
I

the

i

e two sentences. ("Unacceptable" ones have to be dane cver
-— with the standards of unacceptability being strictly normative
and not in any way subject to the teacher’s personal strlistic
dizlikes.>» Thus, the first two weeks of Fridars pass.

For the third Friday, the students must bring in an

introductory paragraph {(which contains, as its first sentence,
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the cecond week’s "hook">. This paragraph must be made of fiuve
centences, no more and no less. These five sentences are written

according to the following formula and cannot depart from it:

Si: Hook

S2: TransitionsDevelopersFPivot I

£3: Transition/DevelopersPivot 11

S4: Transitions/Developer-Pivot 111

§5: Thesis Statement

For the fourth Friday, the students write what Carlson terms
a "demonstration paragraph."” This is the paragraph which follows
the introductory one dealt with in the previous week. The
demonstration paragraph must be compatible with the introductoryr
paragraph. It, toco, is made up of a formulaic five sentences

from which the writer cannot vary:

o
—

Transition from introductory paragraph which gives the
reader the most important reason he or she should

accept the thecsis statement

52: DevelopersAamplifier 1

§3: Developer/Admplifier I1

S4: Developer/Amplifier 111

55: ConclusionsFPivot (for this paragraph salely)
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The fifth Friday is given over to a concluding paragraph.

On the sixth Fridar, the students bring in a second essay
repeating the above method foo a whole three-paragraph essax, as
apposed to anly ane pacagraph.

On the zewenth Friday, the students bring in a third essay.

Cnn the eighth Friday, the students bring in a fourth essay.

an the ninth Friday», the students bring in a fifth essay.

On the tenth Friday, the students bring in a sixth essay.

Carlson stresses that all the essays are argumentative, but
that part of the assigrnment each week will be to employ different
standard rhetorical strategies in making arguments. {For
example, the comparisonscontrast strategyr would be assigned for
cne week, while an elementary syllogistic strategy would be
aszigned for ancother week, and so on.?

lhat about the assessment of these essays by the teacher?
Carl=z=on provides the following guidelines, which are based on the

mode]l he developed at Webster and on his own practice:

i. "Pocsitive feedback" ie the main rule-of-the-day.

P

. WYiolating the formula produces an immediate flunk.

0

Writing cliches elicits criticiesm, detailed explanation,
and help. <(When cliches are present in writing, Carlson
says he would typically respond with something like:
"This isn“t what xau believe. Who are »ou? Say

what vou believe in your own words." In this work,

he sare, the teacher must be rigorocus and unrelent-—
ing, because this is the hardest part of it all with
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beginning students. He notes that he troubles to do
it because, "I wanted to teach them that writing is

personal expression.”

4, "Grammar and spelling mistakes are not dealt with
harshly, but are dealt with —-- helpfully.
Making the same mistake twice elicite harsher critic—
ism. (One major error —--.or error—type —-- is pointed

cut per paper.?

Ié Craig Carlson’s model and method for teaching basic-
level expository writing skills based on any body of theory —-
Nietsche and God aside? In answer to this question, Carlson
simply replied, "Orwell, pericd." When presced, he added that
people who have never read Orwell should probably begin with the
essays in his lnside the Whale. When further pressed, he =said
that he had been particularly influened in his teaching by Joseph
M. Williams, Stxle: Ten lLessons in Clarcity and Gerace (Glenview,
INtinois: Scott, Foresman, and Co., 1?81), as well as by the
ciassic Elements nof Style (William Strunk and E.B. White, IThe
Elements of Style, 3rd. Ed. [New York and London: Macmillan,

1928112,

Does Carlson adhere to a particular philosophy in hi

in

teaching of writing? "Stxle is about telling the truth in »our

own way," he says, "and grace is doing it beautifully.”
What rewards come to the teacher from Carlson’s method?

"Daoing it this way took two things away from me," he replied.

"The firset was my obsession with getting students to write a good
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theme in ten weeks, and the second was my burden of therapy in

connection with the teaching of writing."
& hNote on Texts

As mentioned above, students need buy no books for this
course at all. Instead, a central learning services center had a
selection of texts on reserve for the students to consult. On
the exams bhanded aut by the teacher, detailed iostruction is
given as to what sections aof what texts to cead in connection
with that pacticular exam and ino peepacation for the upcoming
class discussion. "Administratively, the way to do it is to have
the Learning Services Center at Evergreen buy these books and put
them on reserve for »our clase —-— if »ou were going to experiment
with my teaching strategyr," Carlson sarys, adding that "Two or
three copies of each text is fine." He suggests the following as
very basic texte: Betty Azar, Understanding and Using Eonglish
Grammar ; Barbara Seale, Weoiting Efficiently Step=by=Step; McKay
and Rosenthal, Writing for & Specific Purpose. #As intermediate

texts, he recommends Robert Krohm, English Sentence Stiructure.

& Note on the Exams

Carleson believes that he exame he and his team developed at
Nebater are maximally free (although doubtless not totally freed
from cultural bias. They were designed specifically for
international students from a wide variety of cultural
backKgrounds (and primarily non-Western students) by a team which

took as its top priority the achievement of fair testing.
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Postscript

Craig Carlson especially invites any interested readers to

write him for further information.
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Richard Cellarius’ Guide to Writing Papers and Reports

Richard Cellarius is a faculty chemist at Evergreen who is
interested in writing and who has, over the years, amassed a
sizeable body of techniques for the teaching of writing.

"Naething I do is original," he says, cheerfully admitting that he
is a pack-rat of other people’s writing—teaching strategies. <(He
especially credits his colleagues Craig Carlson and Matt Smith

for having given him good ideas, although he notes that they are

but two influences among many.?) "What I do best —— in writing
and in other things in life —— is taking other people’s stuff and
making something new cut of it —— a new whole -- which is useful,

which works," he sayrs.

As the reader might imagine, Richard Cellarius has collected
a goodly amount of strategies which are easily and naturally
shareable, and some of these are written up and ready to be
mailed off to whoever might want to try them. Of these, I have
seen "Ten Steps to Writing a Final Project Report (After You Have
Your Research Done"; "The Notebook"; "Notebooks and Journals";
and "Laboratory Notes and Reports." No one should jump to the
conclusion {just from looking at the titles) that these are
merely technical writing guides for student scientists; they arce
that, of course, but they also possess the virtue of wider
applicability —— of "writing—across—-the curriculum" applica-
bility. People interested in looking at these materials should
contact Richard Cellarius via his Evergreen mail-stop.

I am here qoing to reprint "Richard Cellarius’ Guide to

Writing Papers and Reports," which will be followed by some
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postcripts and addenda gathered during my interview with

Cellarius.

I. Maxims

1. Relax
Explore
Relate
Expound

2. Whatever is worth doing is worth doing well.

-— Earl of Chesterfield, 1746
3. Anything worth doing is worth doing badly.

—— Attributed to Kenneth Boulding, c. 1948

4. Don“t let anybody tell you it will be easy.

I1. Tools
A writer needs more than paper and pen or typewriter. The
most important tools beyond those essentials are guides to
proper use of the language and advice on style. 1 recommend
you purchase all of the following; they will serve you for

the remainder of your writing career:

1. A good collegiate dictionary such as Ihe Amecican
Heritage Dictiaconacy aof the English Language

2. A thesaurus

3. A handbook of English, e.g., Hodges and Whitten, eds.,

Ihe Harbrace College Handbook, 9th ed.
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4, Strunk and White, The Element=s of Stixle, 3rd. ed.

5. Sheridan Baker, IThe Practical Stylist, Sth ed. (or Baker,
Ihe Complete Stylist and Handbook, 2Znd ed.)

é. Kate L. Turabian, & Manual for lbWciters of Term FPapers,
Iheses, and Dissertations, 4th ed.

7. A stapler

8. A typewriter
You should also become acquainted with:

1. Peter Elbow, lLciting Without Teachers

2. Peter Elbow, lWeciting lWith Power

3. Leo Daugherty, Grammatical lWeiting (TESC SPLQ)

4. H.W. Fowler, A DRictionacy of Modecn English lUsage, 2nd

ed.

on

Bergan Evans and Cornelia Evans, & Dictionary of
Lontemporary American lUsage; Wilson Follett, Modercn
American Usage; and/or any other guides to American
usage

é. A standard style manual for the area that is of major
interest to you (& Manual of Styxle, 13th ed., pub-
lished by the University of Chicago Press, seems to
cover most areas well and is one of the best general

manuals available)

I11. On Drafts

1. Write everything down; don“t trust your memory to
recall five dars (or five minutes) later the neat idea
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you just had.

Date every piece of paper; number/title each page.
Don“t throw anything away . . . at least until you’re
sure you are not going to have to make any more revi-
sions -—- i.e., until your paper is turned in and
accepted as final.

Don‘t fil1l up pages single-spaced, top—-to-bottom, edge-
to-edge. Write double-spaced with reasonable margins;
you’ll need room to edit and still be able to read »our
editing.

Write on only one side of the page; you can’t cut up
pages and move paragraphs around when something
important is on the back. (This doesn’t mean you can’t
use the backs of old dittos or other throwaways;
they’'re great for drafts. Just write your draft on one
side.> If you do end up "cutting and pasting," 1abel
or number every section indicating the new order. A
stapler is very useful for attaching sections together;

it’s also quicker and cheaper in the long run.

IV, On Writing

1 L]

Write directly to & particular individual, a colleaque
whom you Know will be interested in what you have to
say and will want to hear it. Don’t write for me or
for a generalized faceless and mindless audience.
Scribble out your ideas as fast as you can to start

with., Let them flow from your brain onto the paper.

37



Peter Elbow says scribble out your paper three times
(yes, three) and then go back and polish it up for
final, fourth draft.

", . « 1 have as much difficulty as ever in expressing
myself clearly and concisely; and this difficulty has
caused me a very great loss of time; but is has had the
compensating advantage of forcing me to think long and
intently about every sentence, and thus I have been
often led to see errors in reasoning and in my own
observations of those of others.

"There seems to be a sort of fatality in my mind
leading me to put at first my statement and proposition
in a wrong or awKward form. Formerly I used to think
about my sentences before writing them down; but for
several vears I have found that it saves time to
scribble down in a vile hand whole pages as quickly as
I possibly can, contracting half the words; and then
correct deliberately. Sentences thus scribbled down
are often better than I could have written

deliberately.”

== The Autobiography of Chacles Darcwin (1876&)

Pick one important idea, state it clearly in the
beginning, and develop it, rather than writing a
laundry list and leaving the reader to fill in the

gaps. Sheridan BakKer stresses the importance of &
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thecis statement and has good advice on the owverall
organization of a paper and on paragraphing. Read it.
Follow it. In dealing with seminar books, you should
relate your idea to a major theme of the book and,
whenever possible, to other books you‘ve read for your
program or course. Try not to deal with trivial issues
in isoclation. Development can include: <(a)> argument
against; (b) supporting evidence for; (c) relationship
to your own personal experience; (d) description of new
insights and/or connections gained. Document your
claims ("Slater say¥s . . . " or "Darwin says . . . ")
with short quotes, or, preferably, summaries and
specific page references with footnotes or notes in
pcaoper hihliographical faocm. Support your
generalizations with specific exampies.

Be conscious of your writing style. Read Strunk and
White for the third time, if necessary. Use it, Baker,
and/or a handbook of English to be sure you are using
such things as commas, semicolons, and the various
parts of speech (nouns, verbs, participles, £tc.)
correctly. Participles and gerunds are especially
troublesaome.

Watch how you use words. If you have any doubt that a
word means what you want it to mean, look it up in a
dictionary. @A thesaurus also helps in the finding of
the proper word. Try not to invent words; alat is not

a word; neither is bhow-euer. And don’t use big words
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because they sound more impressive, when a little one
will do the job easier and better. (Apalysis, not
Analyzation.)> Remember the goal is communication.

6. Spell correctly. Here are some words that I
continually see misspelled in the contexts in which
they are used (Baker, pp. 168-46%, has a more qomplete
list):
its, it’s (1tZs is a contracticon for it dis;

its is a personal pronoun like his and
hers. You don‘t write hiZs, do you?)
there, their, they‘re
where, were
weather, whether
develop (NOT deuelope), tomato (NOT tomatoe)
And be sure to put in an apostrophe (‘) when writing
the possessive: Richard’=s seminar.

7. Consult Turabian and/cr Baker on the overall form and
organization of your paper, especially on the proper
form for bibliographical citations. For more advanced
technical work you may need to refer to the style
manual for the specific discipline in which you're
working. Most journals indicate in their "Instructions

to Authors" which style manuals they follow.

V. The Final Paper

Please treat the following as instructions, not just

suggestions. They may seem stringent and formal. They serve
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two important purposes, however: (1) they indicate to
readers that you are taking your writing seriously and that
you would like them to take it seriously; (2) they make it
easier for me to deal promptly with the many papers I have to

read.

1. Every paper should have a title to tell the reader what
it is about.

2. Put your name and the exact date the paper is completed
on the first page.

3. Number the pages.

4. Every paper should be typed, and the typographical errors
should be corrected. It‘s OK to correct them by hand
with a pen for seminar essays; for important papers and
reports that vou’ll want to Keep in your portfcoclio
forever, make the page as picture-perfect as possible.

5. Leave one—-inch margins (at least) on all four edges of
the page. Use | and 1/2- or 2-line spacing. (It‘s
easier to read, and it provides room for comments.)

6. Don‘t waste a page as a title page for a seminar essay.
Longer papers and research reports often justify the
importance and finished look a separate title page
provides. To repeat: be sure your name and the date are
on the title page. It’s sometimes useful for future
reference to note on the title page what class it was
prepared for (e.g., Introduction to Underwater Basket

Weaving>.
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Longer papers should be broken up into sections, the
sections should be titled, and a table of contents should
be prepared which indicates both the titles and the page
on which each section begins.

Don’t waste your money on plastic or paper report
folders. I particularly detest those plastic things that
always fall apart. Invest the money in a box of paper
clips or a stapler. 1 like papers that are simply
stapled together. 1 think people who turn down the
caorners and tear them a bit to make the pages stick
together don’t have much respect for what they have
written.

Please turn in the original, not a Xerox copy. 1If
corrections need to be made, 1711 mark it up. If good
things need to be said, I“11 put them on the cover page
orr attach a note. I will not markK up extensively a

good final term paper or major report.

Richard Cellarius made a point of saying to me two or three

once in & note and twice in his interview, "I do not deal

specifically with creative writing"; vet he also stresses his

very strong agreement with Enrico Fermi“s maxim that if you don‘t

do something creative in your notebook every day, you aren‘t

doing your job: ‘“"one must, Fermi taught, do one‘s creative
thinking in wrciting, in order to imprint it in the mind." "AlIl
I'm trying to do," Cellarius says, "is to find ways, appropriate
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to particular learning situations, to get folks to wrcite about

what they’re working on."
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Doranne Crable—-Sundmacher:

Teaching Writing with Learning Fartners
1. Background

Doranne Crable-Sundmacher is & writing teacher of wide
experience, and she says that the main thing her experience has
taught her is that "the only thing that matteés is expressing
yourself —— which is just a 1980c way of writing what xou Knoow."
She adds: "It doesn’t matter what the President might think
about vour writing, or your father, or whoever —-- it's what xou
think of it that counts. You must express »ourself and then feel
that »ou did it." Still, she recognizes the importance of the
conventions of standard English: "I‘m a stickler for the rules
of grammar, as well as for clarity of expression," she notes.
"Writers need that structure, no matter what gence they're
writing in. It‘s like playing Jjazz flute -- you’ll do better if
»ou learn the scales." [Plaring Jjazz flute is oniy cne of
Crable~-Sundmacher“s several abilities in the arts.l UWith regard
to the importance of clarity, she strongly believes that "anybody
wha can think clearly can write clearly.”

The Jjob of the teacher is to let the students Know that theyr
can indeed produce writing which is self-expressive, clear, and
satisfactorily conventional: "They’11 produce in writing what =
teacher convinces them they can say."

Crable-Sundmacher’s teaching-of-writing experience includes

Just about every sort of writing imaginable (she lists "poetry
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writing, letter writing, report wrrting, fiction writing, Jjust
for openers"), and she declares that this breadth of experience
has taught her the important lesson that "all writing ie creative
writing!"

She has, moreover, taught writing at many levels of
instruction, including Jjunior high echool, high school, and
college. She underscores her belief that working with junior
hiagh and high school students has served her in especially good
stead, because it taught her about the powers of imagination
poscsessed by people in their “teens —— power which, she believes,
"has not been socialized into the hypocritical thinking that they
must write for a desiced cesponse from authority figures." Most
important of all, this teaching taught Crable-Sundmacher that "we
all have this power in us, and it is available to us if we can
Just uohlock."

One teaching-of-writing strategy which Crable-Sundmacher
employs for the development of her students’ imaginative powers
—-— including the abilities to write clearly, conventionally, &nd

celf-expressively —— is called Learcning Bactnercs.

II: The Learning Partners Strateqgyr

Crable—-Sundmacher tells her studente at their first class

metting that they should choose one (or sometimes two? people by

the end of the week with whom they’11 meet regularly —-— with whom

they will be a Learning Partner.
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There are eight basic purposes for the students’ meeting

together:

{. To share copies of everything they write for the class.
{Crable-Sundmacher notes that these students should make four
copies of evervthing they write -- one for the teacher, one for

the portfolio, and one each for the two learning partners.?

Z. To exchange written critiques of what they read.

3. To establish a regular-basis peer discourse about the

N

sues of the program and the techniques of writing, and,
hopetully, to carry that discourse forward in & way that causes

the two to blend. This discourse is talked.

4. To cause the students to lose their self-consciocusness

as writers by working apart from professors.

5. To cause the students to make practical use of journals,

s

s opposed to theoretical use. (Crable-Sundmacher notes that she
requires Jjournals —— of the sort which she calls "conversations
with the zelf" —-— in all that she teaches, even movement and
dance.? 5She uses the term "practical use" because the peer
Learning Pairs are working through the practical writing problems
mentioned above, and workKing through them at the same time, even

i+ the worlk and the problems are themselves but tacitly

understood. "The journal also helps them to help each other
relate their writing to the talking —-- the dialoging -—- they do
with each other in #3 [abovel," she sars. "It helps them, for
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example to ask each other: “Why didn’t you write it as »ou talked

it to me last Wednesday?‘"

4. To cause more honest and open critical response than is

usually elicited. "Feople are much franker with peers than with
teachers; we Know that," Crable-Sundmacher observes. "But it is
also true that pecple assimilate stuff -- use stuff —-- more from

peer<s than from teachers," she adds, "and that‘s a crucially
impar-tant factor." She goes on: "I find that the end result is
that students make steadier and more lasting progress when
the¥'re working in tandem than when théy’re working alone or with
teachers. This is because they can pick up developmental hints
from each other in ware that they can‘t get from teachers. Theyr
don‘t feel that they can criticize their teachers’ writing {(they
all think their teachers are master-writers); but they can dare

to help each other; they can presume to; and they can allow a

peer to similarly presume. l1i’s a great confidence-builder!”

7. To encourage listening. "Listening is important,”
Crable-Sundmacher stresses, "because you cannot write in a

wacuum: vou have to be aware."
8. To "help teachers maximize results while minimizing
their own sweat —-— the principle of ‘more with less”."

IIl: How the Strategy is Carried to the Writing Class

The Learning Partners present sach other’s work in class.

Each person’s task is to present his or her partner’s works to
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the whole class in any two-week pericd. "They can read it, they
can opaque-project it, they can present a summary or analysis of
it, whatever," Crable-Sundmacher sarys, "with the only requirement
being that they have to present it exactly as they perceived it.”
{"They can’t edit their perception of their partner’s work,
eithery thus, it is either there or oot therce,” she adds.)> Then,
the» eaxch have to present their critiques of their partner’s
work. (5he notes that the teacher will of necessity have to set
a time-limit for %11 of this activity, and he or she should do it
earl» in the gquarter. If at all possible, the allowed time
should be specified oo the sxllabus, accompanied by an
explanatory note which says that only so many presentations can
be done during any single period, during any single week, and
during the gquarter itself. The point of setting the time-1imit
early on, and of making it a matter of record that one has done
zo, is to encourage brevity and conciseness —— and to be able,
when the going gets tough on this score [as it cometimes can
threaten toc dol, to hold the line.)

Mext, there comee a general, class—wide response to the
presentaticons which have been given for the day. During this
stage, the partner whose work was being performed and then
critigued can take part as well. This general response period is

done as a seminar. According to Crable-Sundmacher, it is:

1. A response to the presenter —— a critique of what he or

she did.

2. A forum in which the partner whose original work was

48



performed can hear and see that work presented and get immediate
tfeedback to it -- and in which, morecver, that same person can,
it he or she wishes, make a "defense" —--— and in which, most

important of all, that same person can feel pride.

IV: Nuts and Bolts

How much time are we talkKing about devoting to these
activities? Crable-Sundmacher sarys that in a three—hour sessian
she can cover from five to seven of these presentationss
critiques, including the classrcom—-wide response period.

During a single quarter, each student will do roughly thirt»
pieces of writing.

Out of these thirty pieces, the Learning Fartner will pick
aonly three to perform.

The Learning Fartner also determines, in pickKing these
three, a progression of some significant sort —— creating a
sequence which will show development over the gquarter in the
person who made the work. {(An example might be a progression of
three papers which showed development simply from the roughest of
the thirty to the moset polished of the thirty.?

The teacher reads those three. "He or she sits down with
theze papers and enterse into a conversation -—— a dialog —— with
each student. The teacher writes each student a letter, plus
responding [via marginal and interlinear notes) on the papers
themselves. To repeat, the important thing iec . . . the dialeg."

The teacher allows himself or hercself two weeks for this
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work, in order that the work may be fully enjoyed, Crable-
Sundmacher sars. (But this time allowance would be appropriate
for a class of fifteen at most, she adds.)?

The teacher then returne the papers.

Then, the writer continues the dialog by respanding to what
the teacher has written. And it is this last formal =stage which
broings about the =trategy’s payofti for the stndent in clarity and
self-expression, according to Crable-Sundmacher. The reason is
that in the recponse to what the teacher has written, the writer
will almeost invariably say, "What I meant to say was . . . . "
And, in saring precisely that, the student will finally make
himself or herself clear —- takKing things to the point toward

which the teacher has been leading for eight or nine weeks.

Noting that her Learning Pairs teaching-of-writing strategyr
iz "only one of the nine or ten strategies that I have on hand
and regularly use," Doranne Crable-Sundmacher indiczted that she

would be happy to discuse this strategy or any of her others with

interested te

oY

chers from Evergreen and elsewhere.
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Bery1 L. Crowe: One-Act Playe on Program Themes

This teaching strateqy, used by Beryl Crowe and his team in
the Coordinated Studies Program called IThe Making of America
(1981-82), is one which calls upon students to transform their
program’s theme into the theme of a one-act play which they must
write and produce. (Readers unfamiliar with Evergreen programs
will need to Know that Coordinated Studies Programs usually hawve
major themes which lie at the heart of all reading, writing,
seminaring, and so ﬁn. They also usually have at least one
faculty member who possessec expertise in the teaching of writing
-— particularly if they are Core Programs —-- and the writing
specialist in this particular program was Sandra Simon.?

The theme of The Making aof Amecica was Trust and Mistrust -—-
as articulated by Erik Erikson in his Childhnad anod Society, and
as amplified by the theory of the epigenetic cycle in his lonsight
and Responsihbhility and Youth, Identity, and Creisis. The
program’s students read at least one of these Erikson texts and
received lectures and other presentations on the ideas in the
others.

A crucial part of the students’ work was their interviewing
of local citizens on four local issues Known to be characterized
by & degree of community mistrust: (1) the relocation of
Southeast Asians in the Olympia area; (2) the Satsop nuclear
power installation; (3) The Evergreen State College; (4) the
regional salmon—-fishing rights of Indians. Part of the purpose
of the interviewing was to help the students test the faculty’s

warking hypothesis that if people are socialized to mistrust
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the world, this mistrust will get expressed in their mistrust of
all things unfamiliar to them {(or in conflict with their
provincialism). The studentsz were asked to locok for this
particular sort of mistrust in their interviewing work, and they

wer

i

alsoc speciftically asked to check out the additiconal
hrpthesis that they and others are more mistrustful of things
about which they possess the least evidence upon which to base =
sound, reasoned judgment of mistrust.

In a typical set of interviews, program studentse spoke at
length with local managers of apartment houses in which Scutheast
Asian families were living. They» found that the basic conflict
of these managers was between their liberal wanting to like these
families and their finding that desire to be in conflict with their
prejudices (literallw, their pre—-judgments, or judgments based on
ne good evidence?, as well as with their culture-binding ¢(which
expressed itself in the managers’ finding Southeast Asian
persons® behavior difficult to empathize with because it was =so
different from their own or from any with which they had direct
experience).

As The Making of BSmerica was a classic Evergreen three-—
quarter program, the students’ work could divide itself into
three very logical guarter—-long seoments. During Fall Quarter,
each student wrote an essay on the Trust/Mistrust theme. During

Winter Quarter, the students converted their essars into first-

dratt one-act play scenarios {or outlines of such scenarios),

n

Pl

<

based on their interviewing work). During Spring Guarter, the

students wrote and produced final drafts of their cne-act plavs.
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The student plays were all produced toward the end of Spring
Quarter as a sort of ritual-of-closure; the audience was made up
cf the entire program, plus its invitees and people simply
responding to campus advertisements. Although the lion’s share
of the faculty critiquing and editing of play—texte was done by
Sandra Simon, each of the three faculty members gave & five-
minute oral critique of each play following its production. (The
third faculty member in the procgram was York Wong.»?

"The aim," said Crowe, "was to translate a small set of
important theoretical postulates into day—-to-day observations, 4in
order that the students could hear Ecikson in their intepuviewing
—-— and in acderc that they could then make an andience heac him
tbrough theic playxys.”

Wase the strategy a success? Crowe answered: "There was
only one pHay out of the total of sixty that I wouldn’t call a
significant tragic drama. (And it would have made an acceptable
televicion movie or “special‘: It was & good liberal melodrama,
you Know, in which everybody came out feeling good, with all

problems solved.)"
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Thad Curtz: "I Think I“11 Talk About Technigue"

I began my interview with Thad Curtz on teaching-of-writing
strategies just as I began almost all the others. After I had
done my two-minute setup, Curtz was silent for about five minutes
2% he decided on what to say and prepared to sar it.

Finally, he said: "I think I711 talk about technigue."”

And he began his talk about technique by telling a story.

He <aid that when he was on professional leave from

Evergreen he taught writing one day a weekK in 2 third-grade

i

class. One day, he asked the students to write about a memaory.
After five minutes, he saw a student staring intoc space. He

=

\

ked the student what he had written, and the student showed
him: “"Last summer I went to Disneyland. [ had a great time."
Curtz asked the student: "What happened at Dicsnexyland?"

The student answered: "We went up the Matterhorn. It'=s all
creepy and groanr. At the top it s blue sky. And then the
bottom +alls cut.”

Curtz then asked the student: "Why don’t you write some of
that down?

Five minutes passed, after which Curtz came back to the
student, and this time the student had written the same thing
he’d weitten befoce, stopping after the wacd "Mattechorn.”

“The moral " Curtz tcocld me, "is that one reason college
cstudents don't write well is that at least fifteen years ago

something happened that disconnected their pen from their voice."”

The teaching strategy that addresces what ie learned in the
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moral will naturally be one that gets people to do autobiographi-
cal writing exercises that connect their lives with texts.
Curtz offered the following pieces of advice for teachers

interested in pursuing such a strategy:

1. "Pick a theme that matters in the text the students are
reading." (Some examples are:
A. Being lonely

B. Making a mistake)

2. "Give students a couple of minutes to make a list for
themselves of whatever in their lives is connected to

the theme that matters."”

3. "Tell them in advance whether you‘re going to makKe them
‘let somebody else read what they write or not (including

youl."

4. "Don’t make them let anybody else read what they write
(including you), unless you have & very good reason for
it. For them even to think that someone else might

read it will get in the way."

3. "Have them write about the incident in the first person,

present tense, with as much sensory information as

they can put into it."
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6. "Have them lie, if they can‘t remember any or all of

the incident. Have them make it up."

7. "Always do the exercicse yourself with the students.
(And pay attention to what »you might have them do

next while xouZre doing the exercise.)

8. "Give them an opportunity to read their writing out 1loud

atterward if they want to."

?. "Ask them to think or write for a minute about how that
piece of experience is like or not 1ike what the text

they have read has to say about the same theme."

To thece pieces of advice Thad Curtz added one postscript:

[10.] "If »ou‘re going to make them share it, and have told
them that ahead of time, be sure and tell them in

advance, too, that anybody who wants to may pass.”

When I asked Thad Curtz if particular writers and works had
influenced his adoption of the above apprcocach, he said yee and
listed the following three references: Ira Progoff, &t & Joucnal
kiockshop; Richard Boleslavsky, @&cting: The Eicstr Six lessaons

{see the chapter on emotional memory?; Patricia Stoll, "You Must
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Leo Daugherty: @& Workshop in Writing for the Real World

[NOTE: 1t seemed a boring idea to interview myself; so
what follows is a paper I wrote in the spring of 1784
on the teaching of writing. At the Basic SKills DTF s
request, it was printed as part of that DTF s report
to the Evergreen faculty, but the print quality (mimeo)
was not legible. Several faculty asked if it would ever
appear in legible form. So I decided to print it here
as my contribution to the monograph. (It will also ap-
pear in a forthcoming issue of BN Rapers.?> —-—- L.D.]

I: The Problem Addressed by the Workshop

For any number of good reasons, the issue of stylistic norms
has dropped from some writing teachers’ list of concerns. Vari-
oue specific movements in literature have followed the general
movement of Romanticism (and its doctrines affirming the priority
of process, creativity, and personal expressicn? in liberating
most literary formes and genres from the constraints of standard
norms for written English.

Thus, there are realily no longer any specifiﬁ norme (except
perhaps for spelling? governing the construction of poems,
plare, or novels —-— just as there are no longer such norms for a
wide variety of other art forme.

This is not true, however, in the case of the essay.

Here, very tough norms at the levels of the word, the
sentence, and the paragraph still obtain. First, the word must
be spelled right, and it must be the right word for the right
meaning (or at least it can not obviously, noticeably, be a wrong
cne)., Second, the sentence must conform to the norms of standard
grammar. Third, the paragraph must be written in such a way as

to lead educated readers to believe that the writer has been the
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beneficiary of some instruction in the criteria of (a.) unity,
{(b.) coherence, and {(c.) adequate development -- and that he
knows that most paragraphs have a better chance of succeeding if
they contain topic sentences.

These norms of so-called "Standard English" do not get
learned by pecple who do not get taught them. True, some pecople
learn (or "internalize") most of these norms via the fortunate
accident of being born into homes where lotse of reading goes on
-— if and only if they, too, do lots of reading when they are
young. They learn to write by analogy. They are the people who
always say, "I usually Know how to write things grammatically,
but 1 couldn‘t tell you any grammar rules, because I don’t Know
any." These people’s good fortune certainly qualifies as
"getting taught." Other people, however, will usuxally only be
able to learn these norms if they find their wars into classrooms
where these norms are taught overtly. And when people get past a
certain age —— 17 or 18, in my experience —— that overt teaching
must unfortunately be s=tructural, not analogical. That is to
say, such students must {a.) study a structural norm; (b.>?
memorize that normy (c.) work hard to conform to that norm in
their own writing; ¢(d.) work harder, still, toc make that
conformity & habit.

Does adherence to these norms have anything to do with real

grammar? Rarely. These norms amount to a Kind of social

etiquette and are probably best understood -- especially by
students! —- when dissociated from the serious contemporary study
of syntax. Some of the norms are functional, but the majority is
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probably not. One learns them only to acquire sufficient
credibility to be thought by educated readers to have the right
to state a serious argument, or to recount one’s responses to (or
impressions of) something. The learned ability to adhere to them
amounts to little other tham a social grace. Unfortunately, the
learning of that sccial grace is necessarily prefatory to
anr»thing having to do with the successful writing of final-draft
eccarys -— although not, to be sure, with either fthioking about or
talkKing about the sorts of things usually written about in
ESSaYs., (This is so only because the very writing that essars
are done in is tightly governed by the nmorms of Standard English
which, when learned, ace the social grace -- whereas thinkKing and
talking, especially if the talk is private talk, are governed hbv
no heretofore-codified set of norms.?

Does the ability to write in conformity with these norms
have anything to do with Truth, Beauty, or Virtue? Warious
philosophers and teachers have argued over the »eare that they
do, but it is very difficult today to accept those argumentes, and
it 1= equally difficult to find or construct new onec to replace
them.

Does conformity to these norms advance the cause of Clarity?
{I capitalize it because it is a bit of a sacred cow in some
compositional/rhetorical ideclogies.? Insofar as it helps cne’s
writing to meet the rhetorical expectations of educated readers
who have themselves been habituated to these norms, res.
Otherwise, my best guess is, Probably not.

Is working toward adherence to these norms at odds with a
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writer“s creativity or freedom of expression? If one grants that
cstudents should work toward being able to produce final drafts of
essars, and if one grants that such final drafts are necessarily
under the control of these normes, the ancswer can only be that the
student’s general creativity and general potential toc express
himself or herself freely will be more narrowly channeled and
"contained" by these norms than would be the case if the norms
did not exist. (It is worth menticoning, however, that this
amount of channeling and containment probably amounts to very
little in & world in which a piece of writing muet be expressed
in only one language anyway; the loss of imaginative freedom
necessitated by a writer‘s being held to only one language per
piece, even if he or she Knows other languages, is undoubtedly
immense —— and theoretically perhaps even infinite. Mono-
lingualism curtails more creativity and freedom of exprecssion, in
both writing and speech, than any cother single factor. Yet even
if one Knew all all the languages, Frederic Jameson’s "Prison-—
House of Language" would still be an incarcerative fact of human
life: humans are tragically both able and unable to "speak their
minds" freely.?

I= the teaching of students to conform to these norms in any
way at odds with the educational needs of perscons of color or
ather representatives of cultural diversity who have any need at
all to communicate in Standard English? I don’t see how it could
be. When it comes tg the writing of essays, Standard Englich is
the only game in town, and one either learns to play or cone does

not. Some advocates of Black Englieh have claimed that major
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differences exist between Black English and Standard English;
this is & true claim, insofar as it goes, but it is almost
totally a claim relating to speech and to the various genres of
imaginative writing. There is no black Expository Writing: there
is only the expository writing of Standard Englicsh. This is a
tragic state of atfaire. But it is a true state of affairs.
Should persons of color and other American minorities learn the
norme of Standard English? Ultimately, it is up to them, but I
perscnally believe that they should learn them, if they plan to
live their lives in an English-writing country, because failure
to learn them can only exacerbate the disenfranchisement

reqularly experienced by cultural minorities.

My main point in saying all of the above is that the
quecstion of basic sKills —-— in any area of expertice —— is &
meaningless question unless one is asking that question about
one’e competence (at lexst) or mastery (at best) of the norms
governing those skills: SKille are alwayrs about normes.

Thus, it makes no sense to speak of remedring/building”
developing basic sKills unless one is talking about helping
pecple learn the norms which define the skills.

If one takes the point of view that there are no norms, then
&1l talk about basic skille ie idle: SKills are alwayrs about

narms .

It can seem odd that one would need to defend —— or feel
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that he or she would need to defend —-— the teaching of writing
expository final drafts for the "real world." Yet this is
strangely the case. The 1940s’ emphasis on "process" {(instead of
"product”" or "artifact"), tied in with folkloristic and
McLuhanist emphases on the virtues of orality and the evils of
print (*lTinearit»">, permeated the writing—-teaching profecssion
tor a good while {(specifically influencing, for example, the
National Council of Teachers of English?, and the dust has still
not settled. Based on any number of conversations with writing
teachers over the past thirty years, my belief is that the
embracement of McLuhan & Co, coupled with the flight from final-
draft expository "product"/s"artifact," was caused more by the
caollective wish to stop correcting mountaine of student
compositions over lonely weekKends than by a mass conversion to
any ideoclogical position. (The method described here does not
eliminate the need to read, and to marginally comment upon, the
ztudents” essays. But I think it does change for the better the
way in which one reads them.?> Today, the real world is in some
places taking matterse into its own hands, in reaction against
what it sees as the ivory—towerism of the English teachers, by
suggesting that writing skills aimed at the real world should be
taught not by English teachers but by other people ——-people froom
the real world.

This ie an idea with much merit, but also with much hidden
difficulty. The main difficulty has to do with nomernclature.
The norms of Standard English have names, and English teachers

know those names better than others —--— even others who are
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themselves successful writers. In other words, you will have
trouble teaching students to avoid writing problems generally
going under such names as the dangling participle, the split
infinitive, and the passive voice if you do not Know those names
and if rou can not cite, on very short notice while standing in
front of a class, precicse examples of the problems to which those
names refer. Still, I believe that most college teachers can
learn enough about the nomenclature in a one—quarter—long
waorkehop —— or even in the trenches while teaching {(without
benefit of such a prior workshop) a basic expository writing
course for the first time with students —- to be able to teach
expository writing successfully to students needing work in the

building of basic skills,

IT: Nuts and Bolts

1. A class is divided into continuing groups not to exceed
ten students per group. (1 explain to the students that ten is
about the maximum size for a writing workshop group’s
effectiveness. I iet them do the grouping from start to finish,
inciuding the figuing-out of how to do it, and 1 leave the room

while they do it.>

P

~t the beginning of the firset dar, I quickly scribble &
chart on the blackboard. Spaces are numbered from 1 to 10 going
downward and from 1 to 2 or 3 going right. (The 1-to-10 spaces
are for class meetings per quarter; there would of course be 1-

to-20 spaces if the classe met twice a week for a ten—week
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quarter. The 1-toc—-2-or-3 spaces going right are for the number
of workshop groups necessitated by the cverall size of the class
one teaches; if I have over twenty students in that clase —-- even
if only twenty—-two or so —— I make three groupe, because it
really is true that groups in excess of ten don”'t work very

well .l

The spaces are for students to write their names in. Each
space is a date on which a particular student will bring ten
xeroxed copies of his required weekly essay for his group to read
and respond to. I tell students to go to the board and put their
namese in the spaces. (They get the space they want on a first-
come, first-served basis; thus, it is sometimes a thundering race
for the most distant dates. It is a good idea to bring a box of
chalk to class on the day you do this, as it is not all that
pedagogically useful to have the members of your thundering herd
reduced to fighting over a single stub of chalk once they reach
the front of the rcom.?

It is important to make a copy of the filled—in chart on a
piece of paper, in order that you will have a permanent record of
which students in which groups are suppocsed to have their xeroxed
copies ready on which dav¥se. (It is a good idea to give each
student a mimecaraphed copy of the copied_chart, s that
everybody will Know who is to be "up" when.)> If you focget to
copy »our blackboard chart, there is some cause for lamentation:
you will probably find that you have to do this whole boring
thing over again.

During the remainder of this class session, explain ta the
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students in detail how the group work will be done. (See #4 et
seg. below, in which I explain it to you.?

3. Idexlly, »ou should have as many rooms as you have
groups. If you can’t get the rooms, try positioning the students
arcund tables in the farthest corners of your classrcom. 1£f this
does oot wock, because of the coom’s being foo noisy oo otherwise

too busyx,! x»ou peobably cannot use this strategx.

4. At the second class meeting, two {(or more) students will
have brought ten xeroxed essays each. Divide into your two (or
more? groups. Begin work. <(In what follows below, I speak of

only one group; this is because what happens in both groups (or
all three groups) is identical.)’

3. The person who wrote the paper passes out the xeroxes to
the other students in his or her group. This writer then reads
the paper &loud to the group. ITIhis is the last time the writer
oets to speak. @as the other sftudents critigue the paper in
detail, the weoiter can say pothiog. This rule drives the point

home to every student in the group that public expository writing

must stand on its own —-— that the writer cannot be there when it
ie read to say, "You aren‘t understanding me at all," or "What I
MEAN by those words is not what you are getting from them." You

should stress to your students that expository writing’s main
purpose in the real world is to get the writer’s ideas or
impressions across to someone who not only does oot love him or
her (as a mother does), and who not only is naol paid to cead his
ar her epssays (as a teacher is), but also does not even Koow him

or her. The writer’s ideas and impressions must be in the words
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on the page.
6. During the first half of the scheduled period, the
students work on the norms of word and sentence. They note

spelling errors and vocabulary errors. They also note any

)
grammatical errors. (Each student should have at hand a gocod
paperback dictionary and a very recent grammar handbook.) They
also comment on paragraph construction. In the case of the
paragraph, however, the studente should have received previous
instruction to the effect that reader-response is here much more
subjective and less norms—-based (there being no clear norms, save
that of the "requirement" of the topic sentence, itself sometimes
breakable or at least bendable) than with words and sentences.

During the part of the work, it is best to proceed sentence
by centence —-—- with one student having been chosen in advance to
read one sentence at a time, from the top. (This reading of
cource repeates the writer‘s own reading. It helps the group to
have papers read aloud twice, as its members will be con—-fronting
each paper for the first time.?

Groups have been told in advance to stop this line-by-1line
work when their time for the session is half over. I+ the
students are doing the work well, they should not have proceeded
much beyond & page and a half (assuming typed, double-spaced
pages? in 45 minutes. If they are going faster than that, »ou
should work with them for one session to give them an idea of how

much they are missing.

7. During the second half of the session, the group will
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work on three questions called bWhat?, So What?, and Now bWhat?*

The What? question means "What is the paper‘s thesis or
conclusion?" 1 tell the students that this thesis or conclusion
should be locatable in one sentence (and rarely in two senternces,
but never in more). This sentence should be a statement which
subsumes most (or, optimally, all) of the other sentences in the
essay, but which is itself subsumed by no other sentence in the
essay.

I tell the students that if they find such a sentence, then
what they have found is called an explicit thesis or explicit
conclusion.

I alsoc tell them, however, that they may find that such a
sentence is not locatable on the page, but that such a sentence
iz clearly and unmicstakably implied by most (or, optimally, all)
of the other centences in the essay. And I explain that such a
not—-there sentence ié called an implied thesis.

I also tell them that a paper may contain neither an
explicit thesis nor an implied thesis. In that case, there is
nothing more to be done with the paper, because . . . all papers
used in ithese workshops must haue theses oo coonclusions.

8. The S0 What? question asks, "ls the thesis or conclusion
of significance, or of interest? Or is it banal, or cbvious, or
trivial?" «(If your class is studying elementary logic, the Sn

What? can usefully ask i+ arguments are valid and sound.

*¥] owe the wording of these questions to my friend and

colleague Richard M. Jones of the Evergreen psychology faculty.
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Particularly useful within this context i asking if arguments
fall prey to such standard logical fallacies as begging the
question, presenting false dilemmas, pushing hasty generaliza-
tions,'and S0 ©n.)

Doing %D What? (and also Now What?, described in #%, below)
demands that students receive a good, clear mini—-lecture from »ou
on the meaning of "constructive criticism," as the phrase is used
in this work. I tell my students that "constructive criticism"
is criticism aimed not at judging an artifact (though it uses the
artifact-of-the-day which the student writer brought) but
at the betterment of the writer’s future writing. I tell them
that "constructive criticiem" is criticism which alwars points
forward, not backward. I tell them that it can never have as
even a tiny part of its purpose the self-aggrandizement of the
person making the criticism. It can only have, as its sole
rationale, the aim of helping the writer improve his or her
writing. There shoulid be as little ego in it as the student
critic can manage —- and as much care and concern for the
writer’s development. Constructive criticism always talks about
the;future, nct the past.

P Hauing explained the way in which the phrase
"constructive criticiem” is understood by people using this
teaching method, I need to say very little about the Now What?
queétion here, because the way it works ought to be obvious at
this point. Because students-critics have done their line-by-
line analysis for at least one page of the student-writer’s

ecsay, and becausze they have worked hard at finding the essar’s
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thesis/conclusion (i.e., answering What?>, and because they have
worked hard at answering So What?, their answers to Now lWhat?
will simply be their suggestions for making the thesis/conclusion
clearer, stronger, and more focused —-- and for makKing the
thesis/conclusion, plus all the sﬁpporting writing which makes
up its context, more interesting.

Two Special Notes About bow What?

?-A. I need to mention that although most of this method
focuses on rather cut-and-dried real-world norms for expository
writing, there are some parts to it which are admittedly,
nececsarily, and desirably subjective. Two examples among many
will suffice.

Firet, consider the So What? If one is teaching logic
while using this method (employing, for examples, such texts as
Cedarblom and Paulsen’s Critical Reasoning, or Monroe Beardsley’s
Thinking Straight), the answers to So What? caom be fairly cut-
and-dried and "cbjective." But, obviously, if logic is not being
explicitly taught, then answers to So lWhat will be more personal.
Some student-critice will talk to the student-writer as a tough
editor of a big-city daily would. Others will give ideological
responses to the thesis. Others will talk to the student-writer
as surrogate loving mother, "trying to help, trying to let you
know I care," and o on. Opinions will vary. Subjective
aesthetic response can well rule.

Second, consider the simple paragraph. Here, we
supposedly possess some norms, and those norms are reqularly

taught in school; but all good teachers of writing Know --
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although they are sometimes loath to say to their students —-

the norms of the paragraph are so very flexible that they are
almost more trouble than they are worth to teachers and students.
The usual norms taught are: (a.) Unity; (b.> Cocherence; (c.)
Adequate Development —- plus the first and foremocst one which
states that a paragraph should contain a so-called "topic
sentence." The way it is supposed to work is as follows: the
paragraph should contain a sentence —-- usually ite first sentence
~— which sars what it is about; then, all the other sentences in
that paragraph should support the topic sentence (and certainly
should not stray from it>, and this is Unity; moreover, all the
other sentencee in the paragraph should flow easily and naturally
trom each other and into each other, and this is Coherence
(because the centences should literally cohere, should "stick
together"?>; moreover, there should be just the right amount of
ather sentences -- not too many and not too few —— to develop the
topic talked about by the topic sentence, and this is Adequate
Development.

These paragraph norms were of course made up by & writing
teacher —— Alexander Bain by name -- who got sick and tired of
tr¥ing to teach his students paragraphing by the old "model"
method of showing them paragraphs by Bacon, Montaigne, Hobbes,
and so on, expecting them to pick up the tacit "rules" by
inddction. His students couldn‘t do it —— almost no students
befare Bain could do it, apparently —-— and so he just made up the
naorms and stuck a nomenclature on them. The paragraph chapter in

almost a1l present grammar/rhetoric texts is the result. (Bain's
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in the public domain, as the saying goes.)

But = nomenclature does not a set of real norms make, and sco
the so-called norms of the paragraph are admittedly, necessarily,
and desirably open to subjective compositional application and
critical response.

You should openly tell your students all of this. Help them
to understand what things, in the real world of Standard English,
are cut—-and-dried, and which things are open to subjective
interpretation (including those which are supposedly, for
pedagogical purposes, normative). Tell them, too, that if all
the excellent writers of English essays decided tomorrow to
follow Bain“s paragraph rules completely and absolutely, the
cstate of the English essay as written by masters would decline
marKedly —-- but that if most of the student-writeres in writing
classes were somehow enabled tomorrow to follow those came rules
completely and absclutely, the state of the English essay as
written by students would improve by a quantum jump. AskK them i+
they can understand how and why this could be the case.

?-B. Tell your students that your special role is that of
resource person who possesses expert Knowledge of the norms of
written Standard English. Tell them that most of your Now What?
feedback to their work will be normative.

Tell them also, however, that you will be trying at
all times to teach them real-world norms, not ivory—-tower or
grammar—-book or hifalutin norms which are adhered to by English
teachers but by nobody else. It will be important for them to

understand that your normative standards are those of the street
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{although admittedly the white—-collar street>, not of the
schoclroom.

Tell them also that you will alwarys make clear to them
which of your pieces of feedback are cut-and-dried normative
(e.qg., spelling, subject-verb agreement, comma-splicing?, and
which are more subjective.

But, last, explain to them that even your subjectiue
pieces of feedback are based on your expertise regarding the
likely receptivity (or lack of same) of educated readers to
pieces of text in student essars. Explain that this may vary
from what you personally think. Explain that you will be glad,
during an office hour or over a cup of coffee, to give them your
personal responses to what they have written. But emphasize that
the class itself is about the norms of standard written English
and that your role is that of an expert on these norms. (They
may shout out, "We don’t care about the norms! We care about
what you think!" You should respond that the real world’s
expectations of them is likely quite the reverse —-— fortunately
or unfortunately. And you should respond that once they have
upped their skills—-levels to the point of meeting the norms, they
can then work on the development of their personal writers”
voices as a reqular part of the classwork, and that you will at
that point be glad to give personal and detailed responses to
that development as part of the classwork.?> In my own classes,
this point is reached with the majority of students after about
six months of hard wofk -- granting a good bit of maturity and

celf-motivation.
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10. At the end of the session, each student-critic writes
the student-writer a letter which begins on the back of the last
page of the student writer’s essay. This letter states
explicitly (but briefly) the student-critic’s feelings about 5a
What? and Now blbat? Time permitting, the students can write
these letters in class and give them to the writer as arc]osing
ritual. If this is not possible, they can write them overnight
and give them to the writer the next time the class meets.

It is important, at the end of each session, for the
teacher to thank the student-writer for citting through the
process —— usually, at least at first, with a degree of self-
conscicus (and silent) fear and trembling. (This feeling abates
very quickly>. Whenever possible, the teacher should spend a
couple of minutes in talking with the student-writer-of-the-day
following the process, Jjust to make sure that everything is okay;
but this is really only necessary during the first couple of

weeks of using the method.
I11: Issues, GQuestions, Odds & Ends

It remains only to talk about two or three issues and
and questions {(which you should alsoc talk about with your
students) and to tell you abo;t a couple of additional things 1
do while using this methaod.

First, the idea of behavioral mocdification. There is
no denying that there is a bit of behavioral modification going
on here, nor should there be. Norme are best taught through

redundancy, whether by culture in general or by a single teacher
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ar friend in particular, and this method stresses redundancy —--
particularly in its teaching of the norms of the word and of the
sentence. But it is also true that the response of the student-
critics constitutes "feedback," and that this feedback will

undoubtedly "modify the behavior" of the student writers. Right

now in America, "behavioral modification" is a rather pejorative
term to some people in education, but "feedback" is an honorific
ane to those same people —- particularly with respect to the

teaching of writing. (This may be in part because my former
colleague Peter Elbow has done such a good job of popularizing
"feedback" among writing teachers.> But the point needs to be
made that feedback has as its main (sole?) purpose behavioral
modification —— alwarys and without exception —— whether it be
"peer—feedback" or feedback from Henry WVIII or somecne 1ike him.

Second, the problem of "peer—feedback" vs.

correctness, Obvicusly, all of the pss. —feedback about norms
will neot be correct. Bite your tongue and do not correct the

erronecus correcters. What is left incorrectly corrected tod

51-

will be correctly corrected tomorrow —— in my experience, anxway.
I+ »ou correct the correcters, you will stifle the feedback. It
is more important that the feedback go on in an unfettered wayr
{given that it is always "constructive criticiem"? than that it
always be right.

Third, "But what if the student-writer, as a result of

1]

getting incorrect normative feedback, is led to beliewve th

=+

t ca

f

iz zpelled kKat and that a sentence with a dangling participle is=s

really worthy of Samuel Johnson?" lWell, remember that I noted
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above somewhere that this method will not eliminate the necessity
of reading and markKing themes, and it won‘t. You‘ll be reading
and marking each student’s essay each week (optimally) —-— again
for purposes of redundancy —-- and that reading and marKing will
include the essay of the student-writer-of-the-day. So: »ou
will have given him or her all of the cocrcect normative stuff at
the level of the word and the sentence —-- or as much as you want
to give, or believe desirable to give, to a given student-writer.
For you, the two (or more) essays—-of-the-day are ordinary essays,
to be treated as any others, when it comes to your reading and
marking.

Fourth, "Okay, I understand that I‘m supposed to function as
an expert on the norms of written English, but don’t those norms
change with time?" 0Of course they do, and I use the term
Contemporary Stylistic Norms (CSN) to describe these norms
precicsely. They are norms because they are norms. They are
stylistic because they have to do with the physical structuring
of writing on the page (beginners should note that this is
prabably an oversimplification and that there is a vast
thecoretical literature on the formAcontent dualism in writing —-—
as there is in any mode of expression in which there is a
supposed "style" and a supposed "content" -- with some thecorists
claiming that the form/content dualism is itself ridiculous, i.e.
that form is content and vice-versa). They are contemporcary
because they are norms of today, not of a hundred years ago or
even ten years ago.

The point is that your expertise is taken to include changes
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in norms. This expertise is usually gleaned ——- given a sound
education in literature, language, and the teaching of writing —-
by Keeping up with the norms through reading the most influential
of contemporary periodicals. (B "influential,”" I do not
necessarily mean "the best," because who Knows what the best is?
1 mean, plainly and simply, those pericdicals which have clout
with educated Americans; examples are Hacper’s, The aAtlantic
Monthly, Esquirce, The New Yaocker [usually cited by experts as the
best-edi ted magazine in America, although it has its detractorsl,
Scientific American, National EReuiew, and even Eolling Stone.?

The biggest single cause of norm-change, in my view, is
the changing stylistic practices of the American editors of the
most influential periodicals. These changes can be "liberal," as
in the grudgingly slow acceptance of the cace comma-splice
sentence or sentence fragment inserted for emphasis into
otherwise impeccable writing, or as in the rapid acceptance in
the late 19240s and early 1970s of "Ms." But they can alsc be
"conservative," as evidenced by the national editorial retreat an
"Ms." which began around 1975 and still continues.

Fifth, "What if a student wants to take an ideclogical stand
in appaosition to a national! norm? What, for example, if a
student insiste on such usages as “s/he” and so an?" The answer
ie that you have a good chance here to disabuse students of the
notion that the schoolrcom is one place and the real world quite
another place. Tell the students that xou don‘t care what they
do in such cases. Tell them that your job is to inform them of

the norme —— and to inform them that not adhering to them will
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bring some consequences to them in the real world, no matter
whether the failure to adhere is rooted in ignorance about & norm
aor informed ideclogical resistance to a norm. Tell them that,
having told them this, your work in the matter is at an end and
that »ou will in no case penalize them for takKing an anti-norm
ideclogical stand. XYou shpuld stress, however, that it is the
height of hypocrisy for college students to stage ideclogical
proteste in tolerant college classrocoms and then to "change into
suite and ties" immediately upon graduation: writing “s/he”’ in
the classroom in May and then writing “he” on the job in the

following September (right after graduation, say) is probably not

going to have all that much a liberating effect on society’s
victims. You should try to get the students to practice in the
classroom those norms which they honestly believe they will be

writing toward in the real worlid when they get there.

Seventh, what about textbooks? 1 have my students read a
standard sy1labus of materials aimed at helping them with norms.
At first, I worry about word-level norms (spelling and vocabulary
use) and sentence—-level norme {(grammar and so on?. At the level
of the word, I currently use Hodges and Whitten‘s Hacbrcace
College Handbhook (?th ed.)> and Funk and Lewis’ Thicy Daxs to a
Moce Bowerful \Uacabulary. Both books can be used on a self-paced
basis fespecially if exercises from the companion Hachrace
College Wockhook are assigned simul taneously with chapters in the
Handbook, although I do not mark these exercises and do not think
anyone should -— or should have to). Both are tried-and-true

tfavaorites. Both have their flaws, of course, and Hachrace in
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particular does not lack for critice. (It is, however, the most
widely used text of its Kind.> 1 also use Hachrace for sentence-
grammar and sentence-level rhetoric; I believe it to be excellent
for both. Additionally, I use Strunk and White's Elements of
Style (3rd ed.>.

During the second term, I phase some of the above out and
phase in Cedarblom and Paulsen’s Crcitical ThioKing, an excellent
new basic text in logic which contains chapter—sections on the
materials’ application to essay-writing.

Later (if there is a later), I try to get students to
concentrate on the development of their personal writersz’ voices
while adhering to CSN and (at times, depending on an individual
student’'s purpcocse) to the principles of logic. I have found
good texts to be Gertrude Stein’s How to Wicite, George Orwell s
Baolitics and the English Language, Henry Miller‘s Hency Millec oo
kiciting (ed. Thomas Moore), and Peter Elbow’s lWriting With Pouwer.
{Stein and Miller shcoculd not be ordered or assigned to students
until »ou have read them carefully; they mar teach things about
the development of personal voice which you do not wish to teach

ar aid in the teaching of.>?

IV: How People Learn SKills

Some people have come to believe today that basic skKilles can
be taught to adults who do not Know them in a sort of "macroc-"
way. They believe that you should start with the big stuff and
then either work inward with the student toward doing the littie stuff

right, or else say, "The student may or may not find cut how to
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do the little stuff right, but I am not going to directly teach
it to him or her." Some people see the big stuff as something sco
big that it even lies outside, or perhaps subsumes, the
cestensible art of which the skill is a part. (With writing,
examples would be "cognition," "art," "communication," and so
on.) Other pecple see the big stuff as the sort of general shape
which is usually achieved when one has made something well.

{(With writing, an example would be "the cver-all organization of
the essay."?

Traditionally, however, apprentices have learned to be
artists through mastering the segments, pieces, subroutines —-- or
whatever ane chooses to call the little 5tﬁ¥+ -— out of which =a
work of art is made.

Today, in the field of composition theory (in plain
language, teaching—of-writing theory?), quite an argument is
taking place between those who want to teach the big stuff first
Cand the little stuff later, if at all) and those who want to
teach the little stuff first (and the big stuff only if the
student can workK his or her way up, or out, to it). fAs based on
my experience in the classroom, my study of the issues, and what
I take to be my common sense, I cannot go very far with those who
beiieve that the uncskilled can be made cKilled without much
redundant ocvert instruction and much directed repetitious
experience in making the segmente, pieces, and subroutines -- the
"atoms" —-—- which make up an art. (This view immediately grants
that there are many problems with the traditional start-from-

small approach for both teacher and student. But it does work.)
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e will be obvious, the workshop method presented here
assumes the (comparative) wisdom of learning the little things
first.

Readers of this essay who would like to read more about the
rationale for this method can take a look at my "The English
Grapholect and the First-Year Composition Class," which appeared
in College Composition and Communication ¢Spring, 197923, That
essay ties the method in with the linguistic theories of M.M.,

Guxman and E.D. Hirsch, Jdr., although the method is not

necessarily grounded in those thecories.
YW: This Essar’s Thesis

The ability to write in adherence toc Contemporary Striistic
Morme is almost strictly a class—bound phenomencon. It remains =o
wherever CSN is not overtly taught to those adults {defined here
as anrybody old enough to go to college? who did not learn CSN
prior to reaching adul thood.

My thesis is that this class-bound phenomenon should not

be permitted continued existence. FPeriod.
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George Dimitroff: Some Ideas Susan Told Me About

George Dimitroff is an Evergreen faculty member in
mathematics. His wife, Susan, has been a student at the college,
and one of her Coordinated Studies programs was Shakezpeare and
the age of Elizabheth (1978-7%>, taught by MNancy Taylor {History?,
Feter Elbow {(Literature and Writing?, Richard Jones {(Fsychologyr),
and Leo Daugherty (Literature and Linguistics?». In response to
my request for strategr—-sharing (see Foreword), Dimitroff wrote

as foilows:

I adapted some ideas Susan told me about from her
experience in the Shakespeare program when she had Richard
Jones as writing seminar leader.

I have students bring four copies of their three-page
escays to class on the day they are due. 1 Kkeep, correct,
and read one copy. Four—-person seminar groups exchange the
ather copies.

The students take the three papers home (from their smal)
seminar groups?) to read, correct, and comment on. Students
are asked: (1) to correct these papers for [mechanics and
aother details of style, including grammar and spellingl; (2?

to then write (&) one-sentcnce statements of what the papers

a

re about (their thesis statements, marbe), (b)) a one-

L

paragraph summary of what the papers said to them, {c) a

tavorite sentence (or "Say something positive"?, and <d>

w
+

least one constructive comment that will help [the student

writersl improve their writing.
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I am not going to resist the temptation to editorialize (for
a minute, anyway) on Dimitroff‘s strategy and its implications.
Who George Dimitroff is, what his area of specialization is,
where he got his teaching-of-writing strategy, where his own
source got it, what it is, how it works, and what it does for
students who are themselves in large part studyring mathematics
and the sciences —-- these things are all indicators of the
continuing faculty-wide commitment to teach writing across the
lTiberal arts curriculum at Evergreen. They also indicate the
ethos of inter—disciplinary and pan—-specialty area cooperation
and cross—fertilization which continues to prevail here. For
experienced writing teachers —-— the "strategr-connoisseurs"
referred to in the Foreword —-- there will likely be no
innovations to be found in Dimitroff’'s strategy pec se, although
it is doubtless an efficacious strategr. The Lonouvatiue thing is
that Dimitroff does it, that he got it from his wife, that his
wite was a post-baccalaureate Evergreen student tzaking zn
advanced program for her persconal enjoyment and learning, that
she got it from cocne of her husband’s faculty colleagues, that
that colleague ie a psychologist who has come by dint of personal
choice and interest to teach expository writing as much as he
teaches anything else, and —— not to be missed —— that George

Dimitroff voluntarily shared it with me for eventual sharing with

U

reader

1]

of this monograph, in the hope that they might use it with

their students and/or pass it right xlong.
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Judith Espinola: (I.) Writing for the Ear, and (II1.> A Writing-

Bxesed Interpretation Strategyr
I: Writing for the Ear

“In aorder for students to become better writers," says
Judith Espincla, "I think it‘s important for them to be able to
doa ather sorts of communication things." She is interested in
teaching those other sorts of things, but she is particularly
interested in seeing that such things are taught well, because
she believes that they are sometimes not. "Unfortunately," she

cays, "

some of the people who allow for flexibility in the
teaching of other communication arts toco often lack rigor in
their “alternative’ instruction. For example, a teacher who
allows a student fto write a script instead of an essay often will
not, in my experience, critique the script as rigorously as a
straight expository writing teacher would critique an essay."

When she speaks of "other sorts of communication things,"
Judith Espinola primarily means what she calls "nﬁn—print"
writing —— or "writing for the ear.”

Such writing is just what one would think it would be:
wWwriting which has the aim of succeeding as something heard, not
read, by an audience.

"I+ we did a better job of teaching “non-print’ writing,
then 1t might be a way of helping students to better understand
not only essay writing but also other forms of writing used for

communicating theses," Espinola sars. "If we could articulate
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the difference between the two types of writing —— writing for
print media and writing for non-print media —-— we could help turn
students on to writing: to print media stuff per se," she adds.
But Espincala also believes that it is important in its own
right that a high standard of rigor and discipline be developed
far- the teaching of non-print writing, because such writing is
rapidly increasing in importance in the world we live in. It is

the sort of writing used in documentary scripts, news broadcast

[11]

radic programs, <lide—-tape presentations, and many cother sound-
media contexts., Espinola does not believe that a sufficiently
high standard of teaching has been developed for what is
escentially an aesthetice of scripted speech —-- an aesthetics of
the ear.

She zees two fundamental ways to approach the problem: (a.?
institutionally; (b.> individually, in the classroom. In the
case of the former, "The rezaxl Key is for us to have trzining as &
faculty —— intensive workshops ocutside the academic rear, Iin
which we get instruction from people who teach writing for the
non—print media in excellent warys. e need their expertise, in

crder to Know how to do the exploring we need to do as =

faculty." The institutional way, Espinola believes, is the
primary way —-- the place to start. "It would be," she sarsz, "a
realistic soclution for faculty interested in learning how." How

to do what, specificall»? To accomplicsh (b.>: +to be gocod encugh
at this Kind of teaching to help the individual student in the

classroom significantly.
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II: A Writing—-Based Interpretation Strategy

Judi th Espinola chose to share a method zhe has used

successfully in the past for teaching "something that is not an

n

eszar." Thise method is, cshe sars, "a method of teaching oral

interpretation." Formally trained in oral interpretation at the
graduate level, Espinolx had taught it in universities pricr to
Joining the Evergreen faculty and library administration. One
problem she Kept finding when she taught the upper—-division oral
interpretation course —— which manifested itself as two problems
-— was that students wére upset when they learned that they would
have to write in the course (they had inferred from the course-

title that they would not), and, morecaver, that some of them had

[Im]

reat trouble in doing analytical interpretations of pieces of
literature,

Espinola‘s solution to the problem was to have the students
take a scene from a play —— preferably cne with not more than two
orr three characters -- and to do three things with that scene in
writing. Those three things comprise this particular teaching

strategy.

First: the students to try to describe in writing the world
af the play from one of the characters.

The character writes in a pacrcative mode, not in & doamatic
mode. The character talks in his or her own voice. The
character talks to an audience —— a naiue audience which has not

read or seen the playr.

86



The student has the choice of doing the writing from =ither
the time—-perspective of the particular scene or the time-
perspective of the end of the play.

A good example to use in thinking about how the ztrategy
might work in the classrocom is the character aAmanda in Tennessew

Williams" The Glass Menagecie, says Espinola.

1y

econd: the students write about Amanda {or whosver? from
the perspective of & second character ("Character B"». Again,
they write in the first person. (In The Glass Menagerie, B would
be Tom.>» The task i

to describe fmanda and her life $rom his

point of view, talking as much about "himself" in the process =
the writer wishes.,

Espinola stresses that in neither of these cases can guotes

be lifted from the playx.

Third: the studentes write xbout Amandz from the point of

view of Tennessee Williams. (It is important to stress that

ifi
Wi

s

Williams® biography is irrelevant here; they are not sent, nor
should they at this particular time go, to the library to look
him up.?2

Hote: "The third technique," Espinola sar

21ty what

= r

i)

we  ask students to do 211 the time when we =ask them to do an
interpretive analysis of a play —— Ll.e., “what the play intends
it=zelf to be,” “what is there in the text,” or “what Williams
intends it to be’ are all incorporated. The students are,
however, doing the work more interestingly, more involuvedly .

n

"This exercise," sars Espincla, "forces students to view the

M
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characters, the play, and wciting itself from an oral
perzpective." She adds: "I think this is a very important Kind
of writing . . . . Teaching students about the oral nature of
language is terribly important, and even an excellent college

zuch as Evergreen does not now do encugh of it."

b <

How widely applicable is this method?

Espinola answers that it can be used nearly anywhers, with

n

nearly an¥thing: You could do it with prose fiction, with
poetry, with history, and even in & biclogy class . . . . The

to use the ear in order to teach students about

i

push |

fraditional weiting."
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Donald Finkel: lriting Communities

= one he says he

Don Finkel“ s teaching—-of-writing strategy

1

T

arned in the Coordinated Studies program Uomasking the Social
blocld (1%982-83), which he taught with David Marr. It comes from
& discovery having to do with the critical role plared by members
of communities. He learned that writers write for audiences. He
further learned that, in learning communities, the teacher cannot
e the audience for the students’ writing.

fe evidence, Finkel notes that the students in UnmasKing the
Social lWorcld maintained a Program Motebook —-- a loocse-leaf binder
left in one of the program’s conference rooms, alaong with =z
three-hole punch -- and that he saw his students sitting 1o the
coom, reading the Program MNMotebook and making comments in
rezponse to writings in it on blank sheets of paper Kept there
for the sole purpose of receiving such comments. "This convinced

me,." Finkel =savs, "that something was happening.”
' 3 g PR ]

Frocedure

The faculty assigned papers to be written for rewritten?
wach week. The faculty only read fifty per cent of these papers.
The other half went to small peer groups for responses and
criticiem —— or just for reading. One student told Finkel that
=he put more care into those papers he would pnot read than into

the ones she Kpew he would read. (One possible reason for thi

phenomenan, Finkel thinks, is that the student mar have thought

she did not have to be too careful with the writing which he
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woirld read, because of a belief that "my doctor—-like reading of

it would avtomatically Fix it.")

Addi tional Structural Points

{. MNeither Finkel nor David Marr lectured all rear long.

Instead, ther wrote papers —— every two or three weeks —— and put

them in the Frogram Notebook.

Pt

Finkel and Marr did not write on the same topics as
those the students wrote on, but they did write "in a similar
spirit and mode."” (To have written their papers on the Ea%e
topics as the students wrote on "would have bad psychological
eftects —-— such as intimidation."?

Z. Every five or six weeks, the students had special

pi

writing assignment —-—- to make a response either to a cumulative
chunk of the Frogram MWotebook or to their impression of the
progress of ideas in the program to that date., These papers were
not submitted to the facuity. Instead, & long session was held
1n which the students read their papers to one another and traded

them arcund for collective re

0

ding., Finkel and Marr digd write

!

papers on these occcasions, and they participated in the long

ezsions of paper—-sharing. @All of these papers were then made =z

part of the Program MNotebook.

4. aAn important incentive for writing, in Finkel s wview,

was the fact that the students in the program were given unusual
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writing assignments. These assignments were those given in

N

Marr”s MEH monograph, Extravagant Inoterest. ©(The monograph is

srnopsized elsewhere herej; one of the assignments is given.?

. But what ceally made this teaching sirateny work, Finkel

thinks, was not any Kind of cvert attention to the iteaching of

T

writing, but rather the establishment within the program of an
ethos of community. "This ethos was, of course, the result of

a hundred-plus community-building details," =sayszs Finkel {(noting
that faculty interested in those details should consult him or
Marr for specifics?. (Ooe of those details, however, was the fact

—— mentioned above —— that the faculty did not lecture: that a

spirit was built in the program which stressed that "we were al]

in it together" to work on program questions. (Finkel stresses
that he is deoing the same Frogram Motebook idea this rear --

1#83-84 -- in the Coordinated Studiecs program Human Health aod

éabauLDL, but  that the strategy is not working well this time,

I

because the new program s not doing all the ‘"extraneous”

communi ty-building work. Thus, the students are not responding

w
"

they did in Upmasking the Socizl bWopld: "It7s school,” Finkel

sighs.)

& (Detail.? The faculty also put xerocxes and articles in

the Frogram Motebook which were related to the program s themes

and questions.

The Program Motebook grew and grew —-- into several bound
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books=, in fact. Mothing was ever thrown cut. It became =

pragram totem, sars Finkel, and there was much worry» in the

program”s latter dars about what would be ite fate when the

program ended. And what, in fact, happened to it? "It resides

in Dawid Marr's office, on a high shelf."

92



David Hitchens: The Directed Fantasy Writing Workshop

I. Problems and Sclutions

David Hitchens is quick to tell you that his ideas about
writing and how to help students do it are the result of twenty
rears of trr¥ing to write and trying to teach writing.

He has come to believe that blank paper, for most students,
ie & terrifying enemy. They see a major difference between
writing and talking. That difference is one of accountahilityx.
Many students see writing as an enemy which will freeze an image
cf themselves and make them wvulnerable.

Vulnerable to what? Hitchens describes such feelings as
"the Kind of vulnerability people feel in nakedness dreams, in

men‘s castration fears, in women‘s fears of breast cancer, and

in
]

on —— the most primal Kind of stuff." Feople kKnow that pieces of
paper upon which they have written can, if shown to the public
world, be held up to ridicule. People Know that heartbreak --
their own —-— can be the result.

Hitchense” soclutions are as follows:

1. The Kinds of students for whom writing is indeed
"sweating blood" need to be shown that blank paper
is onl¥ a tool and nothing more —— likKe a piece of
cxnvas for an artist or & block of stone for a

sculptor.

2. These ctudents need to be shown that blank
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paper "can be writtem on from right to left, up and

down, in circles, anrything."

3. These students need to be shown that blank paper

ie a place "to say thoughte."

4. These students need to be shown that blank paper

is also only a place "to cecocd the thoughts

they say —-—- to save them for a future time."
About this blank paper —-- thie space —-—- Hitchens sayes: "Back in
grade schocol, one is taught to compose —-- to fill up that space

as if it were in a textbocok. One carriecs that little Kid into
college and coften long afterward. So one’s thoughts of the
cegquicements are those of a third-grader’s perceptions —-— and not
dust about texts, but about the Kinde of (elevated!? persons
authors are."

So one piece of the trouble, and & major piece is that =11
the formal training one gets is of a sort aimed at getting one to
write books. But they can already write other things very well
indeed: letters, for one thing.

In summary: "The important thing ie to get studentse to

conftront paper not as an enemy but as a tool."

I11. Method

1. Get a whole Coordinated Studies Program (or Group

Contract, or courcse, or whatever? intoc one room.
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o

4

28]

Give them an introductory set—-up on writing anxieties
and ideas about fixing them. <(One such set-up would
simply be a brief explanation very much like Part I,

directly above, of this.

Have =11 of the studente stand up. Have them stretch

their arms and legs. Have them do brief deep—-breathing

exercises.

Have them all1 lie down, get tomfortable, and clase

their eyes.

Tell them you will set up & scene for them. This
scene will be an image —— an image which is a set-up

for a story.
Tell them <imply to take the story from there.

Give them two minutes the first time »ou do it.
{Some will think it's forever. Some will think it'=s

not nearly long enocugh.?

At the end of the two minutes, sar: "Stop. Every-
body up. MNow take paper and pencil and describe

what happened to rou In those two minutes, You ve

got ten minutes to write (1 t." (Hitchene notes that
ten minutes if a little bit of pressure —-- "just
encugh to be good for them."?

After the ten minutes have elapsed, acsk: "“Binybody
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need a 1ittle more time?" Typically, half will,

Give them & minute or two more.

1G. Have them all write the word IIME down at the
bottom of the page —-- & subtle reminder that they did

not stop themselves, but that he stopped them.

11. Then give the students a minute or so of "buzz-time" --
time to talk among themselves about "How’'d that feel?”

and so on. {Sometimes he draws them out a bit.?

12. Then ask for volunteers to read "what happened.”

Hitchens notes that, typically, after the volunteers have
read their writing, there is interaction —-—- applause, comments,
laughter, and so forth. He makes it a point to be extremely
positive throughout ~-- about the writing, the reading, and the
group response, but mainly about the writing. Often, he will
pick out and comment on a particularly excellent phrase, giving
"positive feedback" to it. But before there ics too much feedback
to any one piece, he will ask for another reading volunteer.
Soon, he sayes, many studentes are volunteering eagerly.

Hitchens stresses that one of the rewards of thies teaching
strategy is that the studentse discover as & group that everrbody

does indeed have some Kind of imagination.

‘aAnd the funny thing is," he adds, "that even though there
are always commonalities in the writing, someaone will alwayrs have

an anomalous, off-the-wall piece.”
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An important byproduct of these workshops, according to
Hitchens, is "the collective discovery that the emoticonal
cesponses to the read—aloﬁd pieces of writing are often
surprisingly deep and profound."

A major Key to the workshop’s successe, he believes, is that,
"When they discover that thex ace not alone in hauing an
imagination, their emotions, feelings, perceptions, responses,
and so on, are ‘wvalidated.’" Thise validation, according to
Hitchens, stems from the fact that most of the students see
that othere’” writings are in significant warys similar ta their
own. But even those who do anomalous pieces get validation from
"unfailing expressions of resonance, empathy, and appreciation
from fellow students —-—- one of the most important of which is
appreciative laughter." (Significantly, even those students whao
never volunteer to read their writing are also benefitted in
terme of validation, just by seeing it occur in such abundance

around them, Hitchens observes.?

II11: Three Stock Fantasies

The three fantasies given below are ones which David
Hi tchense has often used with success as & introductory, first-

session "set."”

1. The Door. You are somewhere in an old Eurcopean town.
You see aold stones, masonry. You are walking. You turn into an
alley. The smells and sounds of an ancient alley. All of a

sudden, »ou are confronted by a huge, weathered ocaken door. It
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has huge, rusty hinges. It also has a huge, rusty knocker. You
notice that the door is partially open. You feel an urge to push

it all the way open. Fantasize on what happens right then.

2. "& EFunny Ibhing Happened on my kbay to Class." You‘ve
Just gotten up and, after dressing and gulping down a quick cup
of coffee (or whatever), you‘re on your way to class. It is
very impaortant not to be late today. You are runming. As rou
come out of the dorm (or ocut of your house), two guys in dark
suits -—- strangers —-- step up and grab you by the arm and hustle
vou into a waiting black limousine with its windows blacked over.
You are taken on a seemingly interminable ride. When the
limousine finally stops, you are hustled ocut and placed in a
small plane with its engines already warmed up. You’'re handed =x
drink and told by the pilot that rou‘ve been chosen to visit the
one place wou've alwarvs wanted to vicit. You've only got to
instruct the pilot, and he will take you. Fantasize on what
happens.

[Note: Hitchens allows three minutes for the fantasizing
this time -- giving cne additional minute for them to decide on
where they have always wanted to go. After those three minutes,
if they're still quiet —— still actively fantasizing —— he gives
them two or three more minutes still.

He then gives them fifteen minutes in which to do their
writing.

For this second cone, in hie experience, even more people

will want to read aloud than the first time.]l
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At this point, Hitchens asks the students if they want a
break before doing one more or if they want to do one more

immediately. Invariably, he says, it“ s one more, and that ane

3. Ihe Stump. Imagine an old tree stump standing right
next to a broock in & little sunny glade in the waoods. {The
teacher should embellish this scene however he or she wishes —-
as with any or all of these fantasy scenes.> But here’s the
hook: Imagine that »you are the stump, and imagine one day in the
life of that stump —-- that stump which is yourseldf.

[This time, he allows the students about five minutes in
which to do the fantasizing. Their writing-time is fifteen

minutes, as before.l

&~rfter all three images have been fantasized about and
wr-itten about, and after al1 three groupe of elicited writing
have been responded to, he makes a little speech which qoes
something like this: "You will never, after this point, have to
worry about getting started again. You‘ve got a technigque now.
There is pnothing you could ever be asked about which will not
vield to thie technique."

He believes that this technigue will work all across the
liberal arts curriculum —- in the sciences, in literature, in
history, in the fine arts, in anything. Some examplecs:
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(12 VYisualize how »you felt when you first read the poem r»ou're
now to write on: (2.) Wisualize what it would be lTike to Tive in
a particular place and time in history —-— in 1805 London at the
Globe Theatre, for example.

Of the pieces of writing they have just completed for the
Directed Fantasy Writing Workshop, Hitchens tells the students
that he will read them i+ they really want him to, but that those
pieces basically exist as artifacts to remind them of their ocwn
proven ability to use paper as a tool. (Most he is not asked to
laok at.?

He completes the cessicn by telling the students that they
might later "submit" such works to the "editor persona" within
themselves —— ", , . but that that, zs they say, is another storyr

for ancther day."
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Steve Herman: The Teaching of Field-Journal Writing

Several years ago, Steve Herman, an Evergreen facul ty> member
in Biology, developed a method of teaching students how to Keep
good field journals. Subsequently, he wrote the moncgraph IThe
Maturalist’s Eield Journal: @& Manuwal of Instroonction Based oo &
Syx=tem Established by Joseph Grinnell (1980) for use as a text
with his students. The monograph has rapidly gone on to receive
a great deal of use by other teachers at Evergreen and &lsewhere.
(It is, for example, one of the acknowledged bases of L.R. "Fete"
Sinclair’s writing—teaching strategy, to be found elsewhere in
this monograph.?

Herman has tried to find the original genesis of the method

laid out in his boock, but he has not succeeded. "A good gues

i

he sars, "would be the journals Kept in vorages of exploration.”
But, in addition to Joseph Grinnell’s work, he believes he has

found one extremely important antecedent in Francis Galton’s The

in

art of Trauel (London: John Murray, 1872), which provides an
alternative method to that of Grinnell. Herman believes that the
Galton book is the oldest description of the system he has seen,
and he is especially pleased to have learned of it from one of
kis Evergreen students, who found a copy of it in her great-
grandfather‘s attic.

Une of the reasons for Herman’s monograph’s influence is
that its method can, with only the simplest Kinds of common-sense
maditicatione, be used by any writing teacher in any field Yor in

no particular field?> who wants to emphasize the art of
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ezcription, as based in turn on the art of cbservation.

But Herman stressed in his interview that the writing
profeszsor must do more thanm merely give the students the book.
The book works best, he sars, if the teacher is very much
involved in a1l stages of the enterprise with which the students
are engaged —— including the doing of the same Jjournal-writing.
"You must =it down in the field and write up your notes at the
same time they 're doing theirs," he sayrs. fIt ie not necessary
for hise students to read the notes he writes while working
a2longside them, he explains, as they can read examples of his
note—taking in his monograph. But for those teachers who do not
have samplez of their own work readily available to their
students, sharing what one has just written with the students is
doubtless a good idea.?

He

(4]

arvs that The Naturali=st‘s Eield Journal, when taken
alone, is & recipe at best -—- a mere structure—-giver. With his
students, he emphasizes, in person, the importance of describing
landscapes well. Especially, he gives over lots of time to
talking with them about the importénce of beauty. He stresses to
them, for example, a passage in his book which quotes Robert
MacArthur to the effect that accurate observation and precicse
description have absplutely no power to take anything away from
the beauty of nature. Moreover, he sat his interviewer down and
read the passage to him, too, ". . . whether you want to hear it
or not" {the interviewer, needlecss to say, much wanted to hear

I P I
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To do science is to search for repeated patterns, not simply
to accumulate facts, and to do the science of geographical
ecology is to search for patterns of plant and animal 1ife
that can be put on a map. The person best equipped to do
this is the naturalist who loves to note changes in bird
life up a mountainside, or changes in plant life from

main land to island, or changes in butterflies from temper-
ate to tropices . . . . Doing science is not such a barrier
to feeling or such & dehumanizing influence as it often
made out. It does not take the beauty from nature. The
only rules of scientific method are honest cbservations

and accurate logic . . . . Mo one should feel that

honest and accuracy guided by imagination have any power

toc take away nature’s beauty.*

Herman notes that he carefully reads the students’ Jjourn

iy

1=,
and that he thinkse anyone employing his method for something like
ity should alsoc do so. His studente hand their Journals in
according to a prearranged schedule. Each journal must have &
certxin number of blank pages at the beginning ftor the
pro%essor’srcritical comments. (Herman alwayrs provides journal
page-numbers alongside his comments, in order to provide clear
and ready reference for the students to their own texts.) After
making these detailed comments, he returns the Jjournalse toc the

ztudentes.

#The gquote is from Robert H. MacArthur, Geographical Ecologe

(1972>, and is quoted in Herman‘s monograph, p. 182.
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Herman sees each student three times a guarter for a
tutorial session given over to a critique of his or her Jjournal-
wrriting. He then has a Jjournal-based evaluation session with
each student at or near the end of the guarter.

Herman notes, however, that he deliberately does not touot
this method to his students 25 a writing "betterer”; "It works
best covertly," he sarve, "but we normally do get students to

wir-i te more with this method, and often quite possibly better with

this method, than some programs manage with comparable ouert

methods." He admits, though, that he is by no means certain that
this method causes writing to improve ocver a ten—-week quarter or
even over an academic vear. "I1'd like to see some of cur faculty

writing specialists look at the writing at the ends of the
Journals and compare it to the writing at the beginnings of those
same Jjournale to see if it does get better," he says, adding: "I
think i1t does, but I couldn’t prove it."

Ferhaps the "smallest” thing Herman reguires of his student
Journal writers is their adherence to complete sentences,
mechanical correctness, and correct spelling throughout.”

But the main thing he reguires is that they understand the
importance of their writing’s accuracy, clarity, and elegance to

th

i

ir readers. He tells them: "You want your readers to be able
to touch, to feel, to smell, to taste, to hear —— simply through
your physical descriptions. To this end, he alwars reads them
one specific passage from the writings of Ellicott Coues, whom
Herman describes as "the most brilliant and accomplished American

ornithologist in the last half of the nineteenth century,”
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telling them that this passage "should be read, reread, and
heeded by all." <(Coes was also Joseph Grinnell’ s primary mentor,

al though the two men apparently never met.> The quote from Coes,
which Herman also insisted that his interviewer hear aloud, runs
as follows:
Now you Know these things [the things »ou have just
obeserved in nature -- ed.l, but very likely no one elze
does; and you Know them at the time, but you will not

recollect a tithe of them in a few weeks or months, to =

¥

i1l

nothing of years. Don’t trust your memory; it will trip

»ou up; what is clear now will grow obscure; what is found
will be lost. Write down everxthing while it is fresh in
ryour mind; write it cut in full —-- time so spent now will

be time saved in the end, when you offer your researches

to the descrim]nating public. Don’t be satisfied with a
dry—as—dust item; clothe a skeleton fact, and breathe 1ife
into it with thoughts that glow; let the paper smell of

the woods. There’s a pulse in a new fact; catch the

rh»thm before it dies. Keep off the quicksands of mere
memorandum —-— that means something “to be remembered,” which
is Just what you cannot do. Shun abbreviations; such Keys
rust with disuse, and may fail in after times to unlock the
secret that should have been laid bare in the beginning.

Use no signs unintelligible only to yourself; »our note-
books may come to be overhauled by others whom »ou would

not wish to disappoint. Be sparing of sentiment, a delicate

thing, easily degraded to drivel; crude enthusiasm always
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hacks instead of hewing. Beware of literary infelicities;
“the written word remains,” it may be, after you have passed
away; put down nothing for your friend’s blush, or rour
enemy»’s sneer; write as if a stranger were looking over

your- shoulder.*

Herman leans back in hie chair and Tooks out the window.
"This method of teaching writing works best if »ou're sitting

around the campfire with the students, writing with them," he

i
m

*Ellictt Coes, Eield Ocoitholagy (1874, quoted in Herman s

monograph. p. 2%.
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Will Humphrevs: @& New Way of Teaching Logical Organization

"lWhat I“m interested in is teaching students logical

organization," Will Humphrexs sars, adding that he i

i

talking
about "the sort of organizational strategiecs needed for an
argumentative essay, rather than discursive or descriptive Kinds
of writing."

Humphreys, a2 Member of the Faculty in philosophy» at

Evergreen, discovered a new way of teaching logical crganization

whil

I

teaching with his colleague Chuck Pailthorp fwhose areas of

Vi

pecialization are philosophy and music) in the ThionkKing Straight

coordinated studies program in Spring Quarter, 1%¥83. (Thinoking

Straight is a one—quarter Core-level program in the basic skKill

i

pL

areas of interpretive reading, logic, expository writing, and

critical thinkKing. It is usually offered in Spring Quarter by

o

two-+fzaculty team for forty students.? 1t had happened that

tephanie Coontz, also of the Evergreen faculty (European

L

nistorx), had a bit garlier recommended Yan Nostrand e book
Eunctional Weiting to Humphreys and Pailthorp, who, upon reading
it, were impressed gnough with 1t to want to use it in their
teaching. ThinKing Straight was a natural program for which to
adopt it,

The kKnowledge gained from the book, when added to what
Humphrexs and Pailthorp alreadyr kKnew about logical organization,
led to what Humphrers enthusiastically calls "amazing r "

syl t

m
In

[

[yl

Humphrers subsequently attended, in the ensuing summer, a
conference at the Uniﬁersity of Chicago entitled Wroiting and

Higher—{rder Beasooinog, run by the Harvard Human Development
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Program and Chicago's "Writing &cross the Liberal &rte Curriculum
group. What he learned at that conference was consonant with
what he had recently learned from the Eunctiopal Weiting texit and
the experience of teaching in a program which used it.

He then proceeded to teach the method on his own in the
Management aond the Pubklic Intecest coordinated studies program
during Fall Quarter, 1783, and to teach it with faéulty member
Craig Carlson (Foetry» in the Spring Quarter, 1784, repeat of
Thioking Strcaight.

"Eesentixll¥," Humphreys sars, "the steps recommended by Yan
Mostrand, when combined with basic instruction in formal logic,
help people get started in organizing both research data and the
data that is in their heads.”

ihat the students get ie a set of proe—wreiting things to do
-— "things that get the juices to flowing and help s=tudents get
started.”

The technigue outlined by Humphrers is a simple one, and it
consists of the fcllowing seven steps, each of which is in the

form of a direction or suggestion:

1. #Ask yourself what txpes of information you now have ——

i

what categorie

[N

Fut a1l of »our data and information into thocse five or

eight or ten or however—many categories;

Come up with an assection (Van Nostrand’ s word) which

(SN

samehaow links, or ties up, all the catecorcies.
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4. I+ some categories cannot be made to fit the assertion
which can be made cut of most of the categories, then

simply doop those categories which won't fit;

5. Write the assertion on a separate sheet of paper,
because, truth be Known, you probably won’t actually
ucse the assertion per se anywhere in the essay

you will write;

&. Begin writing an introductory paragraph after vou’wue

written your assertion on your separate page;

7. The rest of the paper will then follow rather easily

in most cases, or ought to.

"My theory is that the procese of getting the zssertion
nailed down and on paper recaptures the uncornscious pattern that

¥ou've used to structure the data in the first place,” Humphrers

<

by

"The writer has recreated the structuring of the bodyr of

s
P

dat

it

« The whale crganization of the paper comee‘before the mind
in one big “"Gestalt-shift.”"

Humphreys believes that a good classroom or zeminar context
for the emplorment of this strategyr is one in which the students
can practice with one simple topic everybody already Knows a good
bit about. After they have succeeded with thic =simple topic, he
sars, they see how the method works, and they see that they can
do it. Then, when it is time to do a longer piece of work -- for
example, a research paper —- they are ready.

"In contrast to the way this stuff is usually taught and was
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tzught to me," Humphreys says, "this is much different. It is at

the very least much better than ocutlines, note—-cards, and all

that. It emphasizes categorical thinkKing, rather than

=v¥llogistic thinking.

"The =tudents will need some bhasic instruction in what an
azsertion is and is not. The problem is that eighteen-rear—-olds
have = problem with polarizing the subljective and the objective.
Thex think the two are opposites and that there is no middle
ground between them. You’'re trying to teach them that pecsonal

asserti

Q

N

in

can have, and ought to have, good ceasaons. This is

something they've never been exposed to before. Such eighteen-

i
[T

r—old

(]

also have trouble in ceading work which is

m
-
i

rarxcterized by having good ceasons for the writer’s opinion.
Ther believe that subjectivity is pure and that objectivity is
pure. They believe that subjectivity amounts toc a persanal
value—-Jjudgment, and that any such judgment <or apinion, or, in
WYan MNostrand’s word, ‘“assertion”) is as good as any aother. And
they believe that objectivity is “the facts.’"" {Humphrers notes
that the mind-set of the eighteen—-year-olds he is talkKing about

i

described very clearly in William Perry’'s book Eocmes of
Intellectual Deuvelopment in the Callege Years, which has been

used by many of Evergreen’s faculty members over the years.

[h]

Ferr» was a speaker at the University of Chicago conference cited

above, and Humphrers heard him there.?
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Richard M. Jones: An Update of the LWlciting and Beflecting on

Dreams _and biciting &gain NEH/PNWC Monograph

In the summer of 1982, Richard M. Jones wrote the monagraph
liciting and Beflecting on Deoeams and boiting &ogain as part of the
work of the NEH-sponsored "Writing Across the Liberal aArts
Curriculum" grant made toc the Pacific Northwest Writing
Conzcrtium, of which Evergreen i€ a member. Since that time, he
has thought more about the methods described in that monograph
and has in conseguence fine—tuned his practice of the teaching
strategy described therein. (Readers of this section of the
present monograph are referred to Jones’ coriginal text, the
richness of which is but barely suggested by the following

updated sy¥nopsisy copies have been distributed, both at Ev

14

rar

]
m
i
-

and to external audiences, but readers who do not hawve 2 copy cCan
=till get one from the office of Barbara Leigh Smith, Academic
Dean.?

Jones begine by noting that in hise present work he is much
more interested in the teaching of writing pec se, and less in
the specjific use of dream-reflection as an aid to such teaching.
He is now using dream-reflection mainly for some particular
purposes in the teaching of writing. (One such purpose is the
encouragement of feelings of intimacy in writing workshop groups,
and a related purpose is that of teaching the art of writing
about intimate feelings.?

This writing workshop can be a course or program on jits cwn,

or it can be run inside an Evergreen Coordinated Studies Program
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ar Group Contract.

In introducing this workseshop both to students and to
prospective leaders, Jones stresses one point: "The main thing
i= understanding that writing is pol writingy only rewriting is
wr-iting., That is the Key —— the secret. And understanding it
also causes diminished anxieties on students’ parts.”

fs Jones currently runs it, the workshop’'s activities are

spread over a three—-day crcle {(which ics experienced by those

Py

students carrying their work through to final-draft cstage as
tour—day crcler». The cycle is structured as follows:

On the first day, he meets the workshop after he and the
students have read an excellent short story or essay. They haold
a seminar on that text. Ther then hold & dream-reflection
seminar. (Present readers unfamiliar with dream-reflection
seminars should in particular consult the full Jones monograph
cited above; they should alsoc see Jones” The Droeam Boet
[Cambridge: Schenkman Publishing Co., 1?2801, which is listed
below among the workshop’s required texts.? Ther are then sent
off for a two-to-three-hour periocd to write a piece which
caonnects the 1iterary work with the dream in any war. They then
reassemble and read what they wrote to one ancther.

On the second day, the workshop® s members meet in groups of
four students each and respond to the papers read aloud at the
close of the previcus day’'s work —-— which have all been xeroxed
at the students’ own expense in coin—-operated campus copring
machines, in order that they can now be read. In responding to

the papers, students write down {a.) what they heard, and (b.?
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what it made them think af. <(This is done in writing only, and it
takes about a half-hour to compliete.> The students are then sent
coff for three hours and told to rewrite their papers. At the

end of the three-hour period, they reascsemble and read their
rewrites aloud to the group. When the readings are over, the
ctudents disperse. Their homework assignment is to type up the
papers they have just read aloud.

At the beginning of the third day, the students turn in
their tvped papers to Jones shortly before the workshop is to
begin. He chooses four to be xeroxed, and the copring is quickly
done. (In the absence of a copying budget, students should be
told upon entry into the workshop that they should count on a
Xxeroxing expense which they should think of as any other ftext
expense; the cost per student per quarter, using coin—-operated
campus copying machines, ought to be a bit less than ten
dollars.?> He distributes the xeroxed four-essay package to the
studente. The group then seminars on these texts for about
ninety minutes apiece, aiming all comments at the work of
rewriting. @At the conclusion of the day's work, the four student
writers disperse to Qo home and do their final drafts —— which
must of course be carefully typed —— as based on what they heard.

At the beginning of the next day, the four student writers
turn in their final draftts. These essays are placed in the
Program Portfolioc, which is maintained in the classrcom as an
cpen document for the ;tudents to consult at their leisure. @A
new crcle is then begun, and the remainder of this day is the

first day of the new weekK's work.
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What precisely happens during the rewriting seminar on the
third dar»? Jones underlines the fact that it is mainly he who
doez the rewriting of the four papers -- but with much
participation from the group. He does not explain as much as he
simply leads discussions on specific "elements of style" as found
in the student essays. "The reascon I do it so well," Jones adds,
“iz that I don’t know how to tell the students how to rewrite
their essays, not being an English teacher; so I show them. And
my sKills in group dynamics probably help a good bit there," he
admits, Hise laughing conclusion, which has to be taken as at
least partly cautionary, is: "I‘m really not sure that anybody

elee could do this and have it work."

—

ane

(1]

[

has put this workshop at the center of the Everagreen
Group Contract titled "Writing, Reflecting on Dreams, and Writing
Again” —-— the same title as his monograph —— during 1983-84. He

1

has

i

i

.o used it in the course titled "Dream Psychologyr" in the
Cornell University Summer School during its 1981 and 1982 terms.
In these offerings, he has used the following texts: Strunk and
White, The Elemenis af Style, 3rd ed. (New YorkK: Macmillan,
127%); Jones, The Dream BPoet (Cambridge: Schenkman Publishing
Ca., 1%80», used because it provides important theoretical and

historical background; & good pocket dictionary and thesaurus.
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Stella M. Jordan: A Strategy for Teaching Descriptive

Outlines and Using Them to Critique Essars

Stella M. Jordan is Director of the Learning Rescurces
Center at Evergreen. In the summer of 1981, with Evergreen
support and assistance, Jordan had the opportunity to study under
Ken Broufee, who was running a grant-funded tutor training
program for the BrookKings Institute. In her work with Broutee,
Jordan learned of a pairs—-based strategy for teaching students to
do what she calls "descriptive outlining" and to use it as a toal
for doing critiques of essays.

First, the writer does the first draft of an essay.

Second, the writer tries to state in one good, clear
sentence the main idea governing the essay —- the thesis.

Third, the writer does the following for each separate
paragraph of the essay:

A. He or she says in one good, clear sentence the Key
elements of the paragraph‘s content —-- what it sayrs;

B. He or she states briefly the function of the paragraph
in relation to the other paragraphs and to the thesis, noting
whether there is linkKage with (or transition of ideas between) it
and the previous paragraph. In other words, the writer sars
what the paragraph does.

Fourth, the writer pairs up with another writer who has also
done the above work, and the two exchange essays.

Fitth, they each go through the same process with the

other‘s draft essay.
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Sixth, they each evaluate the techniques of the other s
essay. They state in writing what is done well, what they like,
and then what could he improued, being especially conscientious
about citing specific examples of each.

Seventh, they each evaluate the content of the other‘s
essay. Stella Jordan tells them at this point: "State whether,
to »ou the reader, the main points of the essay are valid and
effective, whether they are supported, and whether they are

successful. Be specific with examples."

Stella Jordan strongly believes in the usefulness of this
pair—-based technique. She sars, "This deceptively simple
descriptive outline . . . should help the student see what needs
to be done in terms of thesis support, focus, and so forth." She
thinke it especially noteworthy that "students usually are able
to do a better outline of ancther’s paper than their own."”

Ferhaps the most important strenagth of the ocutlining
technique, Jordan says, is that it helps the student develop both
as writer and as critic:

For the writer —-— done after the first-draft writing,
the descriptive outline is a tool for rewriting,
and helps the writer check the logic and consis-
tency of his or her essay material before starting
a second draft.

For the critic —— the descriptive outline becomes a tool

for- clear, objective analysis of the essay.
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Loverne Root King: A Writing Strategy Based on Three Life-Stages,

plus One Good ldea for Teaching the Thesics Statement

Unlike most of the writing teachers interviewed, who gave
their sources and influences and inpirations last, Loverne Root
King gave hers first. She said that her source was the life and
teaching of the late Mary Hillaire (a professor at Evergreen from
1972 until the time of her death); but she noted that Hillaire
had not to her Knowledge used this strategy in the teaching of
writing pec se.

King said that the writing—-teaching strategy she wicshed to
share is one based on the idea of three progressive stages in

life and in learning. These stages are:

1. Individual Identity

n

Group Loyalty

3. Personal Authority

Accordingly, King has her students aim the first piece of
writing they do under her instruction at [1]1. This first
ascsignment will ofterm be to do a simple "reaction paper" -- one
which expresses a student’s individual identity as a
respondersreactor. The principle here is: "Nobody can sa» I'm
wrong."

For the second paper, or for a rewrite of the first paper,
the student aims for [2]. Example: With a class of re—-entry

women, the assigned or suggecsted topic might be an issue or
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quecstion having to do with women’s history or contemporary
women‘ s |ssues., (A paper with such an aim, and on such a topic,
when assigned to such specific target-audiences might also

be an excellent vehicle with which to start teaching the basice
of research, ang noted.>

For the third paper, the desired third stage of Personal
Authority is achieved through suhstantiation, King said. This
paper will not be merely reactive or responsive, and it will not
be merely personal; rather, it will be & paper which is
thoroughly backed up by logic, research, and the careful
development of its ideas.

In this particular use of the three—-stage strategy as a
technique for the teaching of expository writing, Loverne King’s
audience had been made up of Re-Entry Women. But she is
confident that it would work equally well with other audiences.

With audiences interested in learning other of the standard
rhetorical strategies, however, Loverne King continues to place
her teaching within the context of the three stages of life and
learning.

For example, she believes that the teaching of
narrative can aim toward, and profit from, a solid connection
with [1] Individual Identity. This connection could be achieved
through suggesting that the first paper be a brief memoir or
anecdote which relates an incident from one’s own educational
experience.

Similarly, King has taught descriptive writing (sensory

description, in particular?) through asking students to write
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about & person, place, or thing from the point of view of someone
from another culture. This assignment teaches important things
about [2] Group Loyalty.

King believes, finally, that there ic a fine potential
match—-up between the teaching of the rhetorical techniques of
argument/ persuasion and the learning stage of [3] Personal
Authority. (This match-up can sometimes be enhanced through
requiring that argument/persuasion conclusions be the results of
research. The reason is that the student will have become an
expert on the topic and will thus feel personal authority as
genuine new self-confidence -— as a real force.?

Lovern King stresses that her three-stage teaching strategy
is sensitive to, and is effective at addressing, multi-cultural
concerns. It is, she says, a pedagogical method which respects
differences. For example, in the case of [3] Personal

Authority, both the teacher and the teaching strateqgy presuppose

that the student does indeed possess authority -- his or her
unique own authority -- which may, for example, come from his or
her own special cultural backgrounds or traditions. 1In the case

of [2] Group Loyalty, multi-cultural concerns can be addressed
through the student‘s identification with -— or through his or
her getting readers to identify or empathize with —— the culture
or social group of which the writer is a member (or with which

the writer is trying to achieve empathetic membership).

Lovere King also shared a strategy for the teaching of what
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a thesis statement is. She had experienced difficulty in teaching
thie concept to some students; thus, this strategy ". . . felt
like a flash of brilliance which worked" after she had first
thought of it and used it with success.

She simply said to her students one day in class, following
some discussions of the idea of the thesis statement: "1 once
saw a marine throw open the door of a bar and shout to the
customers inside, “I“ve been everywhere, and 17 ve done
evervything, and I can whip everybody in the house!” Well, that
statement was the marine’s thesis statement, and he had to spend
the rest of the evening defending it.

"and that evening is your paper.”

Loverne King concluded by noting that she believes deeply in
the eftectiveness of rewriting and thinks a student learns more
from deing it than from simply writing new papers over and over.
She counsels that a first draft chould probably not be marked on
by the teacher, but should rather be conferred on with the
student. The second draft would be the paper per =g and would be
commented on in writing. She believes that the doing of three or
more drafts is even more effective than the doing of two, but she
has not absolutely required of students that they do more than

two.
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Mark LevensKy: Response Writing

Mark LewvensKy, a member of Evergreen’s philosaphy faculty
and current convener of the Humanities specialty area, uses a
technique with his students which he calls "response writing.”
He ie the author of the monograph Bespanse lWciting: 0Onoe Wayx to
ITeach lWeiting ion the Humanities, which was done as part of the
Writing Across the Liberal Arts Curriculum project under termes of
the grant funded by the NEH and the Facific Northwest Writing
Consortium. What follows is a summary of the strategy
presented in that monocgraphi it should not be used as a
substitute for the moncaraph itself, because the monograph gives
many useful explanations for teachers and details for studentszs
which could very well be necessary tc the strategyr’s successful
employment.

Levencsky begine by stating that he started teaching writing
at Everagreen becaﬁse (1> the college had an institution-wide
commi tment to the teaching of writing (c.f. "Foreword," final
page? and (2> many of his students here could not write Standard
English. He notes that he has now (writing in 1281 ". . .
taught or encouraged writing in three dozen wars," and he tells
what some of them were. He then writes: "One way that I hawve
taught writing, while at the same time teaching philosophy and
Titerature, is by teaching response writing."

&t the start of this teaching, he tells his students the

faollowing [abridgedl:
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i. Each week I will ésk vou to write a responcse to the

assigned reading. We will call this writing cespanse wrciting.

2. The purpose of response writing is to help you imprave
»aur ability to read, write about, and discuss important and

difficult books and problems.

-

e I will assign & topic for some of the response writings.
I+ I do assign a topic, then write on that topic. If I don’t

sign a topic, then assign »ourselt & topic, write the topic

e
n

dowri, and write on the topic. Resist the temptation [to change
either wour topic or my topicl while doing your writing.
Instead, learn to write more on a topic than you at first thought

possible or decsirable.

4. Frequently, your recsponse writing will concern & small
portion of the assigned reading —— a page, sentence, or phrase.
One good way to begin a response writing is to type out these

woards exactly as they appear in the book . . . .

bt

. lWhen you have completed vour writing on the topic,
carefully reread what »ou have written. Now add a short
postscript . . . . In this posta?ript, comment on the quality
af the form and content of your writing. Don‘t comment on what
you wanted to write, tried to write, or now wish that »ou had

written. . . . Say what seems true and important.

&. Your response writing should be three or more pages.

[He here gives further information on formatting and proofing.]
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7. Each week bring two clear copies of your response

writing to the first class meeting of the week. During the first
part of this meeting, some students will distribute dittced
copies of their response writing, some students will read parts
of their responcse writing aloud, and parts of some response
writing will be discussed. When ¥ou hear and read the response
writing of others, pay attention to what is present in the form
and content of the writing. When response writing is discussed
assume that whatever is caid about ancother person’s response
writing is also true of your own. For example, if someone cays
that a sentence in someone else’s response writing is

ungrammatical but meaningless, assume that this alsoc is true of

w

sentence in your responcse writing. Find the place in »our
recsponce writing that is, in effect, under discussion. We will

call this process transferring.

8. Following the first class meeting of the week, put one
copy of your response writing in a hard cover binder which has
your name on ite spine. We will call this binder your rCcesponse
book. A1l response books will be Kept together in a place to be

assigned. Keep the other copy of your response book with »ou.

?. Sometime between the first and the last class meeting of
the week, rewrite all or part of your responcse writing for that
week. [Explanation ie given of how to do this.l Put a neat,
clear, procfread copy of your rewritten response writing in »aour

response book mext to its mate.
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10. I[This is a long instruction about reading in the
"library of response books" —-- see #8, above —-- and about how to
give responsesfeedbackscriticismseditorial help to other
students’ writing, as well as about how toc seek and use such help

coneself.]

11. [This is in effect a note to his students about what he
will and will not read, and about what he will do in response to
what he doee read.]l "I will read part of your recponse writing
during the term. I will not read your response writing every
week. Occasionally I will write brief comments on your responce
book . If vou want me to read and comment on a particular part of
your response writing, I will be glad to do so . . . . [He goes

on, in this appropriate section, to talk about evaluation.l

Following the above section of initial instruction to his
students, Levensky goes on to other matters of importance to
teachere who might become users of his strategy.

The first of these matters is pucpase, and LevensKy says

that the strategy of response writing has the following purposes:

1. . . . To encourage people to read important but

ditfficult bococks.

2. + « « To encourage people to have their oan feelings,
thoughts, and things to say about these books and the problems

that these books suggest.

These purposes are related to a problem he faces: "My students
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dont’t have the Knowledge, sKill, or experience to do scholarship
or write high-level criticism in the humanities, and most of them
never will, For most of them, it is even pointlecss to try to
write a research paper in the humanities . . . . But they can
come to [possess] and expresse their own valuable understanding of
these books. and problems, whether or not their understanding is
intellectually sophisticated, academically recspectable, or
historically true. Response writing is one way for them to do
this." 0On the other hand, there are a few students who are
capabkle of doing more: "For those few students who can do
scholarcship, make critical essays, or write research papers, or
for thocse students who want to learn how, response writing can
cerve as a start. It helps most students quide their own reading
and prepare for active participation in seminars and lectures.

It gives <students & good topic for informal discussion. It
buildes group spirit.”

Moreover, LevenskKy says, response writing encourages
students to write it two different ways: (1) "It encourages them
to make writing by first having a clear thought and then writing
it down"; (22 "It encourages them to make writing by first
writing without & clear thought and then having a clear thought

by writing." He adds: "Both ways work."

Levernisky gives precise ascsignments in writing for each
week” s response writing (they are more precise at the beginning
of the term than at the end, by which point they have been
dispensed with altogether?, and he gives a good sample-

assignment in his moncgraph (p. 147,
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The monoaraph has an interesting section on how his method
deals with the mechanical problems in his students’ writing. One
wax» it deals with mechanics is via the "postscripts" mentioned
above, as he will suggest that & given student, in one of his or
her postscripte, respond to the mechanice in the sssay to which
the postscript ie appended. Writing such & postscipt has the

general effect of reinforcing the proofreading demand of the

=

esponse—writing method (also mentioned above), but it does not
alwar¥s do so. Levensky comments: "The connection between
proofreading, rewriting, and seeing words is obvious. 1 ask each
ztudent to proofread hice writing word for word and to correct any
mistake in grammar, punctuation, spelling, and usage. MNot all
students make the corrections. Some can’t see their mistakes and
have no idea how to correct them. They think that their mistake-
filled writing is standard English written in their personal
stxle. Others think that it is easier for them to express
difficult thought or feeling by writing non-standard English than
by ocbering handbook rules. They don’t understzand that,
generally, the more intricate, subtle, abstract, oo delicate the
desired content, ithe clearer, sironger, and moce publicly
sanctioned the writing form must be [italics added —-- ed.].

Froocfreading and correcting must be pushed" (pp. 15-17).

Like other teachers represented in this monograph (perhaps
most strikKingly, Richard Jdones?, Levesnky strongly believes in
the value of rewriting, and he sees it as a good thing to do with

recponse—writing after it has itself received critical response
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from other students, from him, andsor from its own writer via the
"postocript" dewice. One of rewriting’s benefits, according tco

Levensky, ie that it can make a student writer "more accustom

m
a

to csimple writing facts," one of which is that even though "it is
impossible to makKe writing right the first time, it is easy to

improve it the second, [but that it is]l] imposcsible to make it

perfect."

Levensky gives over & large part of his monograph to a
discussion of how the response—-writing meetings themselves are
set up and run. The following condensation of that discussion
i=, for reasons of space, a radical synopsis. The slements in

his structure are these:

1. The frequency of the meetings is cne per week.

2. The length of each meeting is "from fifteen minutes to
two hours" (depending on what has to be done and how long it

happens to get it donel.

3. In preparation for each meeting, cne or more students
dittoc parts of their response writing for that weel. {He picks

those students or asks for volunteers.?

W

4. As an opening ritual for each meeting, "there is
short, informal discussion of writing and life called: “"How Hard
Can It Get?" This gives people a chance for public complaint,
support, and laughter." This part ends when one of the students

"hecitantly" begins to distribute his or her dittoes.
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S. That student reads his or her writing aloud.

&. "We discuss the writing and we discuss it in a particular
war: “This is & terrific part and this is why., This is a

terrible part and this is why. This is one thing that rou might

do to continue the terrific part or improve the terrible part and

this 12 wh»."" He adds: "We discuss and eojor the teccific
pact=s ficst" [italics added —-— ed.l].
7 Only & small part of any one piece is diécusaed. e

choose something . . . that satisfies all or most of the
following conditions: {(a» It is precent in the writing; (b it
is visible in the writing; (c? it can be pointed to in the
writing; ¢d» it is important in the writing; (e it concerns the
torm of the writingy <f2 if it i=s a terrific part, it can be
continued, and i¥ it i a terrible part, it can be fixed; (g) it
is also present, in one way or ancther, in the response writing

ot other people in the room."

2. "We don’t discuss the writer’s invisible motives.”

0

"We don’t sax, ‘I think that. . .7 or ‘I feel that. . .~
or "I liked the part that. . .7 or ‘A= 1 heard you read, it
seemed to me that., . .7 or “For me, some of your words didn 't
seem right.” Instead, we say “There is an important misuse of
spicityal in the fourth sentence of the seventh paragraph.”

Fart of the lesszon here, Levensky sare, is: ". . . If a person
wants to help ancther person improve his writing by talking to
him xbout his writing, it is best i¥ the first person doesn’t
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make himself ‘the topic of every sentence. It is best if he makes

the writing the topic of every sentence.”

10. "We give advice." Levensky explains at length that he
once did not give advice to students about their writing, but
that he now does give it, because he has learned from experience
that "my studente are not self-correcting writing machines any

more than they are self-correcting auto mechanics."”

11. 0One sort of advice is about the basic mechanics of
writing, and Levensky notes that he gives it more at the
beginning of the term tham further in, although he notes that "I

sometimes think I‘m teaching third grade."

12, Sometimes, after writing has been read aloud, there

will be no ensuing discussion at all. There can be many» reasaon:

i

tor there being none, one of which has been that the students

have decided to write their individual responses instead,

13. FHegarding the "transfer" device {mentioned earliers,
Levensky says the following: "When we do discuss the response
writing of one student, 1 ask the other students to transfer part
of what we say about the response writing to their own response
writing. I conce =said this [following a student’s readingl:

The +irst sentence of hise response writing is, “Homer s

1liad is the beset Known war story thaxt has ever

been written.” What does this mean?"

He continued, in the class, to analr¥ze the sentence in great

~detail, questioning what it means, if anything, and how it might
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mean it. He then =aid to the students: "We all write [=suchl

n
L]
5=
-~
o
a
]
L1
n

They are easy to write, and late at night they seem
perfect. In the morning they don“t. Right now, find a similar
sentence in your response writing and write an appropriate note

in the margin next to it." He adds: "IThis Lact of transferringl

iz the most difficult moment in the writing meeting. It is hacd
tor many students to see that what is true of someone else’s

cesponse weiting is alep true of theic own" [italics added —-

ed.].

14, "During our discussion of a response writing, the
writer doesn”t talk." {(This statement ic followed b¥ reasons;
readere are referred to the sections on Richard Jones’ and Leo

Gaugherty’'s strategies, which alsoc contain the same insistence

for much the same reasons.?

15. "At the end of our discussion of his writing, the
writer does respond to what he has heard. He sars what he has

learned about his writing and thanks esveryvone for their effort.
has learned? He does as he pleases.”

1&. "In addition to discussing and leading discussions of
response writing during the writing meetings, I give little talks
about writing . . . which last from one minute to an hour. I
don”t prepare them. I 1et the writing that I hear and see that
day suggest the topic. I make up the form and content of these
wiks as I talk along. I try to make them relevant, encouraging,

humorous, filled with examples, and true."” He gives a three—-page
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verbatim example of such a talk.

17. "1 [oncel thought that I wasn‘t prepared too offer [=such
workshopsl, and that even i¥ I was, they probably wouldn't be
worth the time that they would take away from regular program
lectures or book seminars. 17ve changed my mind. I now think
that any teacher who writes well is prepared to offer them, and

that i+ he does, the writing of his students will improve.”

Levensky stresses that one way he encourages students to
make good response writing ise to use such writing in seminars:
"I use their good response writing in my regular classwork. In
lecturese and discussions I refer to a suggestion that somecne

made in a response writing, or 1 read a passage that I h

0
i

Ve

copied from & response bookK and then I respond to it, or I ask
somecne to read a particular part of his response writing aloud
and then I lead a discussion on what the student said. Sometimes
& student offers to read a part of her response writing in answer

to a question about & book. I am careful about what response

writing I use, In lectures and discussicons, [ only refer to, ar

e
0]

=K for, readings of good writing relevant to the topic of the

moment."

He offers individual conferences about response writing.

"Usually, a student volunteers for a conference," he

11

ars, "but

)
B d

sometimes | ask a student to meet with me. Students

i
i
[}
3

12

with each other. [These conferencesl take place in clas

1]

™ oom

fu}
th

hallwars, over coffee, and in my office. They last from ane

minute to an hour." The moncgraph goes into quite & bit of
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detail about what might typically happen at such a conterence.
Like students {who have, as noted, been encouraged to read
the response-writing of others and to respond to it), Levensky
reads the response writing. How does he do it, and what does he
do once he has dome it? He sars: "Once a week 1 read response
writing. I read for an hour. I read part of the recently» made
writing in one response book and go on to the next. 1 read
quickly, I don’t read part of every response book each week. 1
write few, if any¥, comments on the margine or on top of words. 1
szometimes write a short note of congratulations or criticism at

the snd. . . . &

in

I read [itl, I can feel the mood of the

fi

fr oo & . 1 can see what is of interest, who 1= writing
ezpecially well or badly, what topic needs to ke discussed in the
large group meetings, whom [ should speak with in an individual

conterence, what a good idea for & future response writing

azsignment mioht ke, and how much of the book iz enjored,
detested, and understood. I can also find good writing to
reproduce, distribute, post, read aloud, and respond o in &

1]

tecture or discussion." (The monograph here provides a lengthy

example of

o

piece of response writing so chosen.?

He adds: "4t the end of the program, I read a2 portion of
each student s response book and giwve special attention to a

piece of response writing that the student has submitted as hi

i

best work. 1 talk with the student about this writing in a final

evzluation conference and guoate from it in my final evaluation of

the student’s work. I emphasize the student's new writing skill

and zccomplishment., When writing is the topi

n

. any progress

should ke celebrated,”
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Mark Levensky concludes his monograph with a discussion of

the follow-up technigues he recommends to students who need them

s

nd ask for them. He says that such students often get

additional help in writing courses, workshops, and clinics.

1}

"Some ," he savs, "meet regularly with acquaintances whao write

well., Some read good writing daily and par attention to the

writing as writing. Some read books about writing, about how to

write hetter, or about how to make a particular Kind of writing.
He appends a selective bibliography of books zxbout the art of

writing.,. This bibliography is broken down into the following

.

gor i ¢1» handbooks on grammar, mechanics, punctuation,

[N}
by
~+
hd
o
n

Tu]

(w

=
[}
06
T}

e, and composition; (2) books on diction and styie; (302
follow—the-pattern writing books; ©4) books on writing and

.

lTogicy; (5) self-paced books on writingy (&) books on how to write

i

well., A Final, extremely valuable category is (&) recent bDook

ecpecially chosen for the beginmer at teaching writing.
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David Marr“s Extravagant Interest:

an Attempt to Synopsize & Theory of "Writing in Social Space”

I: Introduction

1. David Marr“cs response to the original gquesticnnaire regarding

thi=s monograph was: "Feel free to use any part of my booklet
Extravagant Intecest." He was referring to his own MEH monograph

in the present series, written in 1982, It was my intention to
include previous monographs written by faculty members who didn 't
volunteer anrthing new, but I think I especially wanted to
include Marr’s monograph, because I was a bit worried that some
faculty members had not found it immediately—accessible snough to
uze with ease —- and that it was thus being under-used. For my
own part, I thought it orne of the few genuinely profound pieces

on helping students learn to write that I had ever read. But I

=
o
i
I
]
n
fn d
-

at its style and organization would militate against

[
1

its being used as a "guick fix" by most writing teachers f(and
potential writing teachers): Its style is complex (though not by

the standards of contemporary literary criticism and theor»?, and

itz ocroanization puts off "clasrcom—contact stuf+" until last. 1
think it is right on both counts —— with "right" meaning
"appropriate to its purpose" -— but I think its rightness 1z not
achieved without necessary losses. So I especially welcome
Marr‘s invitation to "use" it here, because it is my hope,
through using it, to reintroduce the Evergreen faculty and other

readers tao it, with the aim in mind that they might belatedly
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take it up and use it with their own students. ; decided to
s¥nopsize it -— not to present a boiled-down substitute for the
original ¢(for none would be either possible or desirable), but
rather to pigue pecople’s interest in spending the couple of
hours necessary to read it —— which in turn should lead to some
enjoyable ¢{and perhaps disturbing? hours of reflecting on it.

2. But how do you synopsize David Marr? I wondered zbout the
praapect, and was daunted by it. But once I concluded (a.3 that
the job could not be done well, but (b.) that it should be done
anyway thecause of possible resulting payoffs in helping students
learn writing and teachers enjoy teaching it?», I decided just to
go ahead anyway. Apologies in advance to &1l —-— particularly to

12

Marr .
II: Marr‘zs Idea

2. Marr’s basic idea is that what is wrong with the
institutianal teaching of writing is its divorcement from the
aims of education —— themselves fragmented in a context of
pluralism. Marr believes that students need, somehow, to get =
sense of the genecal purpose of writing, as opposed to
possessing merely a bunch of fragmented, "atomized" purposes.
He writes: "From the student‘s point of view, the dar to day

pra

(]

tical activity of writing proceeds from a hodgepodge of
reasons which either singly or together bear little resemblance

to what George Orwell or Joseph Conrad or any other writer I carn

think of meant by writing with a purpose. English theme on "the
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sights and sounds at the street corner." History paper due next
week an the Civil War and industrialism. Philosophy exam on
Russell. Psychology quiz (fill in the blanks) on Chs. Four
through Six. Term Paper in Bioleogy on the autopsy performed lact

week in the pathology lab. 1 doubt that the particular necessity

of the student’s having a useful purpose in each of th

[

Iy

m
il

=& pileces

of writing can be met, so long as the general purpose of writing

atomized."

n

4. But what would this general purcpose be, or be like? Marr
explores this question in great detail, concluding that it can

only come from trying to be the sort of scholar Ralph Walde

Emerson pleaded for in his "American Scholar" addre

i

scholar who tries to "re-envision the social whole." "“You must
take the whole society,” Emerson advised, which lies splintered
into pieces around use and in us, “to find the whole man.”" For
Marr,vEmerson’s admonition that we "take the whole sacietx" is
the crucial thing:
This directive defines the scholar‘s, in particular the
writer’s, peculiar mode of being in the world.
It i & mode of being limned by the scholar’=
effortse to trace a line in between two alterna-
tives: on the one side, transcendental re-consti-
tution of the broken whaole; on the other, remedial
political action.
This line in between these two alternatives is, for Marr, the

“line of the scholar’s true inter-est." So the general purpose
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cf the writer —— including the student writer —-- is to write out

aof this interest.

S, But what 1= this interest? Marr sayes that the scholarswriter

i

a2 person who walks & line, or tightrope, between the positions
of "silent visionary, frozen in transcendental self-attention”
and "man of action, seeking to bend the given sccial world to hiw
will.” He is "Man ThinkKing," Marr claims, and the line he walks
is the line which is alwars "between being and doing." That line
is the interest. And writers will write out of it, he implies,

if they are taught to wiew such writing —— such an identity --

1

ar

the primary thing expected of them. Marr believes that teachers

zhould lar down the primary expectation of their student-writer

"

that they learn "to act as interested wrciiers —— writing out of
the need, sugqested by the Latin roots of the word “interest,” to

ke in between, to be different or important.”

& It ie such an idea of writing, Marr explains, that the great
nineteenth-century Admerican writers taught and embodied —--
Emerson, Henry Thoreau, Twain, Henry James, and the rest —-- as
well as some of the finecst twentieth-century writers, among whom
he names George Orwell, Ralph Ellison, and W.H. Auden. {(Much of
Marr s monograph is taken up with discussions of the wars in which

these writers make this case.)

7. For Marr, this purpose, this interest, thics identity, this

social role," is a political cne. Orwell, as usual, sars it

well: "“Falitical purpose —-- using the word “political’ in the
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widest possible sense —— [is] the desire to push the world in a
certain direction, to alter other pecple‘s idex of the kKind of
society that they should strive after. Once again, no book is
genuinely free from political bias. The opinion that art should
have nothing to do with politics is itself a political
attitude.”" Marr believee that the novelist and essayist Ralph
Ellison speaks in comparable political terme when he sars: "7I1t
ies through the procecse of making artistic forms —-—- plays, poems,
novels —— out of one’s experience that one becomes a writer, and
it iz through this process, this struggle, that the writer helps

give meaning to the experience of the group.”"

&. Such purpose is & prime creator of good writing, and the 1ack
of it is the root cause of bad writing, Marr save. @gain: The
purpose Marr speaks of is the "EXTRAVAGANT INTEREST," abiding
cver time and space, in telling the truth as & writer. (The
obverse is also true, if we accept Orwell’ s claim that bad

writing ise basically a lie —— that every instance of bad writing

R4

one instance of the general case, which is the betrayral of
my purpose.’" Orwell asks: "Do vou also see how in betraying
{going against) my intended purposes, | betrayred (revealed)
another purpose? If you see that, then you must understand that
by purpose in writing I mean something ethical and not something
techrnical, and that lapses in technique cannot be prevented by
technical means alone but only be regaining contraol over one’s

purpose, "
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I111: What Might Be Taught

. Marr has hopes for a Kind of teaching which might serve as a
corrective toc the state of affaire he believes to exist regarding
the lacke of abiding purpose and interest. "I think it is
possible for students to learn to cultivate their own versions of
that extravagant interest in writing exemp]ifiedlin the work of
the masters," he says. UOne strategy for accomplishing this
learning {(among, possibly, others) is "for them to write from

standpoints in social space.”

10, What ie Weiting foom Stapdpoints in Sacial Space? Marr
sars: "By thise I mean that they should regard the act of writing
as one in which they are twice caught: <simultanecusly snared by
the discipline of the craft and entangled with others. To
explait this fortunate predicament, L =suggest that they take up
{or cecaqnize their) actual positions in social space and, with
specific philosopbhical or literary ideas as theirc guides, wrcite
essays an whatreuer seems intercesting to them” [italics mine —-

L.D.].

11 . How do the students £ind their positions in social space?
Marr suggests severxl wars and alludes to others, but I would
like to pick out three from his monograph.
The +first war is to learn from something the novelist Henry
James once said, as told b» the literary critic R.P. Blackmur:
the only child of & neighbor died of a sudden illness;

and although James had quarreliled with the neighbor.

140



and they had not been on speaking terms he announced

to his host that he would attend the funeral of the

little boy. His host argued that, in the small

church in the small village, it would be conspicuously

unceemly for him to go —-- the bereaved parents could

aonly take it as an affront; but James was obstinate.

When he returned, his host asked him how on earth

he could have brought himself to go, and to sit,

as he had, on the pew directly behind the mourners,.

James brushed all argument asdie, and, with that

intensity in his eyes which made his face seem naked,

stated firmly: “Where emotion is, there am I'”
The first way to help students find their places in sccial space,
therefore, is to help them commit themselves to the Jamesian
purpose —— which in Marr’s good worde is "an absorbing interect
in presenting historical, or social tension as private emotion."
To go to the funerxl violated bourgecis decorum, most certainly,
but the writer‘s placé was most assuredly there. Marr says, "It
is precisely in the smallest details of sccial life that James
could imag\ne what he took to be the totality of social
relations.” And one of James” own characters sums it up: "‘Live
all you canj; it's a mistake not toc." Real living, for the
writer, is being where social emotion exists and writing in
response to it: "‘Where emotion is, there am I!"

Second, Marr encourages student writers {(cometimes but not
zlways through particular, detailed assignments) to respond to

texts ar other things in the world by looking at them in terms of
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the MaturalsArtificial dichotomy. He sars quite a bit about

thie dichotomy, as well as the cone immediately below, in his
monograph. I shall not attempt to synopesize these passages,

but shall instead rely upon the first example in Part 111 to shed
enough Tight for now on what he means by them. It only needs

adding that he believes the two terms in this dichotomy --—

"Natural" and "Artificial" —- "block rather than aid
undercstanding." He provides several examples of how and why this
is so.

Third, Marr believes that teachers can help their student-
writers find themselves in social space through teaching them to
view specific instances of speech and writing as representative
of either Normal Discourse or Abnormal Discourse*. (Ancther
dichotomy.) Marr discusses the two as follaows:

Normal Discourse is characterized by the search for

“objective Knowledge’ (‘privileged representa-

tions’ or ‘essences’) through the observance of

“agreed-upon criteria for reaching agreement”

among participants in that discourse; Abnormal
Discourse lacks such common ground of agreed-

upon criteria. Normal Discourse both contri-

*These two dichotomous terms, plus the lines quoted by Marr in
this pascsage, are from Richard Rorty, Bhilosophy and the Micrcor

af Natuce (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1979).
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butes to and reverses the image of the given
world . . . . Its Knowledge—-claims generate
modern medicine as well as modern diseases,
industrial cities as well as prisons in which
some of the casuvalties of industrial life are
housed, constantly watched, and schooled.
Abnormal Discourse, though indifferent
to the rationality infusing the given world,
cseeke & modus vivendi with Enlightenment and
is committed to a distinctively political world
united under the virtue of civility.
Normal Discourse loves to make pictures of the
world, in which may be seen pictures of 1libkeral
man. Abnormal Discourse looke at these pictures
and sares: What pictures! And: What
pictures?
Normal Discourse enables three of us to go
to the moon. #Abnormal Discourse just looks up
at the sky and wonders.
Abnormal Discourse is as dangerous as Normal
Discourse.
Marr affirms that the work of trying to see one’s purpose as a
writer in the way that James saw his, plus trying to look at the
world through the special lenses provided by these two powerful
dichotomies, will help students learn to write from a found

position in social space.
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IV: Two Customs and Eleven Exercises in Social Space

Lustoms. Marr used this system in the Coordinated Studies
Frogram titled Unmacsking the Social bWorld (1982-83). This was =z
three—quarter program zt the advanced level, and it was full-
time. In that program, Marr gave detailed directions and
instructions for writing to his students, all of which are
included in the final section of his monograph. (Marr stresses
that other teachers should feel free to "fill cut or modify" each
exercise; he does feel, however, that the eleven exercises he
provides should probably be done in the order given.?

Because it was stressed to students, as part of teaching
them to write in social space, that they were members of a
weiting community by being in the program (a community in which
the profezsors also wrote), certain community respansibilities
were also stressed. The first was the matter of deadlines, and
the second was the matter of the format of essars. Regarding
deadlines, Marr told the students:

« « .« You will not be shot if you miss a deadline.

Something worse will happen. The structure of

assignments and the cooperative work among students

which that structure is intended to foster will

collapse. There is room within this structure for

you to learn many valuable lessons about writing

« + « 3 but there is no room for late papers. And

we have no alternative structure to replace this

one. The first lesson any writer learns has nothing
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to do with how to write a paragraph, how to use

the semicolon, or how to reascon well. The first lesson

is . « . &t Mept the Deadline.
Regarding the format of essays, Marr follows the principle of
"making the audience useful to our would-be writers," and he
accomplishes this aim through requiring that one copy of all

essays be Kept in a three-ring notebook by the students, while 3

L

second copy is given to their respective program faculty members.
"Students and teachers read these papers and comment in writing
on them," Marr sars. "Students revicse each of their papers xt
least once, and some of these revisions are the results of
callaboration by two, three, or four students working on
particular problems in composition. At regular intervals,
students and facuity read a large number of the papere in the

program notebook and write a paper on whatever comes toc mind."

Exercises. Marr provides eleven specific writing exercises,
starting on page 48 of his monograph. I give the first one of
the eleven here, just in order to provide a sample; »rou have been
minimally prepared for it by the foregoing synopsics of Marr =
ideas, and it is representative of the others (although, as he
sa»e, it is meant to be the first of eleven, upon which, in a

way, the ensuing ten are built).

Dicections for the student: Read the story told by R.P.

Blackmur of Henry James” wvigil at the church which concludes
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with James’ remark, ‘Where emotion is, there am I'!“ Discuss
{in class or out, or perferably both) this story as a parable
of the writer in search of something interesting to write
about. Construe ‘writer’ here as xou: avoid the

temptation to psychoanalyze James. Now, find some children
(under the age of five) plaxing, and observe them as
unobtrusively as possible. Pay special attention to the
cstated or implied rules of the play in which they are
enqgaged and to their fidelity to and departure(s) from

these rules. ‘Where emotion is . . .7t Where is the
emotion in this little social situation? May the

scene be described as Natural or as Artificial? Is the
children’s “discourse” Normal or Abnormal? Write a
narrative essay giving the stocy of the children’s game or
play ——- not an abstract, theoretical piece, but a'narrative

in which children move and speak and pretend.

David Marr adds an important postscript to this exercise and to
all of Extravagant Interest‘s exercises: "The direction,

‘find some children (under the age of five) playing,’ may cause
some teachers to break out in a clammy sweat. Most of these
exercises present the student with an immediate practical problem
to solve: how to get oneself into the soccial situations required
orr recommended by the assignment. For Exercise One, some
students may well find themselves writing letters, making phone
calls, and talking with parente or pre-school teachers, as part

of what they consider appropriate preparation.
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"1 want to say two things about the practical problems thxat
are posed by these exercises in writing from standpoints of
social space. First, given the already well developed network of
‘Town-Gown’ social relationships initiated by the contemporary
academy, such problems are not nearly as difficult as they may
first appear. Second, whatever difficulty these problems present
has to be juxtaposed aqainst the often unprofitable ease involved
in more conventional approaches to the teaching of writing. The
Emersonian point of view implicit in these exercises situates the
would-be writer in the everyday world, which is ‘pearls and

rubies to his discourse.”"
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Rudy Martin: Writing As A Discipline

Rudy Martin began by stating that he views, and teaches,
writing as a discipline. Specifically, he tries to get his

students to view writing as:

1. & way of finding out what they think;

P
w

way of organizing what they think;

(SN
.

a war of tr¥ing to frame questions or iscsues.

lWhen students can be brought to see writing in such a way,
Martin sars, "It becomes a tool."
In promaoting this way of looking at writing, Martin sars

he does zewveral specific things:

1. "1 teach precis writing regularly,”" he sars, noting
that he especially teaches it in Core programs (but
does not always do so, as other pricrities may pre-
vaild). With groups of advanced students, he does a
one—-shot workshop on proecis writing which is
reinforced by different follow-ups which build on

that workshop’'s teachings.

2, He tries from the beginning to push students to write
what he terms "thesis essays" —-- i.eg., €ssars
which start with & thesis statement and then attempt

to support or defend it.
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He emphasizes the importance of revicsion at 211 times.
To the end of driving home this teaching, he will take
his students through & guided revision. Two wars

in which he teaches such revision are:

A. to walk a student through his or her ocwn essa»-
draft, word by word and line by line, in an indi-

vidual tutorial session;

B. to do the same Kind of walk-through in a small

group with a portion of one student’s essay—-draft.

In these sessions, whether individual or group, Martin
sars that he stresses: precisian, clacity,

and accurcacy. (He notes that by the word accu=

cacy he means the right word, or the right verbal
strategy, for the purpose attempted.> "I make lots
of marks on student papers,” he sarzs. He does so

far the purpose of calling attention to student
writers’ problems; so his method, in service to his
purpose, is to make marks which are not corrections
per se but, instead, questions about student

writers” intents. He sees such marKing practice as
entering into a dialogue with a given student writer,
he sars. He also ohbhserves that, when it comes to
actual secssions with his students, "I can teach more
to a person in twenty minutes in a one-on-cne situa-

tion, focusing on his or her paper, than I can in a
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much, much longer time in a group."

Regarding hie actual techniques for teaching precis writing,
Martin shares the following strategy*:

Firet, he uses model precizs with his students —-- good
precis, bad precis, whatever. The students read them and think
about them.

Second, he has the students write very brief precis of their
own —— aonly two or three sentences long sometimes —— in which
they try to say what they have rcead. (Sometimes, when first
introducing his students to precis work, he will simply read
comething aloud to his studentse from a common text as they read
along with him silently. Then he will have them write precis of
that brief reading, and he will wecite, at the same time, his owun
peecis of it, too. After everrone is finished with this writing,
he will show his precis to the students, or read it to them, and
they can then see how he understood the passage, as well as how
he transformed his reading of the passage intoc his own words.?

Martin points cut to his students that little precis might
become building-blocks of much larger pieces that they might
write —-— paragraphs or essays, say, or maybe the core of an

answer to an essay question on an examination.

*My desk dictionary defines proecis as "a concise summary of
a book, article, or document; an abstract." It has been a

traditional pedagogical tool with rhetoric teachers.” -- L.D.
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Martin, who is himself a short-story writer, alsc teaches
the writing of fiction at Evergreen. In this teaching, he sars
he makes his own writing the hub of the students’ reading
matter. He sometimes does this by reading aloud from his own
work; at other times he xeroxes his writing and distributes it to
the students. But he prefaces the sharing of his writing with
the setting of a problem for problems) in fiction writing, going
on to show the students how he believes his own work to address
that problem for problems).

For example, Martin noted that on the day before our
interview session he had shared with his students a recent

example of his character—development work. He had read them a

story-section in which a character "flounced" into a chair. This
description of "flouncing" is but cne example of what Martin
calls "signature actions." He believes that it is important to

teach this particular technique to students, and he believes that
excellent place for them to see it employed -—- as well as other
of the techniques which in large part make up the art of
character development fand, subsuming it, of fiction itself) —-
is in his own stories.

A specific strategy for teaching this technigue {and, when

moditied, other techniques as well) is as follows:

1. Students are asked to divide the upper two-thirds of a
page into two vertical halves, and they are then asked
to separate that two—-thirds from the bottom third by

a horizontal line.
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2. On the left side, the students make a list of physical

features.

[£3]

On the right side, they make a list of personality

traits.
4, On the bottom section, they make a list of actions which
define, or which might define, characters. (These

actions are what Martin terms "signature acticns"; faor

example, one of his characters "sort of squats when

he talke:; and such instances -— such "signature
actions" —-- can be multiplied infinitely.?
This simple four—-part strategy ends up in taking two hours to do

well, Martin notes. He also notes that the lists students make
ace drawn from poeliminpacy doaftis of theic own sionLe$+
cantainiong theic own chacacters —- and thus that this teachipg
strategqy is ceally a cewrciting strategy, as the ‘signature
actions® genecated by the strategy will bhe used by the students
in subsequent (and pechaps £inal) droafts of theic storcies.
Martin makes a point of stressing to his students that he
himself does this four-part exercise in the development of his
own fictional characters. He shows them one of his own
tripartite pages fcontaining the three lists). Only then does he
read them his own fiction {(or share xeroxes of it with them).
The point is to show them how he worked hice way to the creation
of signature actions which satisfied him. Then, there follows a

period of discussion.
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"ldhat students learn," Martin sars, "is how different

imagination is from being sure that certain Kinds of words get on

vy

pages —- words which say what the character conception was."

Doing this "signature-action" work successfully makes it
possible to go ahead with more complicated character development,
ac well as to the other challenges of effective narrative —-—

including dialogue, plot, and setting.
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Charles J. McCann: Little Things and Big Things

Charles McCann made the following statement about how he

deals with basic problems of sentence-level: convention violations

and with

the

re:

larger problem of creating order:

inaccurate sentences, comma splices, punctuation
rules, etc.: one very simple, effective solu-

tion —— threaten “no credit’ if by quarter’s end
they haven’t mastered something they should have

mastered by Eighth Grade. Works with 204.

the much more difficult problem of order: I7wve
had most success with Barbara Mintc’s method in

her The Byramid Pciociple: Lagic_ino ThinkKing

and lWiciting#%.

#*The Minto text is alsoc used by, and praised by, L.R. "Pete”

Sinclair in his section of this monograph.
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David W. Paulsen: Critical Keasoning and Good Writing

David W. Paulsen is Member of the Faculty in Philosophy at
Evergreen. His teaching-of-writing strategr begins in Mondar’s
Faculty Seminar. (External readers need to Know that all faculty
members at Evergreen are members of cngoing Faculty Seminars.
Most of these are regular parts of Coordinated Studies Programs,
as is the one Faulsen refers to here.? Part of this particular
Faculty Seminar‘s work is to come up with three original
questions about the program’s texts or topice of the week. After
deciding on the questions, they pick two which will serve as
student seminar foci on the following day, and they pick one
which will serve as a focus for student writing. f<(Later in the
academic year, the students will be put in charge of developing
this set of questions.)

Example: The lotroduction to Natural Sciences Coordinated
Studies Program {(staffed by Betty Estes, Linda Kahan, K.V. Ladd,
and Paulsen? -- an offering aimed mainly at second-year students
-— used as one of its texts Mary Shelley’s novel Erankenstein.

In the Faculty Seminar on this novel, the teaching team might

well have produced the following three hypothetical questions:
{1.» What is the author“s attitude toward science, as shown in
her creation and development of the character Victor
Frankenstein?; (2.)> With respect to some of Rousseau’s ideas
{previocusly covered in a program lecture on Hume, Rousseau, and
Kant>, comment on the implicit theories of education in the middle

chapters of the novel; (3.)> Comment on the relationship between
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the novel s main story—line and the story-within-the-story (the
latter consists of Wictor FranKenstein’s recounting his
experiences to the novel” s narrator?>. As noted, two of these
would be cselected for seminar discussion, and one would be
selected for student writing. e a rule—-of-thumb, the question
which szeems closest to the program theme should be the one chosen
faor writing. (fgain, external readers will need to Know that
Coaordinated Studies Programs at Evergreen normally have
integrative themes which tie all their varied endeavors

together and provide students with necessary feelings of unity,
coherence, and orderliness.?

On the next day —-—- Tuesday -- the student seminars discuss
the questions in a preliminary way. {The three questicnes have
been xeroxed by the faculty members and are distributed to
students at the beginning of the sessions.? These Tuesday book-
seminars are about two hours long; thus, enocugh time is provided
in them for good discussions to be at least Taunched. At the
end of the sessions, students are asked to think hard about the
questions during the two or three days before the next scheduled
book-seminars.

On the following Friday, the student seminars hold <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>