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Foreword 

This is a monograph commissioned by Evergreen under the 

auspices of the Writing Across the Liberal Arts Curriculum grant, 

awarded to the Pacific Northwest Writing Consortium, of which 

this col lege is a member. <The grantor is the National Endowment 

for the Humanities.> What the monograph is-- a collection of 

teaching-of-writing strategies employed by Evergreen professors 

--was predetermined by local grant directors. Evergreen faculty 

members were invited to compete by way of written application in 

1983 to do the compendium on a compensated basis, and my 

application was chosen. 

H.oi.\1 .l B.e..g..a..n. I began the project near 1 y a >'ear ago by 

sending a letter to the whole faculty <as well as to staff 

members known to be engaged in the teaching of writing). In that 

letter, I announced what I was doing and asked my colleagues to 

tell me if they had strategies they wished to share. Soon 

afterward, I sent personal "booster" letters to quite a few 

specific teachers known by me to employ isolated <or at least 

.s.om.ew.b.ai isola ted) strategies 1 ocall >' rumored to be interesting 

and workable. 

Even considering the factor of the individual notes, I 

expected a fairly low return-rate <only because return-rates for 

such requests in busy seasons are almost always low -- 10% or 

thereabouts), but instead got a high return-rate of about 25% of 

the faculty. At that point, I figured things had a good chance 

of going well. For at what other college would 25/. of the 
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~acuity, or a percentage even close to that one, be actively 

teaching ~~iiing? This rhetorical question becomes even more 

interesting if it is granted that the 25% figure, as a return­

rate figure only, is doubtless lower than the percentage of 

faculty actually teaching writing here, and if it is also agreed 

that such a percentage of teachers em~la~ing s~ecial si~aiegies 

belie~ed b~ iham naie~a~ih~ £a~ ihei~ e££icac~ is of greater 

significance than would be an equal percentage of professors who 

were merely "teaching writing," period. In other words, more 

than 25% of the Evergreen faculty is teaching writing; but 25%, 

at the very least, is teaching it with sufficient enthusiasm to 

have developed individual methods and strategies believed 

interesting enough to be shared. This fact strucK me at the 

outset as remarKable. It 1 ed me to believe that the reality, 

with respect to cross-curricular writing instruction here, was 

very a good one-- at least in contrast to the reality at other 

c col 1 eges. therefore figured that a report which reflected 

and described that reality would have a more-than-decent chance 

c•f being good, too -- as we 1 1 as being fun to comp i 1 e. (Others. 

will decide if the report is in fact any good, but it did turn 

out to be fun to do.) 

My next step was to contact the faculty members who had 

i n d i cat e d an i n teres t i n part i c i pat i n g, i n order· to set up 

interviews with them. also went on to push contact with one 

or two faculty members who had not responded, for one reason or 

another·, tom>' written requests, but who were Known by me to be 

doing interesting things, and I set up interviews with them, too. 
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The only real d i f f i c u l t y I encountered i n t h i s job was that

of actually getting together w i t h such a large number of

Evergreen faculty for i n d i v i d u a l interviews. The scheduling,

rescheduling, and actually s i t t i n g down across from each other at

the same table — these were d i f f i c u l t matters to arrange.

(Anyone who knows the Evergreen faculty well w i l l readily

understand that the scheduling was far more d i f f i c u l t than e i t h e r

the i n t e r v i e w i n g or the subsequent writing. It was in one or two

cases impossible ever to schedule interviews, regrettably, i n

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

overschedu 1 ed, over-committed, and overworked. It is also

probably even over-responsible.) The surprise for me was that

t h i s part of the work went as well as i t did, and the sole reason

is that faculty members were generous w i t h t h e i r schedules and

even near-saint1y in t h e i r w i l l i n g n e s s to g i v e the interviews

p r i o r i t y 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 f i v e or six hours r i g h t

down to no hours at a l l . In the latter case, one or two faculty

members simply sent brief but specific w r i t t e n materials and

said, i n effect, "That's a l l I do, but i t works, and I couldn't

t e l l you any more if we met for a l l the time in the world to

discuss i t . " Several others referred me to their published and

unpublished writings, which I duly consulted; and i n 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 one 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 learning or on composition research, some

were based on experience in the classroom, and some were based on

no more than teacherly enjoyment.

a Mo±£ no Auxii£B£jes. 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

necessarily both a collection of individual strategies and a

report (which can lay no claim to being "representative") on what

is going on at Evergreen in terms of its faculty's efforts to

teach writing across the liberal arts curriculum. The monograph

is such a two-sort gathering because of its likely two-sort

audience: (1) teachers who will be looking for something to use

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

*I do not summarize the monograph IL&I.D.Q Uock^hnfi^ ±n
jg &ci:.as.s ±h& Ltt££±£.u±um f which is itself a collection of

short reports on workshops developed along the 1ines of a
Piagetian model created by Donald Finkel (Member of the Faculty
in Psychology at Evergreen) and 6. Stephen Honk (Professor of
Mathematics at the University of Washington). I do, however,
present a section on one of Finkel's strategies herein.



m a i n l y interested i n a catelogish descriptive overview of what

wr i t i no.- teach i ng strategies are being used here.

Among the -first sort w i l l be both experienced

connoisseurs/users o-f wr i t i ng-teach i ng strategies and absolute

beginners at teaching w r i t i n g — as well as teachers at a l l

points i n between. Some of these strategies w i l l thus not be

terribly interesting in themselves to readers who know a lot

about the teaching o-f w r i t i n g ; what is interesting about these

strategies is that they have been -found by, and are being used

by, pro-fessors whose d i s c i p l i n a r y counterparts at most other

colleges do not teach w r i t i n g at a l l (although some o-f them

require it of their students). At Evergreen, mathematics

teachers and chemistry teachers and p a i n t i n g teachers and

psychology teachers a c t i v e l y teach w r i t i n g , and this seems the

important thing —- not whether their methods constitute any sort

of theoretical or methodological advance. (And, lest I seem too

self-congratulatory in the college's behalf for the extent to

wh i c h its professors teach w r i t i n g , I should say again that the

back-patting is only comparative, not absolute. In fact, it is

clear- to me that we are not yet teaching w r i t i n g nearly as much

as we should be teaching it, given the needs of our students as

assessed by the personnel at the Learning Services Center and by-

others. S t i l l , our c£imp.aEiaiiu.e l e v e l of a c t i v i t y i n the teaching

of w r i t i n g 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 strategies



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) 5 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 sort of classroom or laboratory in which writing is not

usually taught, nLLgixi .end ±n h&u.±H£$ ±h& £)£.&£-£,££ Impajcl ~-

precisely because they may be n on -threaten ing to the professor

inexperienced in the teaching of writing, and because they may

strike 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 looking 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 nex t-to-noth i ng 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 con text -providing will probably seem jarringly silly when

stumbl ed upon .

1 iLLd ±h£ ln±e.c.uJLews . When I began the interviewing

work, I did not know precisely 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 l i k e for

you to t e l l me in d e t a i l about the one writing-teaching strategy

<or ploy, or g i m m i c k , or behavioral m o d i f i c a t i o n d e v i c e , or con,

or creative group dynamics segment, or feat of legerdemain, or

archetype-seeking m i s s i l e , or s k i l l s - b u i l d i n g module, or

whatever) wh i c h you e i t h e r b e l i e v e i n the most or are most

enthusiastic about at t h i s time." Soon, I had to add the words:

"You can g i v e me two instead of one, if two are i n an

irresolvable t i e . " And then, last, I had to add: "Don't g i v e me

3. strategy (or whatever) if something else is more pressingly on

your mind regarding the teaching of w r i t i n g ; for example, maybe

you have some h e u r i s t i c p r i n c i p l e s w h i c h you'd rather share, or a

story or two."

My main p r i n c i p l e , once I found it, was to encourage the

sharing of the main t h i n g on the interviewees' minds.

! treated the interviewees as experts throughout, because

I b e l i e v e d i t . It is rare that college professors i n

contemporary America talk about u)ii.a± ui.oc.k:s i n the teaching of

w r i t i n g — unless they are trying to get a grant, a p u b l i c a t i o n -
#

c r e d i t , or both, i n w hich case t h e i r motives for the c l a i m of

success (and, by extension, for t h e i r own expertise) is at least

somewhat suspect. These interviewees were successful w r i t i n g

teachers. Some were a l i t t l e b i t successful for a short t i m e ,

others were enormously successful over an e n t i r e career, and

there were of course a l l degrees of success between those

extremes. But the important t h i n g is that what I was hearing

were reports of success, and that those reports had no m o t i v e but



the desire to share something that worked. I thus refrained at

all times (or almost all times, anyway) from arguing with

interviewees about their controlling ideologies, their

psychological or pedagogical assumptions about how people learn,

their ph i 1 osoph ical or linguistic theories, their i mp licit or

explicit arguments from personal experience <_L^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 I 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 A1 exander' s and Charles Teske's) I

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 1 i st of those teachers who took part,

with brief biographical annotations to the entries.

6 tlD±£ .on Dn̂arilîlljDii . I 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

"miscellaneous" category, so I finally gave up and organized the

monograph alphabetically.

I should like to thank all those who

consented to be interviewed. (And I hope it is some consolation,

10



i n uiew o-f the fact that I got p a i d and you d i d not, that the

w i n i n g and d i n i n g of some of you that I eagerly volunteered to

do, i n order to sweeten the p a i n of perpetrating yet another x'd-

out block of t i m e i n your appointment books, took a hefty chunk

out of my al1-too-modest net. I t h i n k i t was worth i t . ) It is a

foregone 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

i n d i v i d u a l interviewees w i l l p o i n t out mistakes i n t h e ir-

respective sections to me as they f i n d them, I shall be glad to

make corrections i n notes to the faculty < i f need be) and i n any future

ed i t i on ( s).

I should p a r t i c u l a r l y l i k e to thank Barbara Leigh Smith,

Academic Dean at Evergreen and director of the NEH W r i t i n g Across

the Liberal Arts Curriculum grant on t h i s campus, for her

enthusiasm and support throughout: From the o r i g i n a l Evergreen

catalogue (1971-72) and on down through the years, there has been

in c l u d e d a very i d e a l i s t i c section c a l l e d "Lots of W r i t i n g . "

This section has always stated, i n what I bel i e v e have been the

very same words, that Evergreen has a top-priority commitment to

the teaching of w r i t i n g in its academic programs straight across

the curricular boards. The faculty and students have worked hard

over the years to keep that p r i o r i t y h i g h , and t h e i r work has

been essential to our success i n m a i n t a i n i n g our l e v e l of

commitment; but i t is simply a fact of l i f e that i n s t i t u t i o n a l

p r i o r i t i e s fluctuate w i t h the changing p r i o r i t i e s of

a d m i n i s t r a t i v e leaders as those leaders come and go (here and

elsewhere, but mQc.a hers 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

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

[Sp.acJ.aL fcJoie.: Reading, understanding,
and using t h i s strategy requires your refer-
r i n g to some teach i ng mater i als supp] i ed
in Appendix I of t h i s monograph.]

Richard Alexander's teach i ng-of -wr i t i ng strategy was one of

the few which were s p e c i f i c a l l y s o l i c i t e d for t h i s monograph.

The reason for its getting singled out as a request is that

Alexander had voiced enthusiasm for i t for a good w h i l e and had

shared i t w i t h some colleagues i n programs, but that i t had

apparently not been written up by h i m or anyone else for wider-

d i s t r i b u t i o n .

Alexander's method of teaching punctuation, h& is q u i c k to

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

"macro-" issues and problems i n rhetoric, l o g i c , and w r i t i n g :

1. What is a thesis? (Including: What is mx thesis?)

2. How do you go about t h i n k i n g about a thesis?

3. What is an outl ine?

After the student has been taught how to answer these questions

through instruction i n l o g i c and c r i t i c a l t h i n k i n g (or i f the

student miraculously already knows how), any sp.aci.£lc question

that comes up for that student w i l l be answered (either by the

teacher or by the student) i n d i r e c t reference to one of those

three larger questions and its answer. After the student g

±h.a± ausuie.c, he or she w i l l be able to answer the s p e c i f i c

13



question which \ presently posing a problem -- £_̂o.. , a question

on a specific of punctuation.

In Alexander's own teaching, .all such questions are fed back

into 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 Uague Question Thesis to Get Us to A Workable

One"; "Outline"; "Wak-ing Q£ 6me.nic,a: Writing Workshop tti";

"Punctuation"; "From Paul & Percival Goodman, Comaiuai±a.a. " One

of them, as you can see, is specifically tied to Alexander's

1983-84 Core-level coordinated studies program lixe tLaJ£-LDjg .of

6me.c.i.c,a, but it is easily adapted to any con ten t-based teaching

si tuat i on . )

Thus (and to repeat), any student questions 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 (which, 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 i mplied in all the nan dou t s.) He is trying, via this

argument (as with all arguments) to £££ =,jj.ade, 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:

i. Present-day punctuation is the result of evolutionary

change, and all present-day punctuation is therefore best

14



understood in terms of its history.

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

slow sh i-f t -from a system based on pauses to one based on l o g i c ;

and, in -fact, today's punctuation is based almost e n t i r e l y on

1og i c.

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

because there are always too many exceptions.

4. Punctuation practice (usage) varies w i t h w r i t i n g

situations (contexts).

5. The student can therefore £.h£>n3,£. h i s or her punctuation

practice, and that practice w i l l have a meaning — the student's

own mean i ng.

After Richard Alexander has taught "the whole t h i n g " —

i—fi.., after he has taught everything that to be found on the

handouts contained in Appendix 1 — he does a classroom exercise

i n w h i c h he demonstrates hi s system's efficacy. He does t h i s by

using exemplary sentences. His favorite such sentence is:

1 hale p.aap.le. uh.a QQ ±D callage. fae.c,au.s& ±he.x ±h.lnkL ±b.e.>:

ac.fi. so damaad smacJt.

Through modifying t h i s sentence by inserting various pieces, and

combinations of pieces, of punctuation, Alexander teaches that

meaning is to a s i g n i f i c a n t degree determined by the punctuation

one chooses. Obviously, for example, the sentence's meaning

changes if a comma is placed between CQllaoa and because.. It

15



also changes if a comma is placed between p.e.ap.le. and uih.o (and

many students would so place it); and here, because the resulting

meaning would be absurd (the speaker would be saying that he or

she hated all people, because all people 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

pos i t i on.

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 beg inn ing 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

exposure 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 out a

one-page text from which he has removed all punctuation. (This

is the section of £jomnuj£ij.±̂s by Paul and Percival Goodman,

referred to above and included in Appendix I.) 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 ££XQ.dma.o.s thought it meant when they

16



wrote it?" Their reasons a l l have to be reasons o-f £jD£il£nJ:: no

grammatical answers are allowed. After the group has gone

through the handout in t h i s manner, Alexander reads out what

the Goodmans wrote, i n d i c a t i n g t h e i r punctuation.

Richard Alexander notes that h i s e n t i r e process takes about

three weeks, in order -for a seminar or w r i t i n g class to achieve

the understanding he is after — to be persuaded. He b e l i e v e s

it to be an e x c e l l e n t 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 Gn.e.a± Baak.s a£

±fa.£ U&S.I&CLQ Uatld Core Programs <i?80-81; 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 exactly their own priorities and their

own feelings of what is pedagogical1y 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 syllabus — common, that is, to all three

workshops in the program — which includes basic grammar and

rhetoric handbooks, vocabulary-building aids, and so on.) In

1980-81, 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

jettisoned the "bottom" level and merely ran one "fast" level and

two homogeneous "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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.

s p e l l i n g , elementary paragraphing, and rhetoric p r i n c i p l e s ;

during winter quarter, groups work on paragraphing, rhetoric

p r i n c i p l e s , and elementary c r i t i c a l reasoning and l o g i c ; during

spring quarter, groups [and/or i n d i v i d u a l students in tutorials]

work on research papers.

The particular workshop variant described here is the one

Gordon Beck led in winter quarter, 1984.

He first starts w i t h 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

c r i t i q u e d i n w r i t i n g , he picks out one essay that is i l l u s t r a t i v e

of points he wants to cover for the day. In terms of content, he

also finds i t useful if the paper is one which presents an

opposing p o i n t 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 i t to read i t aloud.

When the reading is finished, Gordon Beck first explains to the

group why he chose it — taking particular pains to point out how

i t presents a different side of the position taken i n the

previous week's paper. He then comments on those aspects of the

paper which he thinks are especially instructive to the c r i t i c a l

mass of the students in the group, in terms of what that c r i t i c a l

mass needs to be working on at that particular time i n its

skills-development work,
i
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When this part of the session is completed,, about thirty or

•forty minutes will have elapsed.

The whole group then divides into its two ongoing subgroups

(again, see Daugher ty" 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, argument strategies, and so forth. As the present

group is following a syllabus containing an elementary logic text

(Cederblom and Paul sen, Cc.i±ical, SaasoaiaQ) , its student critics

try to read the essay in terms of the chapter in that text most

recently completed. (In £E_L.l_L.c.al R&j&&£}£iJ.n£), 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

sessions with students needing special help. Usually, these

tutorials are in written "ESL" -— instruction in English as a

second language — and Gordon Beck offers them to students whose

written English is not yet at the level attained by most nat i ve

speakers who are in their first year of college. Sometimes, of
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course, he meets w i t h the sub-groups, perhaps spending the whole

period w i t h one o-f the two (going to the other-

group i n the -following week) or perhaps going back and -forth

between the two groups during the same session.

In any event, whether he is s i t t i n g w i t h a sub-group or not,

Gordon Beck finds that l e t t i n g the students run the groups, w i t h

m i n i m u m p a r t i c i p a t i o n -from h i m (because a l l such p a r t i c i p a t i o n

amounts to leadership in student eyes), encourages them to work

seriously and conscientiously at the art o-f teaching. In fact,

one major payoff of the method is its i n s t i l l i n g the workshop

members w i t h a sense of that art — and of the responsibility

that goes w i t h it to create c r i t i c i s m which is truly

construe t i ve.

This second segment of the workshop period takes nearly an

hour to do at a l l well w i t h one short paper.
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Craig Carlson: God and Grammar

The starting place is Nietsche, and I fear we
are not getting rid of God, because we still be-
lieve in grammar. But I be 1 ieye in God and grammar
both. And I beHeye that God and grammar are equal .

— Craig Carlson

Cra i g Car 1 son "' s teaching strategy was dey eloped at Webst e r

University in Webster Groves, Missouri , where he taught in the

academic year 1982-83 while on leave from Evergreen (where he has

been on the faculty since 1973). This teaching strategy was

developed for, and used with, foreign students (mostly non-

Western), who possessed 1 ittle or no understanding of Engl ish, in

an international student center. But Carlson be 1 ieves that it

can be used, with common-sense adaptations, with a wide variety

of students in need of basic -ski lls help. "It is good for aixx

beginning students in the writing of Engl ish," he says. It is in

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 1ar ge r written e1 erne n t s (f r om p ar agr ap hs on up).

It is presented here in the form of a typical weekly schedule,

although this schedule would probably be more typical of an early-

week in the quarter or semester than a late one.

MOM DAY

M o n d a y i s " '•,.•' o c a b u 1 a r y D a y . " The students h a v e bee n g i v e n a

1 ist (on the previous Friday) of twenty words to study for today.

These words have been carefully chosen for their usefulness in
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i n t r o d u c i n g students to college-level work. (Some t y p i ca1 words

would be " d i a l e c t i c , " " h e u r i s t i c , " "puBrls," and so on. If need

be, the words could easily be keyed to various special

d i s c i p l i n e s : sociology, library science, management, whatever.)

These words are tested on Monday, both orally and i n

wr i t i ng , Students are expected to de-f i ne them precise! y and to

be able to use them i n conversation. The wr i t t e n part of the

test is done w i t h mimeos. The teacher asks for three d e f i n i t i o n s

of a g i v e n word — " d i a l e c t i c , " say. He may then ask for the

spelled-out pronunciation of that same word — w i t h accents,

syllabic breaks, and so on. The test would t y p i c a l l y contain ten

w r i t t e n q e u s t i on s base d on t h e i r d i c t i on ar y ass i grime n t f r om

Friday. When the students were f i n i s h e d taking the test, they

would pass i t to the student on t h e i r left. The teacher would

then g i v e out the answers, and the students would mark one

another's tests and g i v e them back. Thus, a l l students would

i mmed i a t e1y k now "h ow they d i d . " An y s t u de n t wh o flunked wou1d

take a remedial exami t h i s second-try exam would be bolstered by

an i n d i v i d u a l conference, i n d i v i d u a l t utoring, and so on. An y

student who flunked the remedial exam would be told he or she was

f l u n k i n g the course. They would then have to do better, and they

would know i t . (Carlson stresses that almost nobody actually

flunked the course, as passing i t was almost totally a matter of

demonstrated effort. But at the same tim e he worked hard to

i n s t i l l i n his students the understanding that they had to get by

t h i s course i n order to continue t h e i r educations at Webster-

College — to be sure that they understood the consequences of
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not meeting Webster's English-language requirement.)

As -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

these words their friends, their AlJ.J.£j£. Carlson might begin the

oral exam by saying, "Abdul [one of his students at Webster 3,"

would you begin by giving us a word you feel comfortable in

using?" Abdul would then use the word -— " .p.£i£.C-L-S , " say --in a

sentence, Carlson would then write that word on the blackboard.

Other students would then ask him about the word -- asking

anything they wanted to know about it and its use. For example,

Abdul might be asked: "Can you give me an example of

" P.C.&C.IS." ? The class would then move on to other words, each of

which Carlson would write on the blackboard. There would then be

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

use as many of the words on the blackboard as possible -- and

Carlson would draw a 1 ine through a word only when he would be

certain that the students all 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 n i n e t y-m i n u t e se ss i on , j u s t abou t all of the or i g i n a 1

twenty words will have been used and will have been understood

by al1 members of the class," Carlson says. He stresses that he

does h ar d1y an y talking at all du ring the n i n e t y min ut e s.

"I wanted them to read the dictionary as if it were the

Bible," Carlson says. "Part of the strategy is reverence for the
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d i c t i o n a r y : to get them to take i t as a sacred text." To t h i s

end, he does some p r e 1 i m i n ar y set-up wor k on the d i c t i on ar y ,

i n t r odu c i n q the s t u de n t s t o wh at d i c t i on ar i e s ar e , h ow the y ar e

made, how to use them, and so on; and he notes that he tries to

get b e g i n n i n g students to use ld£.b^±£ir.-£, Iti-Ltd lui££:JiJaJ:J.n£î d.

requ 1 ar 1 y .

When they leave at the end of Monday's session, they take

w i t h them a take -home examination i n sentence grammar which they

w i l l do "on honor." ("On honor" i n t h i s case means that the

student can consult any text he or she wishes, but must do his or

h e r- o w n w o r k , ) At Webster, students got the e x am i n a t i o n s f r- om a

student assistant and turned them i n to that assistant for

assessment when they had completed them; at Evergreen, the exams

would be p i c k e d up from the faculty member's program secretary,

but the -faculty member would personally have to mark them, as we

nave no such marking assistance here. The faculty member-

determines, f r om d i agn os t i c wor k and f r om i n i t i a l i mp r e ss i on •=• of

the students •' sk i 1 1 s- 1 e y els, the number of e x am i n a t i on s each

student must take.

Wh e n t he student s c ome t o We dn e sday ' s se ss i on , t h e i r ex ams

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

col 1 e c t i y e 1 y an d i n d i v i du a l l y , alt h ou gh the y do n o t as ye t k n ow

During the first half of the n i n e t y - m i n u t e session, the

faculty member emphasizes one and only one s p e c i f i c aspect of

grammar. This aspect of grammar is one w i t h w h i c h the c r i t i c a l
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mass of the students has demonstrated, on the exam just

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

also be one which is clearly and adequately dealt with in the

students' textbooks, as such instruction, in order to be most

effective, should be text-based. (But readers should note that

students do not have any purchased textbooks at all for this

class, instead using texts in a central learning services center;

the matter of texts is taken up in detail below.)

Af t e r t h i s peri od of instruction, the t e ac her g i ve s back the

corrected exams, and the remainder of the class-time is given

over to discussion of any and all problems experienced in doing

the e x am.

Carlson stresses that he is trying to teach his students,

beyond the level of the individual skills and repertoire-segments

themselves, the following two facts: first, that there is an

objective measure of achievement in basic sentence grammar;

second, that the rules of basic sentence grammar are for the most

p ar t cu t-and-dr i ed and inflexible. "It is this two-par t lde.a

that you really teach," he says. "You teach that grammar is a

r i gor ou •=•, mos 11 y inflexible d i sc i p 1 i n e wh i c h mu s t be studied and

learned as such, rule by rule."

As for the examinations themselves, Carlson bel ieves that

their importance to the enterprise cannot be overemphasized.

"They are important," he says, "because they make students think

about grammar all week: it's easy to ace these tests, but it is

worry ing not to, and ace ing them makes the students feel good,

wh iie the wor r y i n g is product! v e 1 y n e r v ou s-mak: i n g . "
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The students r e t a i n t h e i r - exams and make a - f i l e of them.

The teacher is keeping a record of the students'" scores and

i n d i v i d u a l areas of success and d i f f i c u l t y ; an d i t is i mp or t an t

that the students keep the same record, along w i t h the i n d i v i d u a l

e x ams wh i c h are, c urnu ) a t i v e 1 y , the sou r c e of the r e c or d .

"If the students get hooked on, or by, t h i s whole strategy,"

Carlson says, "they w i l l have gained an inestimable reward." The

c r u c i a l parts of that payoff for them are:

1. A sense of scholarly procedures;

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

for other rules-based d i s c i p l i n e s and areas of

knowl edge ;

3. A sense (mostly from the Ec±£i&x sessions, w h i c h

are discussed below) of being able to see and to

a v oid, i n other people "' s wor k and i n c r e as i n g 1 y i n

t h e i r own, verbal c l i c h e s — a learned a b i l i t y to

stay away from them i n both t h i n k i n g and w r i t i n g .

( " Learn i ng to demol i sh c 1 i ches i n th i nk i ng and wr i t i ng

is the best ep i stomol og i cal t r a i n i n g for b e g i n n i n g

wr i t e r s 5 1! Car 1 son states fir-mi y . )

These three rewards are much more important than the s i m p l e

business of having cranked out an acceptable theme per week for

an academic quarter- or semester, Carlson be 1 ieves. He claims

that h i s students are simply not x;£JaiJjf to w r i t e an acceptable

theme when they begin, and that, moreover, they w i l l not be able
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to do so when they end the course. He says that practically no

basic-level <or, in Evergreen's case, Core-level) student will

be. [This se nt ime n t is also a crucial el erne n t in San dr a S i mon's

teaching, and the reader is referred to the section devoted to

her teaching strategy in this monograph.] But Carlson says that

at the end of his course, his students will be ".p.D-Ls£.d" to write

a good theme; l̂.e,, that they will then stand a ch.an.ce. of being

able to do so.

ER1D&X

Friday is "Writing Day." At the end of the previous

We dn e sday's se ss i on, the teacher gav e the students a wri t i n q

assignment, and that assignment is due on Friday — today. The

formal requirement is that the writing assignment be typed. The

f i r s t su c h ass i grime n t i s t o br ing in a t h e s i s s t a t erne n t , and t h i s

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

The second such assignment is to bring "hook" -- the

introductory £lts.± senlaace. of an as-yet-nonexistent first

paragraph. (So, yes, for each of the first two Fridays, the

students are asked to bring only nns. .s£.n.±£.n.C£ . )

Tne fir s t two n i n e t y-m i n u t e se ss i on s ar e disc u ss i ons of

these two sentences. ("Unacceptable" ones have to be done over

-- wi t h the stan dar ds of u n ac c e pt ab i 1 i t y be ing s t r i c 11y n ormat i v e

and not in any way subject to the teacher's personal styl istic

disl ikes.) Thus, the first two weeks of Fridays pass.

For the third Friday, the students must bring in an

introductory paragraph <which contains, as its first sentence,
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the second week's "hook"). This paragraph must be made o-f - F i v e

sentences, no more and no less. These - f i v e sentences are w r i t t e n

according to the -following formula and cannot depart from i t :

SI: Hook

52 : Tr an s i t i on/'De v elope r/P i v o t I

53 : Tr an s i t i on/'De v e 1 op e r/P i v o t II

S4: Trans i t i on/Deve1oper/Pi vot I I I

S5: Thesis Statement

For the fourth Friday, the students w r i t e what Carlson terms

a "demonstration paragraph." This is the paragraph which follows

the introductory one dealt w i t h in the previous week. The

demon s t r a t i on p ar aqr ap h mu s t be c omp a t i b1e w i t h the i nt roduc t or y

paragraph. I t , too, is made up of A formulaic f i v e sentences

from w h i c h the w r i t e r cannot vary:

SI: Transition from introductory paragraph w h i c h g i v e s the

reader the most important reason he or she should

accept the thesis statement

S2: Deve1oper/Amp1 i f i er I

S3: De v elope r/Amp 1 i f i e r II

84: Develops r/Amp1 i f i e r III

S5: Con c1u s i on/Pi v o t (f or t h i s par agr ap h so1e1y)
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The fifth Friday is given over to a concluding paragraph.

On the sixth Friday, the students bring in a second essay,

repeating the above method £oc. a whale. ±h.n.£e=p.aaaQc.ap.h. fi.ssa.X->- as

cip.p.o.S£.d La aalx aaa p.ac.aQtap.ti..

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

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

On the ninth Friday, the students bring in a fifth essay.

On the tenth Fr i day, the s t u den t s br ing in a si x t h e ssay.

Carlson stresses that all the essays are argumentative, but

that part of the assignment each week will be to employ different

standard rhetorical strategies in making arguments. (For

e x amp 1 e , the c ompar i son/con t r as t s t r a t e gy wou1d be ass i gn e d f or

one week, while an elementary syllogistic strategy would be

assigned for another week, and so on.)

What about the assessment of these essays by the teacher?

Carlson provides the following guidel ines, which are based on the

model he developed at Webster and on his own practice:

1. "Positive feedback" is the main ru1e-of-the-day.

2. Violating the formula produces an immediate flunk.

3. Writing cliches elicits c r i t i c i sm, detailed explanation,

and help. (When cl iches are present in writing, Carlson

says he would typically respond with something 1 ike:

"This isn't what XQU bel ieve. Who are you? Say

what you bel ieve in your own words." In this work,

he says, the teacher must be rigorous and unrelent-

ing, because this is the hardest part of it all with
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b e g i n n i n g students. He notes that he troubles to do

i t because, "I wanted to teach them that w r i t i n g is

personal expression."

4. "Grammar and spell ing mistakes are not dealt w i t h

harshly, k>u± acs .deall ULL±h — h e l p f u l l y .

Making the same mistake twice e l i c i t s harsher c r i t i c -

ism. (One major error —or error-type — is p o i n t e d

out per paper.)

Is Craig Car 1 son '' s mode 1 an d me t h od f or t e ac h i n g bas i c -

l e v e l expository w r i t i n g s k i l l s based on any body of theory —

Nietsche and God aside? In answer to t h i s question, Carlson

simply r e p l i e d , "Orwell, period." When pressed, he added that

people who have never read Orwell should probably begin w i t h the

essays i n his J..asJ-.d£ ±h& U.hal..e , When further pressed, he said

that he had been p a r t i c u l a r l y influened i n his teaching by Joseph

M. W i l l i a m s , S±xle.i lea Lassaas, j_a Clac.i±x and Gnace. (Glenview,

I l l i n o i s ^ Scott, Foresman, and Co., 1981), as w e l l as by the

classic E-L£me.n±.s n£ S±¥±& ( W i l l Jam S trunk and E.B. W h i t e , Zh£

£J.£!Eje.cdLs ni Siy-Lfi 5 3rd. Ed. [New York and London: M a c m i l l a n ,

19811') .

Does Carlson adhere to a particular philosophy i n h i s

teaching of w r i t i n g ? "Style is about t e l l ing the truth i n your

own way," he says, "and grace is doing i t b e a u t i f u l l y . "

What rewards come to the teacher from Carlson's method?

"Doing i t t h i s way took two things away from me," he repl ied.

"The first was my obsession w i t h g e t t i n g students to w r i t e a good
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theme in ten weeks, and the second was my burden of therapy in

connect i on with the teaching of wr i ting."

As mentioned above, students need buy no books for this

course at al 1 . Instead, A central learning services center had a

selection of texts on reserve for the students to consult. Dn

iaa ananas. aaadad au± b>i ih.a ieachec:̂. daiaiiad iasituciiaa is

giuaa as ia maai saciiaas a£ uaai i&iLis ±Q taad ia CQD.aac.iioa

Luiia iaai aaDiiculan. aicam aad ia aaaaacaiiaa £ac. iaa uacomiag

class disciissioa . "Administratively, the way to do it is to have

the Learning Services Center at Evergreen buy these books and put

them on reserve for your class — if you were going to experiment

with my teaching strategy," Carlson says, adding that "Two or

three copies of each text is fine." He suggests the following as

very basic texts: Betty Azar, il£i.d£r:.s.i.ari.di.D.Q and JJ.si.n.g Eri-g-LLs-h

firiammar: ; Barbara Seale, U.ni-ti.n.Q £j££ici££i.tî S±£.fi^:kix=2±£L(i ; McKay

and Rosen thai , yrijtin̂ .£D.C £ .£p.ec-L£ir £ur:pj~î.£ . As intermediate

text s , he r e c omm ends Robert K r o h m , Enjglish San i£uc£ Siriaci ura .

a tilaia aa iaa Exams

Carlson bel i eves that he exams he and his team developed at

Webster are maximally free (although doubtless not totally free)

from cultural bias. They were designed specifically for

international students from a wide variety of cultural

backgrounds (and primarily non -Western students) by a team which

took as its top priority the achievement of fair testing.
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£.O£.±.SjCr:J..p-t

Craig Carlson e s p e c i a l l y i n v i t e s any interested readers to

w r i t e him for further information.
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Richard Cellar!us' 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.

"Nothing 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 out of it — a new whole -- which is useful,

which work's," he says.

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 AJI&

that, of course, but they also possess the virtue of wider

applicability -- of "writing-across-the curriculum" applica-

bility. Peop1e interested in 1ook ing at these mater i als shou1d

contact Richard Cellarius via his Ever-green mail-stop.

I am here going 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 i n t e r v i e w w i t h

Ce11ar i us.

I . Max ims

1 . Relax

Exp1 ore

Relate

Expound

2. Whatever is worth doing is worth doing w e l l .

— Earl of Chesterfield, 1746

3. Anything worth doing is worth doing badly.

-- Attributed to Kenneth Boulding, c. 1968

4. Don't l e t anybody t e l l you i t w i l l be easy.

I I . 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. I recommend

you purchase a l l of the following; they w i l l serve you for

the remainder of your w r i t i n g career:

1. A good co l l e g i a t e dictionary such as Ihe, 6me.eic.an

He,c.i±aQ£ Qic,iiQnac,x Q£ ih.fi. English. Language

2. A thesaurus

3. A handbook of E n g l i s h , £_».g., Hodges and W h i t t e n , eds . ,

Ztt£ Ha£br:^c£ .Qo.lJ.£.g£ HaxudbjaoJi , 9 th e d.
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4. S trunk and White, I±i£ O.£ffi£ni^ jof £i-txl£ , 3rd. ed.

5. Sheridan Baker, IJxe Ec-aci-i-CAl SJt.xl.LsJt , 5th ed. (or Baker,

Zh£ £jDHLpl£l£ S±xl-LsJt and Hftn.db.Qak , 2nd e d . )

6. Kate L . Turabian, £ Mauii-al j£.oc y£_L.i£.c.s &£ l£.cm

Xh£:££.s_, and Dl^£££:l il-LnQS. , 4th e d .

7 . A stap 1 er

8 . A typewr i ten

You should also become acquainted with:

1. Peter Elbow, Uln-LiiuQ yj_±b,au.± Iaacb.e,c:s
i

2. Peter Elbow, Uln,i.±.in.Q UlJ_±h.

3. Leo Daugherty, Qnammallcal yniHaQ <TESC SPLU)

4. H.W. Fowler, 6 Di.c_±iQaac.x Q£ Uodacia English. LJaage., 2nd

ed.

5. Bergan Evans and Cornel ia Evans, 6 D_LcJ:l.an.ar:.y o£

Amer \n !!<=.*<-[<* ; Wilson Follett, Mnrlp.c.D

5 and/or any other guides to American

usage

6. A standard style manual -For the area that is of major

interest to you <6 tdaaual Q£ Sixla? 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)

III. On Drafts

1. Write everything down; dorr't trust your memory to

recall five days (or five minutes) later the neat idea
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you just had.

2. Date every piece of paper; number/title each page.

3. Don't throw anything away . . . at least u n t i l you're

sure you are not going to have to make any more r e v i -

sions — i-a., u n t i l your paper is turned i n and

accep ted as f i nal .

4. Don't f i l l up pages single-spaced, top-to-bottorn, edqe-

to-edge. Write double-spaced with reasonable margins;

you'll need room to e d i t and s t i l l be able to read your

edi t i ng.

5. Write on only one side of the page; you carr'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," label

or number every section i n d i c a t i n g the new order. A

stapler is very useful for attaching sections together;

it's also quicker and cheaper i n the long run.

On Wr i t i ng

i . Wr i te d i r e c t l y to a par t i cu1ar i nd i v i dual , a colleague

whom you know w i l l be interested i n what you have to

say and w i l l want to hear i t . Don't write for me or

for a general ized faceless and mindless audience.

2. Scribble out your ideas as fast as you can to start

w i t h . Let them flow from your brain onto the paper.
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Peter Elbow says scribble out your paper three times

(yes, three) and then go back and pol ish it up for

•final , -fourth draft.

". . . I 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

compensat i rig 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 years I have found that st 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

de 1 i berate 1 y. "

£ -CJxac.Le.5 Ha£W_Lo (1876)

3. Pick one important idea, .S-ta-Le -Li .c.l.e.a£.L.x in the

beginning, and develop it, rather than writing a

laundry list and leaving the reader to fill in the

gaps. Sheridan Baker stresses the importance of a
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thesis statement and has good advice on the overal1

organization of a paper and on paragraphing. Read i t .

Fol1ow it. In dealing w i t h sem i nar books, you shou1d

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 w i t h t r i v i a l issues

in isolation. Development can i n c l u d e s (a) argument

against; <b> supporting evidence for; (c) r e l a t i o n s h i p

to your own personal experience.! (d) description of new

insights and/or connections gained. Document your

claims ("Slater says . . . " or "Darwin says . . . ")

w i t h short quotes, or, preferably, summaries and

specific page references w i t h footnotes or notes In

p.aap.e.c. bihliacjc,ap.h.ical £acm. Support your

generalizations w i t h specific examples.

4. Be conscious of your w r i t i n g style. Read Strunk and

W h i t e for the thi r d time, if necessary. Use i t . Baker,

and/or a handbook of Engl ish to be sure you are using

such things as commas, semicolons, and the various

parts of speech (nouns, verbs, p a r t i c i p l e s , £±c.)

correctly. P a r t i c i p l e s and gerunds are especially

troublesome.

5. Watch how you use words. If you have any doubt that a

word means what you want i t to mean, look i t up in a

dictionary. A thesaurus also helps i n the f i n d i n g of

the proper word. Try not to invent words? aJ_a± is not

a word; neither is hauj-auac.. 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. <6£Lal.X-S-Ls, not

6aalxz.a±.laa.) 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. 168-69, has a more complete

1 i st):

its, it's (-LLLs is a contraction for ±± J..S;

J..i.s is a personal pronoun 1 ike JXL.S and

h&& .s. You don •'t write h±—^, do you?)

there, their, they're

where , were

weather, whether-

develop (NOT de,ue.lap.e.) , tomato (NOT iomaiae.)

And be sure to put in an apostrophe ('> when writing

the possessive; .Si.cJxac.dljs -S-eml.Et.ax:.

7. Consult Turabian and/or 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 spec i f i c d i sc i p1 i ne in wh i ch you ''re

working. Most journals indicate in their "Instructions

to Authors" which style manuals they follow.

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 i n d i c a t e to

readers that you are taking your w r i t i n g seriously and that

you would l i k e them to take i t seriously; <2> they make i t

easier for me to deal promptly w i t h the many papers I have to

read.

1. Every paper should have a iJJLLe to t e l l the reader what

i t is about.

2. Put your name and the exact date the paper is r£>capljei££)

on the first page.

3. Number the pages.

4. Every paper should be typed, and the typographical errors

should be corrected. 11 •'s OK to correct them by hand

with a .p£.D for seminar essays; for important papers and

reports that you''11 want to keep in your portfolio

forever, make the page as picture-perfect as possible.

5. Leave one-inch margins Cat least) on a l l four edges of

the page. Use i and 1/2- or 2-line spacing. < I t •" s

easier to read, and i t provides room for comments.)

6. Don't waste a page as a t i t l e page for a seminar essay.

Longer papers and research reports often justify the

importance and finished look a separate t i t l e page

provides. To repeat: be sure your name and the date are

on the t i t l e page. It's sometimes useful for future

reference to note on the t i t l e page what class i t was

prepared for <£-g., Introduction to Underwater Basket

Weav i ng).
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7. 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.

8. 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. I like papers that are simply

stapled together. 1 think people who turn down the

corners and tear them a bit to make the pages stick

together don't have much respect for what they have

wr i tten .

9. Please turn in the original, not a Xerox copy. If

corrections need to be made, I'll mark it up. If good

things need to be said, I'll put them on the cover page

or attach a note. I will not mark up extensively a

final term paper or major report.

Richard Cellar!us made a point of saying to me two or three

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

specifically with creative writing"! yet 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 ia wailing, in order to imprint it in the mind." "All

I'm trying to do," Cellar!us says, "is to find ways, appropriate
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to particular learning situations, to get -folks to wciie. about

what they're working on."

43



Dor an rie Crab! e-Sundmacher :

Teach i ng Wr i t i n9 with Learning Partners

I. Background

Doranne Crabl e-Sundmacher is a writing teacher of wide

experience, and she says that the main thing her experience has

taught her is that "the only thing that matters is expressing

you r self -- which is just a 1980s way of yjciiLao uahai xau, kLuoui. "

She adds; "It doesn't matter what the President might think

about your writing, or your father, or whoever — it's what xnu

think of it that counts. You must express yourself and then feel

that you 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 geaaa. they're

wr i t i n g in. It's like playing jazz flute — you "'11 do better if

you learn the scales." [Playing jazz flute is on 1y on e of

Crable-Sundmacher's several abilities in the arts.] With regard

to the importance of clarity, she strongly be 1 ieves that "anybody

who can think clear!y can write clearly."

The job of the teacher is to let the students know that they

can indeed produce writing which is se1f-expressiye, clear, and

satisfactorily conventional s "They'll produce in writing what a

teacher convinces them they can say,"

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

just about every sort of writing imaginable (she 1 ists "poetry
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w r i t i n g , letter wr i t i n g , report wr r t i n g , - f i c t i o n wr i t i n g , just

-For openers"), and she declares that t h i s breadth of experience

has taught her the important lesson that " a l l w r i t i n g is c r e a t i v e

wr i t i ng!"

She has, moreover, taught w r i t i n g at many l e v e l s of

ins t r u c t i o n , i n c l u d i n g junior h i g h school, h i g h school, and

college. She underscores her b e l i e f that working w i t h junior-

h i g h and high school students has served her in especially good

stead, because i t taught her about the powers of i m a g i n a t i o n

possessed by people i n t h e i r 'teens — power w h i c h , she be 1 ieves,

"has not been socialized i n t o the h y p o c r i t i c a l t h i n k i n g that they

must write for a dasitxed c.asp.an.sa £c.om au.±h.ac.i±x £igu.n.e.s. " Most

important of a l l , t h i s teaching taught Crable-Sundmacher that "we

a l l have t h i s power i n us, and i t is a v a i l a b l e to us i f we can

j u s t uablcick.. "

One teaching-of-writing strategy which Crable-Sundmacher

employs for the development of her students' i m a g i n a t i v e powers

— i n c l u d i n g the a b i l i t i e s to w r i t e c l e a r l y , c o n v e n t i o n a l l y , and

se 1 f-express i ve 1 y — is c a l l e d Laacaiag Eac.±aans.

II: The Learning Partners Strategy

Crable-Sundmacher t e l l s her students at t h e i r first class

met t i n g that they should choose one (or sometimes two) people by

the end of the week w i t h whom they'll meet regularly — w i t h whom

they w i l l be a Learning Partner.
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There are eight basic purposes for the students'' meeting

toge ther:

1. To share copies of everything they write for the class.

(Crab 1 e-Sun dmac her notes that these students should make four-

copies of everything they write —- one for the teacher, one for

the portfol io, and one each for the two learning partners.)

2. To exchange written critiques of what they read.

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

issues of the program and the techniques of writing, and,

hopefully, to carry that discourse forward in a way that causes

the two to blend. This discourse is ±aLk,e.d.

4. To cause the students to lose their se1f-consciousness

as writers by working apart from professors.

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

as opposed to theoretical use. (Crab!e-Sundmacher notes that she

requires journals — of the sort which she calls "conversations

with the self" -- in all that she teaches, even mo v erne n t and

dance.) She uses the term "practical use" because the peer-

Learning Pairs are working through the practical writing problems

mentioned above, and working through them at the same time, even

if the work and the problems are themselves but tacitly

understood. "The journal also helps them to help each other

relate their writing to the iaiiiin̂ — the dialog ing — they do

with each other in #3 [above]," she says, "It helps them, for
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example to ask each other: 'Why didn't you write i t as you talked

i t to me last Wednesday?'"

6. To cause more honest and open c r i t i c a l response than is

usually e l i c i t e d . "People are much franker w i t h peers than w i t h

teachers; we klaoia that," Crabl e-Sundmacher observes. "But it is

also true that people assimilate stuff — n.S£ stuff — more from

peers than from teachers," she adds, "and that's a c r u c i a l l y

important factor." She goes on: "I f i n d that the end result is

that students make steadier and more lasting progress when

they're working in tandem than when they're working alone or w i t h

teachers. This is because they can p i c k up developmental h i n t s

from each other in ways that they can't get from teachers. They

don't feel that they can c r i t i c i z e t h e i r teachers' w r i t i n g (they

all t h i n k t h e i r teachers are master-writers); but they can dare

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

peer to s i m i l a r l y presume. .L±jl.s .a .Q££.a± £jDiii-Ld£HjC£jrJD.U-LLd£r: ! "

7. To encourage l i s t e n i n g . " L i s t e n i n g is important,"

Crabl e-Sundmacher stresses, "because you cannot w r i t e in a

vacuum: you have to be aware."

8. To " h e l p teachers maximize results w h i l e m i n i m i z i n g

t h e i r own sweat — the p r i n c i p l e of 'more w i t h less'."

I l l : How the Strategy is Carried to the W r i t i n g Class

The Learning Partners present £.a£.h &±hj*n—£. 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 period. "They can read it, they

can opaque-project it, they can present a summary or analysis of

i t, wh a t e v e r," Crab1e-Su n dmac h e r says, "w i t h the on 1y r e q u i r erne n t

being that they have to present it exactly as they perceived it."

( "They can' t e.di± their perception of their partner's work ,

either; thus, it is either jtli£r:£ or ixaJt ±hs.ii&, " she adds.) Then,

they each have to present their critiques of their partner's

work. (She notes that the teacher will of necessity have to set

a time-1 irnit for all of this activity, and he or she should do it

early in the quarter. If at all possible, the allowed time

should be specified .on lh£ -sxl-l.a±xu B , 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 quarter itself. The point of setting the time-limit

early on, and of making it a matter of record that one has done

so, is to encourage t>£.£.±2J.±y asid .c£tn.cJ..sje.nje.£.s — and to be able,

when the going gets tough on this score [as it sometimes can

threaten to do], to hold the 1 ine.)

Next, there comes a general, class-wide response to the

presentations which have been given for the day. During this

stage, the partner whose work was being performed and then

critiqued 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
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performed can hear and see that work presented and get immediate

•feedback to i t — and i n w h i c h , moreover, that same person can,

i f he or she wishes, make a "defense" — and i n w h i c h , most

important of al 1 , that same person can feel .p.£:J_.d£ .

IV: Nuts and Bol ts

How much time are we t a l k i n g about devoting to these

a c t i v i t i e s ? Crable-Sundmacher says that i n a three-hour session

she can cover from f i v e to seven of these presentations/"

c r i t i q u e s , i n c l u d i n g the classroom-wide response period.

During a s i n g l e quarter, each student w i l l do roughly t h i r t y

pieces of wr i ting.

Out of these t h i r t y pieces, the Learning Partner w i l l p i c k

only three to perform.

The Learning Partner also determines, i n p i c k i n g these

three, a progression of some s i g n i f i c a n t sort —• creating a

sequence w h i c h w i l l show £L£m£.ln(imBn± over the quarter i n the

person who made the work. <An example m i g h t be a progression of

three papers which showed development simply from the roughest of

the t h i r t y to the most polished of the thirty.)

The teacher reads those three. "He or she si ts down wi th

these papers and enters into a conversation — a d i a l o g — w i t h

each student. The teacher writes each student a l e t t e r , p l u s

responding [via marginal and inter! inear notes] on the papers

themselves. To repeat, the important t h i n g is , . . the dialog."

The teacher allows himself or herself two week's for t h i s
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work, in order that the work may be fully enjoyed, Urable-

Sundmacher says. (But this time allowance would be appropriate

for a class of fifteen at most, she adds.)

The teacher then returns the papers.

Then, the writer continues the dialog by responding to what

the teacher has written. fixi.d 11 Is ±hl.s ÎLS! fnrmal .sl-ajj£

.at/mil l£i£ ,si.r:.a±.e.Qxl.s -p̂axo-fl i-Cic lii£ -sJtiuie.D.1 In

5..±£in , according to Crabl e-Sundmacher . The reason is

that in the response to what the teacher has written, the writer-

will almost invariably say, "What I mean.! to say was . . . . "

And, in saying precisely ±h.a±, the student will finally make

himself or herself clear -- taking things to the point toward

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

* *

Noting that her Learning Pairs t eac h i ng-o-f -wr i t i ng s t r a t e gy

is "only one of the nine or ten strategies that I have on hand

an d r e gu1ar1y use," Dor an n e Crab 1 e-Sun dmac h e r i n di ca ted that sh e

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

interested teachers from Evergreen and elsewhere.
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Beryl L. Crowe: One-Act Plays on Program Themes

This teaching strategy, used by Beryl Crowe and his team in

the Coordinated Studies Program call e d Xtue Mak_LQ.Q .of Ame r i*~ a

(1981-82), is one which calls upon students to trans-form t h e i r

program's theme into the theme of a one-act play which they must

write and produce. (Readers un-familiar w i t h Evergreen programs

w i l l need to know that Coordinated Studies Programs usually have

major themes which l i e at the heart of a l l reading, w r i t i n g ,

seminar ing, and so on. They also usually have at least one

faculty member who possesses expertise i n the teaching of w r i t i n g

— p a r t i c u l a r l y if they are Core Programs — and the w r i t i n g

s p e c i a l i s t i n this particular program was Sandra Simon.)

The theme of Ihe tdakLLag Q£ 6macJ_ca was Trust and Mistrust --

as articulated by Erik Erikson in his Childhood and Sociaix, and

as a m p l i f i e d by the theory of the e p i g e n e t i c cycle i n h i s lasLghl

aad Resp-oasibiLiix and Xouih^ idealiix̂  aad Cc,isis» The

program's students read at least one of these Erikson texts and

received lectures and other presentations on the ideas i n the

others.

A crucial part of the students-' work was t h e i r i n t e r v i e w i n g

of local c i t i z e n s on four local issues known to be characterized

by a degree of community mistrust: <1) the relocation of

Southeast Asians i n the 01ympia area; (2) the Satsop nuclear

power i n s t a l l a t i o n ; <3) The Evergreen State College; <4> the

regional salmon—f i s h i n g rights of Indians. Part of the purpose

of the i n t e r v i e w i n g was to help the students test the faculty's

working hypothesis that if people are social ized to mistrust
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t h e wor Id, this mistrust will get e x p r e sse d in their mist r u •=• t of

all things un-Famil i ar to them (or in confl ict with their

provincial ism). The students were asked to look for this

particular sort of mistrust in their interviewing work, and they

were also specifically asked to check out the additional

hyp thesis that they and others are more mistrustful of things

about which they possess the least evidence upon which to base 3.

sound, reasoned judgment of mistrust.

!n a t yp i c a1 set of inter v i ews, p r ogr am s t u de n t s sp ok e a t

length with local managers of apartment houses in which Southeast

Asian famil i es were 1 iving. They found that the basic confl ict

of these managers was between their 1 i beral man±-LQ.Q to 1 ike these

f am Mies and their finding that desire t o be i n c on f1 ict w i t h their

p r e j u d i c e s (literally, their p r e-ju dgme n t s, or j u dqme n ts base d on

n o good evidence), as we 11 as with their cult u r e-bin d i n g <wh i c h

expressed itself in the managers-" finding Southeast Asian

persons"' behavior difficult to empathize with because it was so

different f r om their own or f r om an y w i t h wh i c h they had direct

e x p e r i e n c e ) .

As Ih£ HalLi..Q.g a£ fim£,c-Lc,a was a classic Evergreen three-

quarter p r ogr am , the s t u den t s •' wor k could d i v i de itself i n t o

three v e r y logic a1 q u ar t e r-1 on g se qme n t s. Du r i n g Fall Qu ar t e r,

each student wrote an essay on the Trust/Mistrust theme. During

Winter Quarter, the students c on verted their e ssays into first-

draft one-act play scenarios (or out! ines of such scenarios), as

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

students wrote and produced final drafts of their one-act plays,
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The student plays were a l l produced toward the end of Spring

Quarter as a sort of ritual-of-c1osure; the audience was made up

of the e n t i r e program, plus its invitees and people simply

responding to campus advertisements. Although the 1 ion's share

of the faculty c r i t i q u i n g and e d i t i n g of pi ay-texts was done by

Sandra Simon, each of the three faculty members gave a five-

m i n u t e oral c r i t i q u e of each play following its production. <The

t h i r d faculty member in the program was York Wong.)

"The aim," said Crowe, "was to translate a small set of

important theoretical postulates into day-to-day observations, In

ac.de.c. ±h.ai ±tta s±udenis could h.e.ac. Ec.lk.san. In ih.e.ln. ln±e.c.uleujlua

— an.d In Qc.de.c. itxai ±b,ex could ±.b.e,o. make, an audlen.ce. kaac. him

lh.c.QUQh. ±Jb,e.lc. p.laxs. "

Was the strategy a success? Crowe answered: "There was

only one play out of the total of sixty that I wouldn't ca l l a

s i g n i f i c a n t tragic drama. (And ±± would have made an acceptable

t e l e v i s i o n movie or ''special''; It was a good l i b e r a l melodrama,

you know, in which everybody came out feel ing good, w i t h a l l

problems solved.)"
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Thad Curtzs "I Think I'll Talk About Technique" .

I began mx interview with Thad Curtz on teaching-of-writinq

strategies just as I began almost all the others. After I had

done my two-m i nu t e setup, Curiz was silent f or abou t five minutes

as he decided on what to say and prepared to say it.

Finally, he sa id: "I think I'll talk abou t technique."

And he began his talk about technique by tell ing a story.

He said that when he was on professional leave from

Evergreen he taught writing one day a week in a third-grade

class. One day, he asked the students to write about a memory.

After five minutes, he saw a student staring into space. He

asked the student what he had written, and the student showed

him: "Last summer I went to Disneyland. I had a great time."

Curtz asked the student: "What happened at Disneyland?"

Th e student an swe red: "We went up the Ma 11 e r h or n. It's all

creepy and groany. At the top it's blue sky. And then the

bottom falIs out."

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 ±h.a sama iking

held uiniiian. he.±QC.£̂. siap.p,iaci a£ie,c. ike wac.d -Ht3a.iiac.ko.iLa. "

"The moral," Curtz told me, "is that one reason college

students don't write well is that at least fifteen years ago

something happened that disconnected their pen from their voice."

The teaching strategy that addresses what is learned in the
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moral w i l l naturally be one that gets people to do autobiographi-

cal w r i t i n g exercises that connect their l i v e s w i t h texts.

Curtz offered the -following pieces of advice for teachers

interested in pursuing such a strategy:

1. "Pick a theme that malleus. in the text the students are

reading." (Some examples are:

A. Be i ng 1 one 1 y

B. Making a mistake)

2. " G i v e students a couple of minutes to make a 1 ist for

themselves of whatever in t h e i r 1 ives is connected to

the theme that matters."

3. "Tell them in advance whether you're going to make them

'let somebody else read what they w r i t e or not ( i n c l u d i n g

you ) . "

4, "Djonjl-t make them let anybody else read what they w r i t e

( i n c l u d i n g you), unless you have a very good reason for

i t . For them even to think that someone else mJ-Qh±

read i t w i l l get i n the way."

5. "Have them write about the i n c i d e n t in the first person,

present tense, w i t h as much sensory information as

they can put into i t . "
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6. "Have them lie., if they can't remember anx or all of

the incident. Have them make it up."

7. "Always do the exercise xou.n-S.e-U: with the students.

(And pay attention to what you might have iiuem do

while xou.l.n.e, doing the exercise.)

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

after-ward if they want to,"

9. "Ask them to think or write for a minute about how that

piece of experience is like or not like what the text

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

To these pieces of advice Thad Curtz added one postscript:

[10.] "If you'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 approach, he said yes and

listed the following three references: Ira Progoff, &± & Jaunaa.1

UaakLshap. ; Richard Boleslavsky, ĉ±io.Qi Itua Eitsi Six Lassaus

(see the chapter on emotional memory); Patricia Stol 1 , "You Must
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Begin At Zeros Story Workshop," £.QlJ.£.Q£

pp. 256-269.

s December, ly?3,
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Leo Dauqherty: A Workshop in Writing for the Real World

[NOTE: It seemed a boring idea to interview myselfp so
what follows is a paper I wrote in the spring of i ?84
on the teaching of writing. At the Basic Skills DTP'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 ! decided to print it here
as my contribution to the monograph. <It will also ap-
pear in a forthcoming issue of Ebl Eap.ac.s-) — L.D.]

I: The Problem Addressed by the Workshop

For any number of good reasons,, the issue of sty! i st i c norms

has dropped from some writing teachers'' list of concerns. Vari-

ous specific movements in literature have followed the general

movement of Romanticism (and its doctrines affirming the priority

of process, creativity, and personal expression) in liberating

most 1 i terary forms and genres from the constraints of stand£^rd

norms for wri tten Engl ish.

Thus, there are really no longer any specific norms (except

perhaps for spell ing) governing the construction of poems,

plays, or novels •— just as there are no longer such norms for a

wide variety of other art forms.

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

one). 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 be 1 ieve that the writer has been the
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b e n e f i c i a r y of some instruction in the c r i t e r i a of (a.) u n i t y ,

(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 Enqlisn" do not get

learned by people who do not get taught them. True, some people

learn (or " i n t e r n a l i z e " ) most of these norms u i a the fortunate

accident of being born into homes where lots 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 I couldn't t e l l you any grammar rules, because I don't know

any." These people's good fortune certainly q u a l i f i e s as

"g e t t i n g taught." Other people, however, w i l l usually only be

able to learn these norms if they find t h e i r ways into classrooms

where these norms are taught overtly. And when people get past a

certain age — 17 or 18, i n my experience — that overt teaching

must unfortunately be structural, not analogical. That is to

say, such students must (a.) study a structural norm; (b.)

memorize that norm; <c.) work hard to conform to that norm i n

t h e i r own w r i t i n g ; <d.) work harder, s t i l l , to make that

c on f orm i t y a hab i t.

Does adherence to these norms have anything to do w i t h real

grammar? Rarely. These norms amount to a k i n d of social

e t i q u e t t e and are probably best understood -- e s p e c i a l l y 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 1 ittle other than a social grace. Unfortunately, the

learning of that social grace is necessarily prefatory to

anything haying to do with the successful writing of final-draft

essays -- although not, to be sure, with either -th_Ln.kJ..n.Q aiiou! or

±alk..L,ag abau.± the sorts of things usually written about in

essays. (This is so only because the very writing that essays

are done in is tightly governed by the norms of Standard Engl ish

which, when learned, .arjs the social grace — whereas thinking and

talking, especially if the talk is private talk, are governed by

no heretofore-codified set of norms.)

Does the abil ity to write in conformity with these norms

have anything to do with Truth, Beauty, or Virtue? Various

philosophers and teachers have argued over the years that they

do, but it is very difficult today to accept those arguments, and

it is equally difficult to find or construct new ones to replace

them.

Does conformity to these norms advance the cause of Clarity?

(I capital ize it because it is a bit of a sacred cow in some

compositional/rhetorical ideologies.) Insofar as it helps one's

writing to meet the rhetorical expectations of educated readers

who have themselves been habituated to these norms, yes.

Otherwise, my best guess is, Probably not.

Is working toward adherence to these norms at odds with a
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writer's c r e a t i v i t y or -freedom of expression? If one grants that

students should work toward being able to produce - f i n a l drafts of

essays, and if one grants that such f i n a l drafts are necessarily

under the control of these norms, the answer can only be that the

student's general c r e a t i v i t y and general p o t e n t i a l to express

himself or herself freely w i l l be more narrowly channeled and

"contained" by these norms than would be the case i f the norms

d i d not exist. < I t is worth me n t i on i n g, h owe v e r, that t h i s

amount of channel ing and containment probably amounts to very

1 i t t l e i n a world i n which a p i e c e of w r i t i n g must be expressed

i n only one language anyway; the loss of i m a g i n a t i v e freedom

necessitated by a writer's being held to only one language per

p i e c e , even i f he or she knows other languages, is undoubtedly

immense — and t h e o r e t i c a l l y perhaps even i n f i n i t e . Mono-

l i n g u a l ism c u r t a i l s more c r e a t i v i t y and freedom of expression, i n

both w r i t i n g and speech, than any other s i n g l e factor. Yet even

i f one knew all all the languages, Frederic Jameson's "Prison-

House of Language" would s t i l l be an in c a r c e r a t i v e fact of human

l i f e : humans are t r a g i c a l l y both able and unable to "speak t h e i r

m i nds" freely.)

Is the teaching of students to conform to these norms i n any

way at odds w i t h the educational needs of persons of color or

other representatives of cultural d i v e r s i t y who have any need at

a l l to communicate i n Standard English? I don't see how i t could

be. When i t comes to the w r i t i n g of essays, Standard Engl ish is

the only game i n town, and one e i t h e r learns to play or one does

not. Some advocates of Black Engl ish have c l a i m e d that major
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differences exist between Black English and Standard English;

this is a 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 Enql ish. This is a

tragic state of affairs. But it is a true state of affairs,

Should persons of color and other American minorities learn the

norms of Standard Enql ish? Ultimately, it is up to them, but I

personally be 1 i eve that they sttouLd learn them, if they plan to

1 ive their 1 iyes in an Enql ish-writing country, because failure

to learn them can only exacerbate the disenfranchisement

regularly experienced by cultural minorities.

My main point in saying all of the above is that the

question of basic skills — in any area of expertise — is a

meaningless question unless one is asking that question about

one's competence (at least) or mastery (at best) of the norms

governing those skills: Skills are always about norms.

Thus, it makes no sense to speak of remedying/building/

developing basic skills unless one is talking about helping

people learn the norms which define the skills.

If one takes the point of view that there are no norms, then

all talk abou t bas i c sk i1 1s is idle: Sk i11s are always abou t

norms.

It can seem odd that one would need to defend — or fee
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that he or she would need to defend — the teaching o-f w r i t i n g

expository f i n a l drafts for the "real world." Yet t h i s is

strangely the case. The 1960s'' emphasis on "process" (instead of

"product" or "artifact"), t i e d i n w i t h fol k1 o r i s t i c and

McLuhanist emphases on the v i r t u e s of oral i t y and the e v i l s of

p r i n t ( " l i n e a r i t y " ) , permeated the w r i t i n g - t e a c h i n g profession

f or a good w h i 1 e ( s p e c i f i c a l l y i n f l u e n c i n g , for ex amp 1 e , the

National Council of Teachers of Engl i sh ) , and the dust has s t i l l

not settled. Based on any number of conversations w i t h w r i t i n g

teachers over the past t h i r t y years, my bel ief is that the

ernbracemen t of McLuhan & Co, coupled w i t h the f l i g h t from f i n a l -

draft expository "produc t"/" art i-fact," was caused more by the

c o l l e c t i v e wish to stop correcting mountains of student

compositions over lonely weekends than by a mass conversion to

any i d e o l o g i c a l p o s i t i o n . (The method described here does not

el i m i n a t e the need to read, and to m a r g i n a l l y comment upon, the

students' essays. But I t h i n k i t does change for the better the

way i n which one reads them.) Today, the real world is i n some

places taking matters i n t o its own hands, i n reaction against

what i t sees as the ivory-towerism of the Engl ish teachers, by

suggesting that w r i t i n g s k i l l s aimed .a± the real world should be

taught not by Engl i sh teachers but by other people — people

the real wor1d.

This is an idea w i t h much m e r i t , but also w i t h much hidden

d i f f i c u l t y . The main d i f f i c u l t y has to do w i t h nomenclature.

The norms of Standard English have names, and Engl ish 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 you can not cite, on very short notice while standing in

front of a class, precise examples of the problems to which those

names refer. Still , I bel i eve that most college teachers can

learn enough about the nomenclature in a one-quarter-long

workshop — 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

bui 1d i n q of bas i c skills.

!I: Nuts and Bolts

1. A class is divided into continuing groups not to exceed

ten students per group. <I explain to the students that ten is

about the maximum size for a writing workshop group's

effectiveness. I let them do the grouping from start to finish,

including the f i guing-out of how to do it, and I leave the room

whi1e they do it.)

2. At the beginning of the first day, I quickly scribble a

chart on the blackboard. Spaces are numbered from 1 to 10 going

downward and from 1 to 2 or 3 going right. (The i-to-10 spaces

are for class meetings per quarter; there would of course be 1-

to-20 spaces if the class met twice a week for a ten-week
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quarter. The l-to-2-or-3 spaces going right are for the number

of workshop groups necessitated by the overall size of the class

one teaches; if I have over twenty students i n that class — even

i f only twenty-two or so — I make three groups, because i t

r eally is true that groups in excess of ten don •" t work very

we 1 1 . )

The spaces are for students to write t h e i r names i n . Each

space is a date on which a p a r t i c u l a r student w i l l bring ten

xeroxed copies of h i s required weekly essay for h i s group to read

and respond to. I t e l l students to go to the board and put t h e i r -

names i n the spaces. (They get the space they want on a first-

come, first-served basis; thus, i t 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 a l l that

pedagogic a l l y useful to have the members of your thundering herd

reduced to f i g h t i n g over a single stub of chalk once they reach

the front of the room.)

It is important to make a copy of the f i l l e d - i n chart on a

p i e c e of paper, i n order that you w i l l have a permanent record of

w h i c h students in w h i c h groups are supposed to have t h e i r xeroxed

copies ready on which days. (It is a good idea to g i v e each

student a mimeographed copy of the copied chart, so that

everybody w i l l know who is to be "up" when.) If you £on.Qa± to

copy your blackboard chart, there is some cause for lamentation;

you w i l l probably f i n d that you have to do t h i s whole boring

t h i n g over aga i n.

During the remainder of t h i s class session, e x p l a i n to the
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students in detail how the group work will be done. (See #4 a±

saq..̂ be 1 ow, i n wh ich I explain it to you . )

3. Ideally, you should have as many rooms as you have

groups. If you can't get the rooms, try positioning the students

around tables in the -farthest corners of your classroom. J.± iilB

daas aa± liiotisl̂. hacausa Q£ the. tooincLs faaiao ioa aolsx ac. alfa.aauj.Lse.

IQQ .Lb.usx.,.1 xau. atahahl* caan.Q±. usa luls, s±n,a±agx.

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-

al 1 three groups) is identical.)

5. 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 aloud to the group. Xh_Ls _Ls ±h£ l-asl llrrue ±h£ mc-Liar:

J.JJ

±h£L \&ic.-L±£iC. £axi £̂LX no±hJ.ns^. This rule drives the point

home to every student in the group that publ ic expository writing

must stand on its own -—- that the writer cannot be there when it

is read to say, "You arerr't understanding me at al 1 , " 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 .dae.£ im± ±&u& him or

her (as a mother does), and who not only Is aal p.aid ±Q taad his.

an hac assays, (as a teacher is), but also doas noi auaa kLaoui 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

spell ing errors and vocabulary errors. They also note any

grammatical errors. (Each student should have at hand a good

paperback dictionary and a very recent grammar handbook'.) They

also comment on paragraph construction. In the case of the

paragraph, however, the students 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 w i t h words and sentences.

During the part of the work, it is best to proceed sentence

by sentence — w i t h one student having been chosen i n advance to

read one sentence at a t i m e , from the top. (This reading of

course repeats the writer's own reading. It helps the group to

have papers read aloud twice, as its members w i l l be con-fronting

each paper for the first time.)

Groups have been told in advance to stop t h i s l i n e - b y - l i n e

work when t h e i r time for the session is half over. If the

students are doing the work w e l l , they should not have proceeded

much beyond a page and a half (assuming typed, double-spaced

pages) i n 45 minutes. If they are going faster than that, you

should work w i t h them for one session to g i v e them an idea of how

much they are missing.

7, During the second half of the session, the group w i l l
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work on three questions called Utiai? , So. klhai?, and blow Uhai?*

The Uh.a±? question means "What is the paper's thesis or

conclusion?" I tell the students that this thesis or conclusion

should be 1 oca table in one sentence (and rarely in two sentences,

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 ax.p.llcli itxasls or ax.p.llc.11.

I also tell them, however, that they may find that such a

sentence is not 1 oca table on the page, but that such a sentence

is clearly and unmistakably -Lmp-LLe.d by most (or, optimally, all)

of the other sentences in the essay. And I explain that such a

not-there sentence is called an lmp.liad ±h.asls.

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 p,ap.acs

used la .Lhasa uiac.kLsh.op.s mus± h.ay.a ±h.asas on. coaclusloas.

8. The So Uh.a±? question asks, "Is the thesis or conclusion

of significance, or of interest? Or is it banal, or obvious, or

trivial?" (If your class is studying elementary logic, the So

Ultiai? can usefully ask if arguments are valid and sound.

*I owe the wording of these questions to my friend and

colleague Richard M. Jones of the Evergreen psychology faculty

68



Particularly useful w i t h i n t h i s context is asking i f arguments

fal l prey to such standard logical fallacies as begging the

question, presenting false dilemmas, pushing hasty generaliza-

tions, and so on . )

Doing Sn Wiia-t? (and also Mow kl.fa.aJ;?, descr ibed in #9, be low)
i

demands that students receive a good, clear m i n i - l e c t u r e from you

on the meaning of "constructive c r i t i c i s m , " as the phrase is used

i n t h i s work. I t e l l my students that "constructive c r i t i c i s m "

is c r i t i c i s m aimed not at judging an artifact < though it uses the

ar t i f ac t-of -the -day which the student writer brought) but

at the betterment of the writer's future w r i t i n g . I t e l l them

that "constructive c r i t i c i s m " is c r i t i c i s m which always points

forward, not backward. I t e l l them that i t can never have as

even a t i n y part of its purpose the self-aggrandizement of the

person making the c r i t i c i s m . It can only have, as it s sole

rationale, the aim of h e l p i n g the writer improve h i s or her

w r i t i n g . There should be as l i t t l e ego in i t as the student

c r i t i c can manage — and as much care and concern for the

writer's development. Constructive c r i t i c i s m always talks about

the future, not the past.

9. Having e x p l a i n e d the way i n which the phrase

"constructive c r i t i c i s m " is understood by people using t h i s

teaching method, I need to say very 1 i t tie about the Wow yh.a±?

question here, because the way i t works ought to be obvious at

t h i s p o i n t . Because students-critics have done t h e i r line-by-

l i n e analysis for at least one page of the student-writer's

essay, and because they have worked hard at f i n d i n g the essay's
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thesis/conclusion (i.e., answering Utiai?) , and because they have

worked hard at answering So. Ulb.a.1?, their answers to fclaui Uaa±?

will simply be their suggestions for making the thesis/conclusion

clearer, stronger, and more focused — and for making the

thesis/conclusion, plus all the supporting writing which makes

up its context, more interesting.

Two Special Notes About hlam Uaai?

9-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,

necessarily, and desirably subjective. Two examples among many

will suff i ce.

First, consider the 2o Ukai? If one is teaching logic

while using this method (employing, for examples, such texts as

Cedar bl om and Paul sen's Cc.i±ical Saasaaiaa, or Monroe Beards ley's

Ih.iak.iag S±c.aioh.±> , the answers to SQ Uiaai? c,aa be fairly cut-

and-dried and "objective." But, obviously, if logic is not being

explicitly taught, then answers to So kLh.al will be more personal.

Some student-critics 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 studen t-wr i t er-

as surrogate loving mother, "trying to help, trying to let you

know I care," and so 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 regularly

taught in school; but all good teachers of writing know —
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although they are sometimes loath to say to t h e i r students —

the norms of the paragraph are so very f l e x i b l e that they are

almost more trouble than they are worth to teachers and students.

The usual norms taught are: (a.) U n i t y ; (b.) Coherence; (c.)

Adequate Development — plus the first and foremost one which

states that a paragraph should contain a so-called "topic

sentence." The way i t is supposed to work is as follows: the

paragraph should contain a sentence — usually i t s first sentence

— which says what i t is about; then, a l l the other sentences i n

that paragraph should support the top i c sentence (and c e r t a i n l y

should not stray from i t ) , and t h i s is Unity; moreover, a l l the

other sentences i n the paragraph should flow easily and na t u r a l l y

from each other and i n t o each other, and t h i s is Coherence

(because the sentences should l i t e r a l l y cohere, should "stick

together"); moreover, there should be just the r i g h t amount of

other sentences —• not too many and not too few — to develop the

to p i c talked about by the topic sentence, and t h i s is Adequate

Deve1opmen t.

These paragraph norms were of course made up by a w r i t i n g

teacher -- Alexander Bain by name — who got sick and tired of

trying to teach h i s students paragraphing by the old "model"

method of showing them paragraphs by Bacon, Montaigne, Hobbes,

and so on, expecting them to p i c k up the t a c i t "rules" by

indu c t i o n . His students couldn't do i t — almost no students

before Bain could do it, apparently — and so he just made up the

norms and stuck a nomenclature on them. The paragraph chapter i n

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

But a nomenclature does not a set of real norms make, and so

the so-called norms of the paragraph are admittedly, necessarily,

and desirably open to subjective compositional appl icat ion and

critical response .

You should openly tell your _s_l.ujie.n_l.s all of this. Help them

to understand what things, in the real world of Standard Engl i sh ,

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 Engl ish essays decided tomorrow to

follow Bain's paragraph rules completely and absolutely, the

state of the Engl ish essay as written by masters would decl ine

markedly — bu± that if most of the student-writers in writing

classes were somehow enabled tomorrow to follow those same rules

completely and absolutely, the state of the English essay as

written by students would improve by a quantum jump. Ask them if

they can understand how and why this could be the case.

9-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 liLoui UJtxal?

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

school room.

Tell them also that you w i l l always make clear to them

which of your pieces of feedback are cut-and-dried normative

(e.g., s p e l l i n g , subject-verb agreement, comma-splicing), and

which are more subjective.

But, last, e x p l a i n to them that even your ûixi.e.cJLLu£

pieces of feedback are based on your expertise regarding the

l i k e l y r e c e p t i v i t y (or lack of same) of educated readers to

pieces of text in student essays. E x p l a i n that t h i s may vary

from what you personally t h i n k . E x p l a i n that you w i l l be glad,

during an office hour or over a cup of coffee, to g i v e 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 t h i n k ! " You should respond that the real world's

expectations of them is l i k e l y q u i t e the reverse — fortunately

or unfortunately. And you should respond that once they have

upped t h e i r s k i l l s - l e v e l s to the p o i n t of meeting the norms, they

can then work on the development of their personal writers'

voices as a regular part of the classwork, and that you w i l l at

that point be glad to give personal and detailed responses to

that development as part of the classwork.) In my own classes,

t h i s p o i n t is reached w i t h the majority of students after about

six months of hard work — granting a good b i t of maturity and

se1f-mo t i v a t i on.
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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 So

Uh.a±? and blow Uh.a±? Time permitting, the students can write

these letters in class and give them to the writer as a closing

ritual. If this is not poss i bl e , they can wr i te them overn i gh t

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 studen t-wr i ter for sitting through the

process — usually, at least at first, with a degree of self-

conscious (and silent) fear and trembl ing. (This feel ing 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, just to make sure that everything is okay;

but this is really only necessary during the first couple of

weeks of using the method.

Ill: Issues, Questions, Odds & Ends

It remains only to talk about two or three issues and

and questions (which you should also talk about with your

students) and to tell you about a couple of additional things I

do while using this method.

First, the idea of behavioral modification. There is

no denying that there is a bit of behavioral modification going

on here, nor should there be. Norms are best taught through

redundancy, whether by culture in general or by a single teacher
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or -friend i n p a r t i c u l a r , and t h i s method stresses redundancy —

p a r t i c u l a r l y i n its teaching o-f the norms of the word and o-F the

sentence. But i t is also true that the response of the student-

c r i t i c s constitutes "feedback," and that t h i s feedback w i l l

u ndoub t e d1y "mod i f y the be hav i or" of the s t u dent wri t e r s. R ight

n ow i n Ame r i c a , "behavioral mod i f i c a t i on 1! i s a rather p e j or a t i v e

term to some people i n education, but "feedback" is an h o n o r i f i c

one to those same people —- p a r t i c u l a r l y w i t h respect to the

teaching of w r i t i n g . (This may be i n part because rr,y former-

col league Peter Elbow has done such a good job of p o p u l a r i z i n g

"feedback" among w r i t i n g teachers.) But the p o i n t needs to be

made that feedback has as its main (sole?) purpose behavioral

m o d i f i c a t i o n —• always and w i t h o u t exception — whether i t be

"peer-feedback" or feedback from Henry UIII or someone 1 i k e h i m .

Second, the problem of " peer-•feedback" vs.

"correctness." Obviously, a l l of the pe>:-; -feedback about norms

w i l l not be correct. B i t e your tongue and do not correct the

erroneous connecters. What is left incorrectly corrected today

w i l l be cor rec 11y corrected t omonr ow -- i n my e x p e r i e n c e , an yw ay.

If you correct the connecters, you w i l l s t i f l e the feedback. It

is more important that the feedback go on i n an unfettered way

< g i ven that i t is a1 ways "con s t r u c t i ve c r i t i c ! s m " ) t han that i t

always be n i ght.

Third, "But wh a t i f the s tu den t-wr i ten, as a ne su1t of

g e t t i n g incorrect n orrna i i v e feedback, is led to b e l i e v e t h a t cai

is s p e l l e d k.a± and that a sentence w i t h a dangl ing p a r t i c i p l e is

r e a l l y worthy of Samuel Johnson?" W e l l , remember that I noted
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above somewhere that this method will not eliminate the necessity

of reading and marking themes, and it won't. You-'11 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: you

will have given him or her all of the £r»£:£:£x:i 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-wr i t e r.

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

mark ing.

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?" Of course they do, and I use the term

Contemporary Styl istic Norms <CSN) to describe these norms

precisely. 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

probably an oversimpl ification and that there is a vast

theoretical literature on the form/content dualism in writing —

as there is in any mode of expression in which there is a

supposed "style" and a supposed "content" — with some theorists

claiming that the form/con tent dual i sm is itself ridiculous, i.e.

that form is content and vice-versa). They are £,an±£imfi£i£Ai:x

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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i n norms. This expertise is usually gleaned -- g i v e n a sound

education i n l i t e r a t u r e , language, and the teaching of w r i t i n g —

by keeping up w i t h the norms through reading the most i n f l u e n t i a l

of contemporary periodicals, (By " i n f l u e n t i a l , " I do not

necessarily mean "the best," because who knows what the best is?

I mean, p l a i n l y and simply, those periodicals w h i c h have clout

w i t h educated Americans; examples are Hac.p.e.t.Ls, T.h.e. 6±laa±ic

fcdoalhlx, Esq.uic,a, Ib,a ble.ut ¥ac.k.e.c. [usually c i t e d by experts as the

best-edited magazine in America, although it has its detractors],

S£.±JEIU±±£±£. AmprlxijLD , Na tJ.jgD.al E£JJJ.£LU , and even Ro-L-L-Lxug -S±aae . >

The biggest single cause of norm-change, in my view, is

the changing s t y l i s t i c practices of the Amer i can ed i tors of the

most i n f l u e n t i a l periodicals. These changes can be " l i b e r a l , " as

in the grudgingly slow acceptance of the n.ac.a comma-splice

sentence or sentence fragment inserted for emphasis into

otherwise impeccable w r i t i n g , or as i n the rapid acceptance i n

the late 1960s and early 1970s of "Ms." But they can also be

"conservative," as evidenced by the national e d i t o r i a l retreat on

"Ms." which began around 1975 and s t i l l continues.

F i f t h , "What if a student wants to take an ideological stand

i n ap.p.as..L±iaa to a national norm? What, for example, if a

student insists- on such usages as ''s/he4' and so on?" The answer-

is that you have a good chance here to disabuse students of the

notion that the schoolroom is one place and the real world q u i t e

another place. Tell the students that XQU don't care uih.a± they

do i n such cases. Tell them that your job is to inform them of

the norms -- and to inform them that not adhering to them w i l l
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bring some consequences to them in the real world, no matter-

whet her the failure to adhere is rooted in ignorance about a norm

or informed ideological resistance to a norm. Tell them that,

haying told them this, your work in the matter is at an end and

that you will in no case penalize them for taking an anti-norm

ideological stand. Xcxu .&b.ajj.L.d £,±££12,2,, however, that it is the

height of hypocrisy for college students to stage ideological

protests in tolerant college classrooms and then to "change into

suits and ties" i mrne d i a t e 1 y up on gr adu a t i on : writing ' s/h e ' in

the classroom in May and then writing 'he4' 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 world when they get there.

Seventh, what about textbooks? I have my students read a

standard syllabus of materials aimed at helping them with norms.

At first, I worry about word-level norms <spell ing and vocabulary

use) and sentence-1eve 1 norms (grammar and so on). At the level

of the word, I currently use Hodges and Whit ten's Uac.fac.ace

Call£Q£ Uaadhoak. (9th ed.) and Funk and Lewis' Ih.ic.x Qaxs io. a

tlonie. Eoui£c.£ul L5o.cabulan.x. Both books can be used on a self-paced

basis (especially if exercises from the companion Uac.bc.ace.

ColLaae Uo.c.k.baak. are assigned simultaneously with chapters in the

Haxa£ibjD£iJi, although I do not mark these exercises and do not think

anyone should — or should have to). Both are tried-and-true

favorites. Both have their flaws, of course, and Uac.hc.ace. in
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p a r t i c u l a r does not lack for c r i t i c s . (It is, however, the most

w i d e l y used text of its kind.) I also use Hathcace, for sentence-

grammar and sentence-level rhetoric; I b e l i e v e it to be e x c e l l e n t

for both. A d d i t i o n a l l y , I use Strunk and White's El̂ memtjs, ni

5±xle (3rd ed.).

During the second term, I phase some of the above out and

phase in Cedarblom and Paul sen's Ctilical Ihiakiag, an e x c e l l e n t

new basic text i n logic which contains chapter-sections on the

materials' a p p l i c a t i o n to essay-writing.

Later (if there is a later), I try to get students to

concentrate on the development of their personal writers' voices

w h i l e adhering to CSN and (at times, depending on an i n d i v i d u a l

student's purpose) to the p r i n c i p l e s of logic. I have found

good texts to be Gertrude Stein's How ±Q Uciie, George Orwell's

Eoli-tics an.d ±h.e. English. Language., Henry M i l l e r ' s Uaac,* tHHac. aa

UnJ-iiuQ (ed. Thomas Moore), and Peter Elbow's kluiliag Uliih EOM&E:.

(Stein and M i l l e r should not be ordered or assigned to students

u n t i l you have read them carefully; they may teach things about

the development of personal voice which you do not wish to teach

or aid in the teaching of.)

IV; How People Learn S k i l l s

Some people have come to be]ieve today that basic s k i l l s can

be taught to adults who do not know them i n a sort of "macro-"

way. They be 1 i e v e that you should start w i t h the b i g stuff and

then e i t h e r work inward w i t h the student toward doing the l i t t l e stuff

r i g h t , or else say, "The student may or may not f i n d out 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 so

big that it even lies outside, or perhaps subsumes, the

ostensible art of which the skill is a part. (With writing,

examples would be "cognition," "art," "communication," and so

on.) Other people 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 over-all organization of

the essay.")

Traditionally, however, apprentices have learned to be

artists through mastering the segments, pieces, subroutines — or

whatever one chooses to call the 1 ittle stuff -- 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

(and 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 work his or her way up, or out, to it). As 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

bel ieve that the unskilled can be made skilled without much

redundant overt instruction and much directed repetitious

experience in making the segments, pieces, and subroutines — the

"atoms" — which make up an art. (This view immediately grants

that there are many problems with the traditional start-from-

smal1 approach for both teacher and student. But it does work.)
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As w i l l be obvious, the workshop method presented here

assumes the (comparative) wisdom of l e a r n i n g the 1 i t t i e things

f i rst .

Readers of t h i s essay who would l i k e to read more about the

rationale for t h i s method can take a look at my "The Engl ish

Grapho1ec t and the F i rst-Year Compos i t i on C1 ass," whi ch appear ed

i n CaJ.lfi.ge. Camp.as.lii.cia and Comcnu.aic.aiiaa (Spring, 1979), That

essay ti e s the method i n w i t h the 1 i n g u i s t i c theories of M.M.

G'uxman and E.D. Hirsch, Jr., although the method is not

necessarily grounded i n those theories.

V: This Essay's Thesis

The a b i l i t y to w r i t e i n adherence to Contemporary Sty] i s t i c

Norms is almost s t r i c t l y a class-bound phenomenon. It remains so

wh ere M e r CSN is not ove r 11y taught to those adult s (defined here

as anybody old enough to go to college) who d i d not learn CSN

p r i or to re ac h i n g adu1t h ood.

My thesis is that t h i s class-bound phenomenon should not

be p e r m i t t e d continued existence. Period.
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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 Sh.ak,e.sp.£.a.c:£. aad

±he fige Q£ El.i-zahe.ib. (1978-79), taught by Nancy Taylor (History),

Peter El bow (Literature and Ulr i t i ng) , Richard Jones ( Psycho 1 oqy) ,

and Leo Daughter ty (Literature and Linguistics). In response to

my request for strategy-sharing (see Foreword), Dirnitroff 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

essays to class on the day they are due. I keep, correct,

and read one copy. Four-person seminar groups exchange the

other cop i es.

The students take the three papers home (from their small

seminar groups) to read, correct, and comment on. Students

are asked: (i) to correct these papers for [mechanics and

other details of style, including grammar and spelling]; (2)

to then write (a) one-sentence statements of what the papers

are about (their thesis statements, maybe), (b) a one-

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

f av or i t e sentence ( or " Say some thing p os i t i v e") , and (d) a t

least one constructive comment that will help [the student

wr i t e r s 3 i rnp r o v e their writing.
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I am not going to resist the temptation to e d i t o r i a l i z e (for

a m i n u t e , anyway) on Dimitroffs strategy and its imp] i cat ions.

Wh o George D i m i t r of i is, what h i s area of sp e c i a 1 i z a t ion is,

where he got his teach i ng-o-f-wr i t i nq strategy, where his own

source got i t , what i t is, how i t works, and what i t does -for

students who are themselves i n large part studying mathematics

and the sciences — these things are a l l indicators of the

c o n t i n u i n g f ac u 1 t y-w i de c omm i true n t to teach w r i t i n g ac r oss t, h e

1 iberal arts c u r r i c u l u m at Evergreen. They also i n d i c a t e the

ethos of i n t e r -d i sc i p 1 i n ar y an d p an -sp e c i a 1 t y ar e a c oop e r a t i on

and cross-fertilization which continues to p r e v a i l here. For

experienced w r i t i n g t e ac h e r s --- the " s t r a t e gy-c on n o i sse u r s"

referred to in the Foreword — there w i l l 1 i k e l y be no

innovations to be found i n Dimitroff's strategy p.e.c. se., although

i t is doubtless an efficacious strategy. The j.o.aoua±i.iifi. t h i n g is

that D i m i t r o f f does i t , that he got i t from h i s w i f e , that h i s

w i f e was a post-baccalaureate Evergreen student taking an

advanced program for her personal enjoyment and le a r n i n g , that

she got i t from one of her husband's faculty colleagues, that

that colleague is a psychologist who has come by d i n t of personal

choice and interest to teach expository w r i t i n g as much as he

teaches anything else, and — not to be missed — that George

D i m i t r of f y o 1 u n t ar i 1 y shared i t w i t h me for eventual sh ar i nq wi t h

readers of t h i s monograph, i n the hope that they m i g h t use i t w i t h

t h e i r students and/or pass i t r i g h t along.
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Jud i th Esp i nol a: ( I . ) Uir i t i ng for the Ear , and (II.) A Wr i t i ng-

Based Interpretation Strategy

I: Wr i t i ng for the Ear

"In order for students to become better- writers," says

Judith Espinola, "I think it's important for them to be able to

do o t her sort s of c ommu ni c a t i on 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

says, "some of the people who allow for flexibil ity in the

teaching of other communication arts too often lack rigor in

their 'alternative' instruction. For example, a teacher who

allows a student to write a script instead of an essay often will

not, in my experience, critique the script as rigorously as a

s t r a i ght e xpos i t or y wr i t i n g teacher wouId critique an e ssay."

When she speaks of "other sorts of communication things,"

Judith Espinola primarily means what she calls "non-print"

wri t i ng — or "wri t i ng for the ear."

Such writing is just what one would think it would be:

writ ing which has the aim of succeeding as something heard, not

read, by an audience.

"If we did a better j ob of teaching 'n on-p r i n t' wr i ting,

then it might be a way of helping students to better understand

not only essay writing but also other forms of writing used for

commu n i c a t i n g theses," Esp i n o1 a says. "If we could articulate
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the d i f-fere nee between the two types of w r i t i n g — w r i t i n g -For

p r i n t media and w r i t i n g for non-print media — we could h e l p turn

students on to uj-cJ.-Li.DjQ: to p r i n t media stuff p££: .S£, " she adds.

But Espinola also bel ieves that i t is important i n i t s own

r i g h t that a h i g h standard of rigor and d i s c i pi i ne be developed

for the teaching of non-print w r i t i n g , because such w r i t i n g is

r a p i d l y increasing i n importance i n the world we 1 i v e i n . It i s

the sort of w r i t i n g used i n documentary scripts, news broadcasts,

radio programs, si ide-tape presentations, and many other sounri-

me d i a c on texts. Esp i n o1 a doe s n o t b e l i e v e that a su f f i c i e n 11y

h i g h standard of teaching has been developed for what is

e s s e n t i a l l y an aesthetics of scripted speech — an aesthetics of

the ear.

She sees two fundamental ways to approach the problem: (a.)

i n s t i t u t i o n a l l y ; < b.) i n d i v i d u a l l y , i n the c1assr oom. In the

case of the former, "The real key is for us to have t r a i n i n g as a

faculty — i n t e n s i v e workshops outside the academic year, i n

w h i c h we get i n s t r u c t i o n from people who teach w r i t i n g for the

n on-p r i n t me d i a i n e x c e l l e n t ways. We need t h e i r e x pert i se, i n

order to know how to do the e x p l o r i n g we need to do as a

faculty." The i n s t i t u t i o n a l way, Espino!a b e l i e v e s , is the

primary way -- the place to start. " I t would be," she says, "a

r e a l i s t i c solution for faculty interested i n l earning how," How

to do what, s p e c i f i c a l l y ? To accompl ish (b,): to be good enough

at t h i s k i n d of teaching to h e l p the i n d i v i d u a l student i n the

c1assr oom s i gn i f i c an 11y.
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II: A Writing-Based Interpretation Strategy

Judith Espinola chose to share a method she has used

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

essay," This method is, she says, "a method of teaching oral

interpretation." Formally trained in oral interpretation at the

graduate level , Espinola had taught it in universities prior to

joining the Evergreen faculty and 1 ibrary administration. One

problem she kept finding when she taught the upper-division oral

interpretation course — which manifested itself as two problems

— was that students were 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, moreover, that some of them had

great trouble in doing analytical interpretations of pieces of

1 i t e r a t u r e .

Esp i nol a'" s solution to the problem was to have the students

take a scene from a play — preferably one with not more than two

or three characters -- and to do three things with that scene in

wr i ting. Those three thin gs c omp rise this particular t e ac h i n g

strategy.

First: the students to try to describe in writing the world

of the play from one of the characters.

The character writes in a £Laz:.n.a±-Lu£ mode, not in a rlr-ama t i r

mode . The character talk's in his or her own voice. The

character talks to an audience — a aaiue. audience which has not

r e 5.d or seen the p "I ay .
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The student ha s the c h o i c e o -f d o i n q the w r i t i n 9 f r om e i the r

the t i m e — p e r s p e c t i v e o -F the p a r t i c u l a r see n e or the t i m e —

p e r s p e c t i v e of the end of the play.

A good example to use i n t h i n k i n g about how the strategy

m i g h t work i n the classroom is the character Amanda i n Tennessee

W i l l i a m s - ' The. Glass td&uaQecJ,e. , says Espinola.

Second: the students w r i t e s. bout Am a n d a < o r w h o e >.,> e r > -f r om

the perspective of a second character ("Character J3" ) , A g a i n ,

they w r i t e i n the first person. (In The. Glass tde.o.acje.c.le. , B would

be Tom.) The task is to describe Amanda and her 1 i f e from h i s

p o i n t of v i e w , t a l k i n g as much about " h i m s e l f " i n the process as

the w r i t e r w i she s .

£s.|ilnjjla -sir:.e.s.s£=. _t.h.a_t _Ln n£.lih££: .of iJj£-S£ jias£s .can ûrd̂ s

h&. l_L£_l£.d

T h i r d : the s t u dent s w r i t e a b o u t Am a n d a i r om t h e p o i n t o f

v i e w of Tennessee W i l l jams. (It is important to stress that

W i l l jams' biography is irrelevant here; they are not sent, nor

should they at t h i s p a r t i c u l a r t i m e go, to the 1 i brary to look

h i m u p . >

Mcx±£ : "The t h i r d t e c h n i q u e , " Esp i nol a says , " i s real 1 y what

we ask students to do a l l the t i m e when we ask them to do an

i n t e r p r e t i v e ana 1 y s i s o f a p 1 a y — 1—e . , "' w h a t t he p 1 a y i n t e n d s

i it self to be,'" "'what is there i n the text,'" or "what W i l l jams

intends i t to be" are a l l incorporated. The students are,

h ow e M e r , d o i n q t h e w o r k m o r- e i n t e r e s t i n g "I y , m ore i n v o 1 y e d 1 y . "

"This e x e r c i se , " says Esp i n o 1 a , " f or c e s s t u de n t s t o v i ew t h e

87



characters, the play, and liitiJLiuci iiself -from an oral

p e r spe c t ive." She adds: "I think this is a ve r y i mpor t an t kind

of writing .... Teaching students about the oral nature of

1 an qu age i s t e r r i b 1 y i mp or t an t , an d e v e n an excellent college

such as Evergreen does not now do enough of it."

How wi de1y app1 i cable is this me thod?
i

E s p i n o 1 a a n s w e r- s that it c a n b e used n e a r 1 y a n y w here , w i t h

near 1y anything: "You cou1d do it w i th prose f i c t i on, w i th

poetry, with history, and even in a biology class . . . . The

push is to use the ear in order to teach students about
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Donald F i nke1 : Wr i t i n g Communi t ies

Don F i n k e l •' s teach i nq—of ~wr i t i n q strategy is one he says he

learned i n the C o o r d i n a t e d S t u d i e s p r o q r- am Unm-a-sKlri-p ±ti& -Snr _L.al

Uocld (1982-83), which he taught w i t h David Marr. It comes from

a d i s c o v e r y h a v ing to do wi t h the c r i t i c a l role p 1 a y e d by me mb e r s

of communities. He learned that writers w r i t e for audiences. He

f u r t h e r 1e ar n e d that; i n 1e arn i nq commun i t i e s, the t each e r cann o t

be the audience for the students1' w r i t ing.

As e v i d e n c e , F i n k e l notes that the students i n JJriiB.a.sJi.I.Q.q ±ti£

Social Uacld m a i n t a i n e d a Program Notebook — a loose-leaf binder-

l e f t i n one of the program's conference rooms, along w i t h a

three-hole punch — and that he saw h i s students s i t t i n g In ±he

r-Qom, reading the Program Notebook and making comments i n

response to w r i t i n g s i n i t on blank sheets of paper kept there

for the sole purpose of r e c e i v i n g such comments. "This c o n v i n c e d

me," F i n ke1 says, "that some t h i n q was hap p e n i n g."

Procedure

Th e f ac u 1 t y ass i g n e d p ap e r s t o be wr i 11 e n < or- r- ewr i t t e n )

each week. The faculty only read f i f t y per cent of these papers.

T h e o t h e r half w e n t t o sm a l l peer- g r o u p s f o r r e s p o n s e s a n d

c r i t i c i s m — or just for reading. One student told F i n k e l that

she put more care i n t o those papers he would u.o.1 read than i n t o

the ones she knew he mould read. (One possible reason for t h i s

phenomenon, F i n k e l thinks, is that the student may have thought

she d i d not have to t<e\o careful w i t h the w r i t i n g w h i c h he
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read, because of a be 1 ief that "my doctor-! ike reading of

i t I.MOU 1 d au tomat i ca 1 1 y fix it.")

Additional Structural Points

1, Neither Finkel nor David Marr lectured all year long.

I n s t e a d , the y w rote p a p e r s — e <-.> e r y i w o o r t h r e e w e e k s — a n d put

them in the Program Notebook.

2, 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 same

topics as the students wrote on "would have bad psychological

e f fect s — su c h as i n t i m ida t i on.")

3, Every five or six weeks, the students had a special

writing assignment — to make a response either to a cumulative

chunk" of the Program Notebook or to their impression of the

progress of ideas in the program to that date. These papers were

n o t su bmi 11 e d to the f ac u 1 ty. Instead, a long se ss i on was held

in which the students read their papers to one another and traded

t h em ar ou n d i or collective reading. Finkel and Mar r .d-Ld wr i t e

papers on these occasions, and they participated in the long

sessions of paper-sharing. All of these papers were then made a

pa r t of the P r o g r am N o t e bo o k.

4 . An i m p o r t a n t i n c e n t i v e for w r i t i n q , in F i n k e 1 •' s v i e w ,

w a s t he fa c t t h a t the s t u dent •=. in the p r o gram w ere g i y en u n u •=• u a 1

90



w r i t i n g assignments. These assignments were those g i v e n i n

Marr-'s NEH monograph, Ex.±taiiaQaai ln±ec.£S±. (The monograph is

syn op sized el sewn ere here; on e of the ass i qnmen t s I s g i v en , )

5, But what r:£.aJJ..x marte JLtiJ_.s _t£.ac.tiJ..njQ .̂ina-tsjq̂  m.ac:.k , F i n k e l

t h i n k s , was not any k i n d of overt a t t e n t i o n to th** t e a c h i n g of

w r i t i n g , but rather the establ ishment w i t h i n the program of an

ethos of community, "This ethos was, of course, the result of

a h u n dr e d-p 1 u s c ommu n i t y-bu i 1 d i n g de t a i 1 s , " says F i n K e 1 ( n o t i n g

that faculty interested i n those d e t a i l s should consult h i m or

H 3. r r f o r s p e c i f i c s ) . Qaa of those details, h ow e v e r , w a s the f a c t

— mentioned above — that the faculty d i d not lecture: that a

s p i r i t was b u i l t i n the program w h i c h stressed that "we were a l l

i n i t t oge the r " t o won k on p r ogr am quest i on s . C F i n k e ] s t r e sse s

that he is doing the same Program Notebook idea t h i s year

1983-84 - - i n the C o o r d i n a t e d S t u d i e •=• p r o g r am Human Ufi.al.th. and

Batiaulori , but that the strategy is not working w e l l t h i s t i m e ,

b e c a ti •=• e the n e w p r o g r am is not doing a l l the " e x t r a n e o u s "

c ornm u n i t y - b u i 1 d i n g w o r k . Thus, the s t u d e n t s a r e n o i respond i n g

as they d i d i n JJmrLas.JiJ.iiri ih£ SncJ-̂ tl kkxc:J.jd : "It's school , " F i n k e l

s s qns . )

6. (Di.-t.aJ.-L,) The faculty also put xeroxes and a r t i c l e s i n

t h e P r o g r am N o t e b o o k w h i c h w ere related to t h e p r o g r am ' s theme s

and quest i cms ,

T h e P r o q r am N o t e b o o k g r e w and g r e w — i n t o s e v e r a 1 b o u n d
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books, in -fact. Nothing was ever thrown out. It became a

p.nQQC.ani ±o±e.m, says Finkel , and there was much worry in the

progr-airr" s latter days about what would be its -fate when the

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

in David Marr''s office, on a high shelf."
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Day i d H i t c h e n s: The Directed Fan t asy Wri t i n g Workshop

I. Problems and Solutions

David Hitchens is q u i c k to t e l l you that h i s ideas about

w r i t i n g and how to h e l p students do i t are the result of twenty

years of trying to write and trying to teach w r i t i n g .

He has come to be!ieue that blank paper, for most students,

is a t e r r i f y i n g enemy. They see a major difference between

w r i t i n g and t a l k i n g . That difference is one of accQiia±abili±i;.

Many students see w r i t i n g as an enemy w h i c h w i l l freeze an image

of themselves and make them vulnerable.

Uulnerable to what? Hitchens describes such feel ings as

"the k i n d of v u l n e r a b i l i t y people feel i n nakedness dreams, i n

men's castration fears, in women's fears of breast cancer, and so

on -- the most pr i m a l k i n d of stuff." People know that pieces of

paper upon w h i c h they have w r i t t e n can, i f shown to the publ i c

worId, be h e l d up to r i d i c u l e . People kn ow t h at he ar t br e ak --

t h e i r own — can be the result.

Hitchens' so1u t i on s ar e as foilows:

1. The kinds of students for whom w r i t i n g is indeed

"sweating blood" need to be shown that blank paper-

is only a too] and nothing more — 1 ike a p i e c e of

canvas for an artist or a block of stone for a

sculp tor.

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

down, in circles, anything."

3. These students need to be shown that blank paper-

is a place " ±£> .ŝay -tli.Q.ii.Q±j-t.£. "

4. These students need to be shown that blank paper-

is also only a place "to te.caad the thoughts

they say — to save them for a future time."

About this blank paper — this space — Hitchens says: "Back in

grade school, one is taught to compose — to fill up that space

3.2, _LJ£ it were in a textbook. One carries that 1 it tie kid into

college and often long afterward. So one's thoughts of the

cie,q.uj-t£Hi£a±s are those of a th i rd-grader' s perceptions — and not

j u s t about texts, but abou t the k i n ds of C e 1 e v at e d!> pe r son s

au.±h.acs are . "

So one piece of the trouble, and a major piece is that all

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 is to get students to

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

I I . Method

1 . Get a whole Coordinated Studies Program (or Group

Con tract, or c ou r se , or wh a t e v e r ') into on e r oom .
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2. G i v e them an introductory set-up on w r i t i n g a n x i e t i e s

and ideas about f i x i n g them. (One such set-up would

s i m p l y be a brief explanation very much 1 ike Part I ,

d i r e c t l y abov e , .of -t.hJ.-S ,

3. Have a l l of the students stand up. Have them stretch

t h e i r arms and legs. Have them do brief deep-breathing

exerc i ses.

3. Have them a l l l i e down, get comfortable, and close

t h e i r eyes,

5. Tell them you w i l l set up a scene for them. This

scene w i l l be an image — an image which is a set-up

for a story.

6. T e l l them simply to take the story from there.

7. G i v e them two m i n u t e s the first time you do i t .

( Some w i l l t h i n k it's f or e v e r . Some w i l l t h i n k i t •' s

not nearly long enough.)

8. At the end of the two minutes, say: "Stop. Every-

body up. Now take paper and p e n c i l and describe

what happened to you i n those two minutes. You've

got ten minutes to write i t . " (Hitchens notes that

ten m i n u t e s i f a -LJLtJ:_L£ b i t of pressure -- "just

enough to be good for them,")

9. After the ten minutes have elapsed, ask: "Anybody
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need a little more t ime?" Typ i cal 1 y, hal f will.

Give them a minute or two more.

10. Have them all write the word ZJLHE down at the

bottom of the page -- a subtle reminder that they did

not stop themselves, but that h.& s±Qp.p,ad ±h.em.

11. Then give the students a minute or so o-f "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

r e ad the! r wr i t i n Q , there is interaction — ap p 1 au se , c ornme n t s ,

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. O-f ten, he will

pick ou t and comrnent on a particularly excellent phrase, giving

"positive feedback" to it. But before there is ±QQ much, feedback

to any one piece, he will ask for another reading volunteer.

Soon, he says, many students are volunteering eagerly.

Hitchens stresses that one of the rewards of this teaching

strategy is that the students discover as a group that everybody

does indeed have some kind of imagination,

"And the funny thing iss" he adds, "that even though there

are always commonalities in the writing, someone will always have

an anomalous, off-the-wall piece,"
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An important byproduct of these workshops, according to

Hitchens, is "the c o l l e c t i v e discovery that the emotional

aasp.nas.e.s to the read-aloud pieces of w r i t i n g are often

surprisingly deep and profound."

A major key to the workshop's success, he be l i e v e s , is t h a t ,

"When they discover ±h.ai ±he.x ate. aa± alane. ia h.aulaQ an

imactin.a±ian., t h e i r emotions, feelings, perceptions, responses,

and so on, are 'validated.''" This v a l i d a t i o n , according to

Hitchens, stems from the fact that most of the students see

that others' w r i t i n g s are i n s i g n i f i c a n t ways s i m i l a r to t h e i r -

own . But even those who do anomalous pieces get val i d a t i o n from

" u n f a i l i n g expressions of resonance, empathy, and a p p r e c i a t i o n

from fellow students — one of the most important of wh i c h is

a p p r e c i a t i v e laughter," ( S i g n i f i c a n t l y , even those students who

never volunteer to read t h e i r w r i t i n g are also benefit ted i n

terms of v a l i d a t i o n , just by seeing i t occur i n such abundance

around them, Hitchens observes.)

I l l : Three Stock Fantasies

The three fantasies given below are ones wh i c h David

Hitchens has often used w i t h success as a introductory, first-

sess i on "se t . "

1, Xh£ D-ocr:. You are somewhere in an old European town.

You see old stones, masonry. You are walking. You turn i n t o an

a l l e y . The smells and sounds of an ancient a l l e y . A l l of a

sudden, you are confronted by a huge, weathered oaken 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. "6 Euunx Zti_Ln.g Uapppnpd .on mx kLa.x -to £_Las.£." You'ye

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 important not to be late today. You are running. As you

come out of the dorm <or out of your house), two guys in dark

suits — strangers — step up and grab you by the arm and hustle

you 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 out and placed in a

small plane with its engines already warmed up. You're handed a

drink and told by the pilot that you've been chosen to visit the

one place you've always wanted to visit. 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 one 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

wri ting.

For this second one, in his experience, even more people

will want to read aloud than the first time.]
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* * *

At t h i s p o i n t , Hitchens asks the students i f they want a

break be-fore doing one more or i -f they want to do one more

immed i a t e l y . Invariably, he says, i t f s one more, and that one

3. Xh£ S-t-Linxp. Imagine an old tree stump standing r i g h t

next to a brook in a 1 i t t l e sunny glade i n the woods. (The

teacher should embell ish t h i s scene however he or she wishes —

as w i t h any or a l l of these fantasy scenes.) But here's the

hook: Imagine that you are the stump, and imagine one day i n the

1 ife of that stump -- that stump which is yourself.

[This t i m e , he allows the students about f i v e minutes in

w h i c h to do the fantasising. Their w r i t i n g - t i m e is f i f t e e n

minutes, as before.]

# * *

After a l l three images have been fantasized about and

w r i t t e n about, and after a l l three groups of el i c i t e d w r i t i n g

have been responded to, he makes a 1 i t t l e speech which goes

some t h i n g l i k e t h is: "You w i l l never, after t h i s p o i n t , have t o

wor r y abou t getting started again. You've got a te c h n i q u e n ow.

There is n£j±h±nj^ you could ever be asked about w h i c h w i l l not

y i e l d to t h i s technique."

He b e l i e v e s that t h i s t e c h n i q u e w i l l work a l l across the

1 iberal arts c u r r i c u l u m — i n the sciences, i n l i t e r a t u r e , i n

history, i n the f i n e arts, i n anything. Some examp 1es:
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(i) Visual ize how xou felt when you first read the poem you're

now to write on; (2.) Visual ize what it would be 1 ike to 1 ive in

a particular place and time in history — in 1605 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 if they really want him to, but that those

pieces basically exist as artifacts to remind them of their own

proven abi 1 i ty to use paper as a tool . (Most he is not asked to

look at.)

He completes the session by tell ing the students that they

mi ght later "subm i t" such wor ks to the "editor persona" w i thin

themselves -- ". , . but that ±h.al , as they say, is another story

for another day."
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b'teve Herman: The Teaching of Field-Journal W r i t i n g

Several years ago, Steve Herman, an Evergreen f a c u l t y member

i n Biology, developed a method of teaching students how to keep

good f i e l d journals. Subsequently, he wrote the monograph Xh£

Na±uc.al.Ls±.Ls Ei.fi.JLd. Jau.c.aa.l_L 6 Manual Q£ lns±c.u.c±lcin. Basad aa B

Sxslam Es,±ab.lls,had bx Joae.p.h Gtlan.e.11 (1980) for use as a text

w i t h his students. The monograph has r a p i d l y gone on to r e c e i v e

a great deal of use by other teachers at Evergreen and elsewhere.

(It is, for example, one of the acknowledged bases of L.R. "Pete"

S i n c l a i r ' s w r i t i n g - t e a c h i n g strategy, to be found elsewhere i n

t h i s monograph.)

Herman has t r i e d to f i n d the o r i g i n a l genesis of the method

l a i d out i n his book, but he has not succeeded. "A good guess,"

he says, "would be the journals kept i n voyages of exploration."

But, i n a d d i t i o n to Joseph Grinnell's work, he bel ieves he has

found one extremely important antecedent i n Francis Gal ton's Xtus

6c.± a£ Ic.au.al (London: John Murray, 1872), whi c h provides an

a l t e r n a t i v e method to that of G r i n n e l l . Herman b e l i e v e s that the

Gal ton book is the oldest description of the system he has seen,

and he is e s p e c i a l l y pleased to have learned of i t from one of

his Evergreen students, who found a copy of i t i n her great-

grandfather's a t t i c .

One of the reasons for Herman's monograph's i n f l u e n c e is

that i t s method can, w i t h only the simplest kinds of common-sense

mod i f i cat i ons, be used by any wr i t i ng teacher i n any f i e l d (or i n

no p a r t i c u l a r f i e l d ) who wants to emphasize the art of
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description, as based in turn on the art of observation.

But Herman stressed in his interview that the writing

professor must do more than merely give the students the book.

The book works best, he says, if the teacher is very much

involved in all stages of the enterprise with which the students

are engaged — including the doing of the same journal—writing.

"You must sit down in the field and write up your notes at the

same time they're doing theirs," he says. <It is not necessary

for his students to read the notes he writes while working

alongside them, he explains, as they can read examples of his

note-taking in his monograph. But for those teachers who do not

have samples of their own work readily available to t heir-

students, sharing what one has just written with the students is

doubtless a good idea.)

He says that Xh£ Ma_tiJ£:.aJ..i:=.±jl.s £ljE-Ld J.ou.L:rLa-L, when taken

alone, is a 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 importance of beauty. He stresses to

them, for example, a passage in his book which quotes Robert

MacArthur to the effect that accurate observation and precise

description have .ab.s,D-Lu_i:£.l.x n& pnuîr: 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, needless to say, much wanted to hear

it);
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To do science is to search -for repeated patterns, not s i m p l y

to accumulate facts, and to do the science of geographical

ecology is to search for patterns of plant and animal 1 ife

that can be put on a map. The person best equipped to do

t h i s is the natural ist who loves to note changes i n b i r d

l i f e up a mountainside, or changes i n p l ant l i f e from

main land to island, or changes i n b u t t e r f l i e s from temper-

ate to tropics . . « . Doing science is not such a barrier-

to feel ing or such a dehumanizing influence as i t often

made out. It does not take the beauty from nature. The

only rules of s c i e n t i f i c method are honest observations

and accurate logi c . . . . No one should feel that

honest and accuracy guided by im a g i n a t i o n have any power-

to take away nature's beauty.*

Herman notes that he carefully reads the students'" journals,

and that he thinks anyone employing h i s method (or something 1 ike

i t ) should also do so. His students hand t h e i r journals i n

according to a prearranged schedule. Each journal must have a

certain number of blank pages at the b e g i n n i n g for the

p r of e ssor ' s c r i t i c a l c omme n t s . (He rman a 1 ways p r ov ides j ou r- n a 1

page-numbers alongside h i s comments, i n order to provide clear

and ready reference for the students to th e i r own texts.) After-

making these d e t a i l e d comments, he returns the journals to the

studen ts .

*The quote is from Robert H. MacArthur, Q£QQC.ap.h.ic.aI,

(1972) 5 and is quoted i n Herman's monograph, p. 182.
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Herman sees each student three times a quarter for a

tutorial session given over to a critique of his or her journal-

writinq. He then has a journal-based evaluation session with

each student at or near the end of the quarter.

Herman notes, however, that he deliberately does not tout

this method to his students as a writing "betterer"; "It works

best covertly," he says, "but we normally do get students to

wr i te more with this method, and often quite poss i b1/ better w i t h

this method, than some programs manage with comparable ny.e.c.1

methods." He admits, though, that he is by no means certain that

this method causes writing to improve over a ten-week quarter or

even over an academic year. "I'd 1 ike to see some of our faculty

writing special ists look at the writing at the ends of the

journals and compare it to the writing at the beginnings of those

same journals to see if it does get better," he says, adding: "I

think it does, but I couldn't prove it,"

Perhaps the "smallest" thing Herman requires of his student

journal writers is their adherence to complete sentences,

mechanical correctness, and correct spelling throughout."

But the main thing he requires is that they understand the

i mp or t an c e of their wr i t i n g •' s accuracy, clarity, an d elegance to

their readers. He tells them: "You want your readers to be able

to touch, to feel, to smell, to taste, to hear — simply through

you r p h ys i c a] de sc r i p t ion s. To this end, he a 1 ways r e ads them

one specific passage from the writings of Ell iott Coues, whom

Herman describes as "the most brilliant and accomplished American

ornithologist in the last half of the nineteenth century,"
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t e l l i n g them that t h i s passage "should be read, reread, and

heeded by a l l . " (Goes was also Joseph G r i n n e l l ' s primary mentor,

although the two men apparently never met.) The quote -from Goes,

whi ch Herman also insisted that h i s interviewer hear aloud, runs

as foilows:

Now .X.O.U know these things [the things you have just

observed in nature -- ed.3, but very l i k e l y no one else

does; and you know them ai ±h.£ ±lme, but you wi 1 1 not

recollect a t i t h e of them i n a few weeks or months, to say

nothing of years. Don't trust your memory; i t w i l l t r i p

you up; what is clear now w i l l grow obscure; what is found

w i l l be 1 ost . l-Jr i te down every th i ng wh i 1 e i t i s fresh i n

your mind; w r i t e i t out i n f u l l — t i m e so spent now w i l l

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

to the descr-iminating p u b l i c . Don't be satisfied w i t h a

dry-as-dust it e m ; clothe a skeleton fact, and breathe 1 i f e

i n t o i t w i t h thoughts that glow; l e t the paper smell of

the woods. There's a pulse i n a new fact; catch the

rhythm before, i t dies. Keep off the quicksands of mere

memorandum — that means something 'to be remembered,' w h i c h

is just what you cannot do. Shun abbreviations; such keys

rust w i t h disuse, and may f a i l i n after times to unlock the

secret that should have been l a i d bare i n the b e g i n n i n g .

Use no signs u n i n t e l l i g i b l e only to yourself; your no t e -

books may come to be overhauled by others whom you would

not wish to disappoint. Be sparing of sentiment, a d e l i c ate

t h i n g , easily degraded to d r i v e l ; crude enthusiasm always
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hacks instead of hewing. Beware of 1 i terary infel icities;

the written word remains,"' it may be, after you have passed

away; put down nothing for your friend's blush, or your

enemy's sneer; write as if a stranger were looking over

your shou1der.*

Herman leans back in his chair and looks out the window.

"This method of teaching writing works best if you "'re sitting

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

says.

*E1 1 iott Goes, Ei.ald Qc.aJL±b.QlQQX (1874), quoted in Herman

monograph, p. 29.
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W i l l Humphreys: A New Way of Teaching Logical Organization

"What I'm interested i n is teaching students l o g i c a l

organization," W i l l Humphreys says, adding that he is t a l k i n g

about "the sort of organizational strategies needed for an

arqume nt a t i v e e ssay, rath e r t h an d i sc u r s i ve or de sc r i pt i v e k i n ds

o f w r i t i n g . "

Humphreys, a Member of the Faculty i n philosophy at

Evergreen, discovered a new way of teaching l o g i c a l organization

w h i 1 e t e a c h i n Q w i t h h i s colleague Chuck P a i 1 t h o r p < w h o s e a r- e a s o f

special i z a t i o n are philosophy and music) i n the Ib.lak.iao Sicaiaai

c oor d i n a t e d studies p r ogr am i n Sp r i n g Qu ar t e r , 1 983 . (laiakiaq

Sinaigai is a one-quarter Core-level program i n the basic s k i l l s

are as of i n t e r p r e t ! v e r e ad i n g, 1og i c , e xpos i t or y wr i t i n g, and

c r i t i c a l t h i n k i n g . It is usually offered i n Spring Quarter by a

two-faculty team for forty students.) It had happened that

S t e p h a n i e Coontz, also of the Evergreen faculty (European

history), had a b i t earl ier recommended Man Mostrand's book

Euaciioaai Uciiia.acj to Humphreys and P a i l thorp, who, upon reading

i t , were impressed enough w i t h i t to want to use i t i n t h e i r -

teach in g . Ih.iak.iag Siaaigai was a natural program for w h i c h to

adop t i t ,

The knowledge gained from the book, when added to what

Humphreys and P a i l thorp already knew about logical organization,

led to what Humphreys e n t h u s i a s t i c a l l y c a l l s "amazing results."

Humphreys subsequently attended, i n the ensuing summer, a

c on f e r e n c e at the Un i v e r s i t y of Ch i c ago e n t i t i e d yjULJtirug axiij

HiQh.e.c.-Qc.de.c. Eeas-oaiag, run by the Harvard Human Development
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Program and Chicago's "Writing Across the Liberal Arts Curriculum

group. What he learned at that conference was consonant with

w n a t he had r e c e n 1 1 y learned f r om t h e HUBI: ± ±nn .al LdL.±±±nQ t e x t a n d

the experience of teaching in a program which used it.

He then proceeded to teach the method on his own in the

tdauaqefflaal aad ±h.e. Eu.hl.Lc. la±ace.s± coordinated studies program

during Fall Quarter, 1983, and to teach it with faculty member-

Craig Carlson (Poetry) in the Spring Quarter, 1984, repeat of

Ih.iakL.Lag S±tai_ga± .

"Essentially," Humphreys says, "the steps recommended by Man

No-strand, 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."

What the students get is a set of p£;£-uj£;_L_t_Ljjy things to do

- - " t h i n gs t h at get the juices to f 1 ow i n g an d help s t u den t s ge t

started. "

The technique ou t 1 ined by Humphreys is a simple one, and it

c o n s i s t s of the foil ow ing seven steps, each of w h i c h is in the

form of a direction or suggestion:

1. Ask yourself what Ixa&s, of information you now have —

wh at categories;

2, Put all of your data and information ±£t±£i those five or

eight or ten or however -many categories:

3 , C om e up w i t h an .a.Si£.r_ ±J. .on ( M a n N o s t r a n d ' s w o r d ) w h i c h

somehow 1 inks, or ties up, all the
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4. If some categories cannot be made to - f i t the assertion

which can be made out of most of the categories., then

simply dtap. those categories which won't f i t ;

5. Wr i t e the assertion on a separate sheet of paper,

because, truth be known, you probably won't actually

use the assertion £££: =,£ anywhere i n the essay

you w i l l wri te;

6. Begin wri t i n g an i n t r odu c tory par agr ap h after you'ue

written your assertion on your separate page;

7. The rest of the paper w i l l then follow rather easily

i n most cases, or ought to.

"My theory is that the process of g e t t i n g the assertion

n a i l e d down and on paper recaptures the unconscious pattern that

you ' y e u se d t o structure the da. t a i n the first place," Hump h r e y s

says, "The writer has recreated the structuring of the body of

data. The whole organization of the paper comes before the m i n d

i n one b i g 'Gestalt-shift.'"

Humphreys b e l i e v e s that a good classroom or seminar context

for the employment of t h i s strategy is one i n which the students

can practice w i t h one simple topic everybody already knows a good

b i t about. After they have succeeded w i t h t h i s simple t o p i c , he

says, they see how the method works, and they see that they can

do i t. Then, when i t is time to do a longer p i e c e of work — for

example, a research paper —- they are ready.

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

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

that. It emphasizes categorical thinking, rather than

s y 1 1 o q i s tic. thinking.

"The students will need some basic instruction in what an

assertion is and is not. The problem is that eiqhteen-year-olds

h ay e a pr ob1 em w i t h polarizing t h e su bj e c t i y e and the obj e c t i y e.

They think the two are opposites and that there is no middle

ground between them. You're trying to teach them that p.e.C-S.o.Q.a.l

assertions can have, and uuqh.± to have, good t£as.aas.. This is

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

year-olds also have trouble in £;£̂dJ.£i£! work which is

characterized by having .gorr-d x;£a=,jj£ii for the writer's Xjplri-Lxju .

The y be 1 i e v e that su bje c t i v i t y is pure and that obje c t i v i t y i s

pure. They be 1 ieve that subjectivity amounts to a personal

value-judgment, and that any such judgment (or opinion, or, in

Van Most rand's word, -'assertion"') is as good as any other. And

t h e y be 1 i e v e t h a t ob j e c t i v i t y is -'the facts. •' " < Hump h r e y s note s

that the rnind-set of the eighteen-year-olds he is talking about

is described very clearly in Will i am Perry's book Ennms, n±

la±elL&c±u.al Qe.ue2-opjne.n± La. ike, ColL&Qa Yaac-s, which has been

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

Perry was a speaker at the University of Chicago conference cited

above, and Humphreys heard him there.)
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Richard M. Jones: An Update o-f the Uii_L±.LuQ_a.ad_E£.£le.c..tlag_£ia

anri Ulr i t I rtg A g a i n N E H/ PNW C M o n o Q r a p h

In the summer of 1982, Richard M. Jones wrote the monograph

kir:-L±j.ii£i .a£ud ReiJ.£i:J:J.£î  on Hn.e.anJLS .axud klc_L.±_L.n.Q û̂ a-Lri as part o-f the

work o-f the NEH-sp on sored " W r i t i n g Across the Liberal Arts

C u r r i c u l u m " grant made to the P a c i f i c Northwest W r i t i n g

Consortium, o-f w h i c h Evergreen is a member. Since that t i m e , he

has thought more about the methods described i n that monograph

and has i n consequence fine-tuned h i s practice of the teaching

strategy described t h e r e i n . (Readers of t h i s section of the

present monograph are referred to Jones' o r i g i n a l text, the

richness of w h i c h is but barely suggested by the f o l l o w i n g

updated synopsis; copies have been d i s t r i b u t e d , both at Evergreen

and to external audiences, but readers who do not have a copy can

s t i l l get one from the office of Barbara Leigh S m i t h , Academic

Dean . )

Jones begins by noting that i n his present work he is much

more interested i n the teaching of w r i t i n g p.e.c. s.e, and less i n

the s p e c i f i c use of dream-reflection as an a i d to such teaching.

He i s n ow u sing dr e am-r e f 1 e c t i on m a i n l y f or some p ar t i c u 1 ar

purposes i n the teaching of w r i t i n g . (One such purpose is the

encouragement of feel ings of in t i m a c y i n w r i t i n g workshop groups,

and a related purpose is that of teaching the art of w r i t i n g

about i n t i m a t e feelings.)

This w r i t i n g workshop can be a course or program on i t s own,

or i t can be run i n s i d e an Evergreen Coordinated Studies Program
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or Gr ou p Con tract.

In introducing this workshop both to students and to

prospective leaders, Jones stresses one point: "The main thing

i s understand i ng that wr i t i rig is n&± wr i ting; on 1 y rewr i ting -i.j=

writing. That is the key — the secret. And understanding it

a1 so c au se s diminished anxieties on student s' par t s."

As Jones currently runs it, the workshop's activities are

spread over a three-day cycle (which is experienced by those

students carrying their work through to -f i nal-dra-f t stage as a

-four-day cycle). 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 hold

a seminar on that text. They then hold a dream-reflection

seminar. (Present readers unfamil iar with dream-reflection

seminars should in particular consult the full Jones monograph

cited above; they should also see Jones"' Ih.a Qcaam Eae.±

[ Carnbr i dqe : Schenkman Publ i sh i ng Co . , 1 980 ] , wh i ch is listed

below among the workshop's required texts.) They are then sent

off for a two-to-three-hour period to write a piece which

connects the 1 iterary work with the dream in any way. They then

reassemble and read what they wrote to one another.

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 previous day's work — which have all been xeroxed

at the students"' own expense in coin-operated campus copying

machines, in order that they can now be read. In responding to

the papers, students write down (a.) uitiai ±ke.s: h.&a.cd, and <b.)
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iiiha± i± made, ihem ±h.iak. a£. (This is done i n w r i t i n g only, and i t

takes about a half-hour to complete.) The students are then sent

off for three hours and told to rewrite t h e i r papers. At the

end of the three-hour period, they reassemble and read t h e i r

rewrites aloud to the group. When the readings are over, the-

students disperse. Their homework assignment is to type up the

papers they have just read aloud.

At the b e g i n n i n g of the t h i r d day, the students turn i n

t h e i r typed papers to Jones shortly before the workshop is to

begin. He chooses four to be xeroxed, and the copying is q u i c k l y

done. (In the absence of a copying budget, students should be

to l d upon entry i n t o the workshop that they should count on a

xeroxing expense which they should t h i n k of as any other text

expense; the cost per student per quarter, using coin-operated

campus copying machines, ought to be a b i t less than ten

dollars.) He d i s t r i b u t e s the xeroxed four-essay package to the

students. The group then seminars on these texts for about

n i n e t y m i nutes a p i e c e , a i m i n g a l l commen ts at the wor k of

r e w r i t i n g . At the conclusion of the day's work, the four student

writers disperse to go home and do t h e i r - f i n a l drafts — w h i c h

must of course be carefully typed — as based on what they heard.

At the b e g i n n i n g of the next day, the four student writers

turn i n t h e i r f i n a l drafts. These essays are placed i n the

Program Portfol io, w h i c h is m a i n t a i n e d i n the classroom as an

open document for the students to consult at t h e i r l e i s u r e . A

new cycle is then begun, and the remainder of t h i s day is the

f i r s t day of the new week's work.
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What precisely happens during the rewriting seminar on the

third day? Jones under 1 ines the fact that it is mainly he who

does the rewriting of the four papers — but with much

participation from the group. He does not £.x.p.laia as much as he

simply leads discussions on specific "elements of style" as found

in the student essays, "The reason I do it so well," Jones adds,

"is that I don't know how to ±all the students how to rewrite

their essays, not being an English teacher; so I stiaua them. And

my skills in group dynamics probably help a good bit there," he

admits. His laughing conclusion, which has to be taken as at

least partly cautionary, is; "I'm really not sure that anybody

else could do this and have it work,"

Jones has put this workshop at the center- of the Evergreen

Gr oup Con tract titled "Wr i t i n g , Reflecting on Dreams, and Wri t i ng

Again" — the same title as his monograph — during 1983-84. He

has also used it in the course titled "Dream Psychology" in the

Cornell University Summer School during its 1981 and 1982 terms.

In these offerings, he has used the following texts: Strunk and

White, Ih.e Elamaais. a£ Slxl&? 3rd ed. (New YorK : Macm i 1 1 an ,

1979); Jones, Ih.£ Dtaam Eo.e± (Cambridge; Schenkman Publishing

Co., 1980), used because it provides important theoretical and

historical background; a good pocket dictionary and thesaurus.
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Stella M. Jordan: A Strategy -for Teaching D e s c r i p t i v e

Outlines and Using Them to C r i t i q u e Essays

Ste l l a M. Jordan is Director of the Learning Resources

Center at Evergreen. In the summer of 1981, w i t h Evergreen

support and assistance, Jordan had the opportunity to study under

Ken Broufee, who was running a grant-funded tutor t r a i n i n g

program for the Brook ings Institute. In her work w i t h Broufee,

Jordan learned of a pairs-based strategy for teaching students to

do what she calls "descriptive o u t l i n i n g " and to use i t as a tool

for doing c r i t i q u e s 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 i t says;

B. He or she states briefly the function of the paragraph

i n r e l a t i o n to the other paragraphs and to the thesis, noting

whether there is linkage w i t h (or transition of ideas between) i t

and the previous paragraph. In other words, the writer says

what the paragraph does.

Fourth, the writer pairs up w i t h another writer who has also

done the above work, and the two exchange essays.

F i f t h , they each go through the same process w i t h the

othere's draft essay.
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Sixth, they each evaluate the techniques of the other's

essay. They state in writing tAih.a± J-S doae iiie.ll., wb.a± ±b.&x 1-Lk.e,

and then uih.a± could he, Imp-nnued, 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 you the reader, the main points of the essay are val id 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 says, "This deceptively simple

descriptive outl ine . . . should help the student see what needs

to be done in terms of thesis support, focus, and so forth," She

thinks it especially noteworthy that "students usually are able

to do a better outl ine of another's paper than their own."

Perhaps the most important strength of the outl in ing

technique, Jordan says, is that it helps the student develop both

as wr i ter and as critic:

For the writer — done after the first-draft writing,

the descr i p t i ve ou 11 i ne is a tool for rewr i ting,

and helps the writer check the logic and consis-

tency of his or her essay material before starting

a second draf t.

For the critic — the descriptive outline becomes a tool

for clear, objective analysis of the essay.
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Loverne Root King: A W r i t i n g Strategy Based on Three L i f e-Stages,

plus One Good Idea for Teaching the Thesis Statement

U n l i k e most of the w r i t i n g teachers interviewed, who gave

their sources and influences and i n p i r a t ions last, Loverne Root

King gave hers first. She said that her source was the 1 ife and

teaching of the late Mary Hi 1 1 a ire (a professor at Ever-green from

1972 u n t i l the time of her death); but she noted that H i l l a. ire

had not to her knowledge used this strategy i n the teaching of

wr i ting p.ec, ae.

Ki n g said that the writing-teaching strategy she wished to

share is one based on the idea of three progressive stages in

] ife and in learning. These stages are:

1. I n d i v i d u a l Identity

2. Group Loyalty

3. Personal Authority

Accordingly, King has her students aim the first p i e c e of

w r i t i n g they do under her instruction at E 1 3 . This first

assignment w i l l often be to do a s i m p l e "reaction paper" — one

which expresses a student's i n d i v i d u a l i d e n t i t y as a

responder/reactor. The p r i n c i p l e here is: "Nobody can say I'm

wrong."

For the second paper, or for a rewrite of the first paper,

the student aims for [23. Example: W i t h a class of re-entry

women, the assigned or suggested topic m i g h t be an issue or
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question having to do with women's history or contemporary

women's issues. (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 basics

of research, King noted.)

For the third paper, the desired third stage of Personal

Authority is achieved through su.fas±aa±,i.a±.i0u, King said. This

paper will not be merely reactive or responsive, and it will not

be merely personal; rather, it will be a 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

1 earn i rig.

For example, she be 1 ieves that the teaching of

narrative can aim toward, and profit from, a solid connection

with LI] 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

exper i ence .

Similarly, King has taught descriptive writing (sensory

description, in particular) through asking students to write

118



about a person, place, or t h i n g from the p o i n t of vie w of someone

from another culture. This assignment teaches important things

about [2] Group Loyalty.

King believes, f i n a l l y , that there is a fine potential

match-up between the teaching of the rhetorical techniques of

argument/ persuasion and the learning stage of C33 Personal

Authority. (This match-up can sometimes be enhanced through

r e q u i r i n g that argument/persuasion conclusions be the results of

research. The reason is that the student w i l l have become an

expert on the topic and w i l l 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, m u 1 t i - c u 1 t u r a l

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 strategy presuppose

that the student does indeed .p.D.ssje.s.s authority — h i s or her

u n i q u e own authority ~ which may, for example, come from his or

her own special cultural backgrounds or traditions. In the case

of [23 Group Loyalty, m u 1 t i - c u 1 t u r a l concerns can be addressed

through the student's i d e n t i f i c a t i o n w i t h — or through h i s or

her g e t t i n g readers to i d e n t i f y or empathize w i t h — the culture

or social group of which the writer is a member (or w i t h 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

this concept to some students; thus, this strategy ". . . felt

like a f1 ash of bri11 i ance wh i ch worked" af ter 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: "I once

saw a marine throw open the door of a bar and shout to the

customers inside, "I've been everywhere, and I've done

everything, and I can whip everybody in the housei* Well, that

statement was the marine's thesis statement, and he had to spend

the rest of the evening defending it.

"And that £JL!££IJ.XI£| is your

Louerne King concluded by noting that she believes deeply in

the effectiveness of rewriting and thinks a student learns more

from doing it than from simply writing new papers over and over.

She counsels that a first draft should probably not be marked on

by the teacher, but should rather be conferred on with the

student. The second draft would be the paper .p-er .s£ and ii»jau.l.d 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 W r i t i n g

Mark Levensky, a member of Evergreen's philosophy faculty

and current convener of the Humanities specialty area, uses a

technique w i t h h i s students which he calls "response w r i t i n g . "

He is the author of the monograph Easp-oase. Uic.iiiug.L Qae. Wax ia

laacfa. yc.iiJ.ag ia itte. Humaaiiias, which was done as part of the

W r i t i n g Across the Liberal Arts Curriculum project under terms of

the grant funded by the NEH and the P a c i f i c Northwest W r i t i n g

Consortium. What follows is a summary of the strategy

presented in that monograph; it should not be used as a

substitute for the monograph i t s e l f , because the monograph gives

many useful explanations for teachers and d e t a i l s for students

which could very w e l l be necessary to the strategy's successful

emp 1 oyrnen t .

Levensky begins by stating that he started teaching w r i t i n g

at Evergreen because (!) the college had an i n s t i t u t i o n - w i d e

commitment to the teaching of w r i t i n g (r̂ i. "Foreword," f i n a l

page) and (2) many of his students here could not w r i t e Standard

Enql ish. He notes that he has now (writing i n 1981) " . . .

taught or encouraged w r i t i n g i n three dozen ways," and he t e l l s

what some of them were. He then writes: "One way that I have

taught w r i t i n g , w h i l e at the same time teaching philosophy and

l i t e r a t u r e , i s by teaching response w r i t i n g . "

At the start of this teaching, he t e l l s his students the

foilow ing C abr i dge d 3:
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1 . Each week I will ask you to wri te a response to the

assigned reading. We will call this writing c.£S.p_QD.s.£ uic J.±iaQ.

2. The purpose of response writing is to help you improve

your abil ity to read, write about, and discuss important and

difficult books and problems.

3. I will assign a topic for some of the response writings.

If I do assign a topic, then write on that topic. If I don't

assign a topic, then assign yourself a topic, write the topic

down, and write on the topic. Resist the temptation [to change

e i ther your top i c or my top i c ] wh i 1 e do i no, your wr i ting.

Instead, learn to write more on a topic than you at first thought

p oss i b1e or de s i r ab1e.

4. Frequently, your response writing will concern a small

portion of the assigned reading — a page, sentence, or phrase.

One good way to begin a response writing is to type out these

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

5. When you have completed your writing on the topic,

carefully reread what you have written. Now add a short

postscript . . . * In this postscript, comment on the qual ity

of the form and content of your writing. Don't comment on what

you wanted to write, tried to write, or now wish that you had

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

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

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

w r i t i n g to the first class meeting of the week. During the first

part of t h i s meeting, some students w i l l d i s t r i b u t e dittoed

copies of t h e i r response w r i t i n g , some students w i l l read parts

of t h e i r response w r i t i n g aloud, and parts of some response

w r i t i n g w i l l be discussed. When you hear and read the response

w r i t i n g of others, pay attention to what is present i n the form

and content of the w r i t i n g . When response w r i t i n g is discussed,

assume that whatever is said about another persorr's response

w r i t i n g is also true of your own. For example, if someone says

that a sentence i n someone else's response w r i t i n g is

unqrammat i cal but meaningless, assume that t h i s also is true of a

sentence i n your response w r i t i n g . Find the place i n your

response w r i t i n g that is, i n effect, under discussion. We w i l l

c a l l t h i s process

8. Following the first class mee t i n g of the week, put one

copy of your response w r i t i n g i n a hard cover binder w h i c h has

your name on i t s spine. We w i l l c a l l t h i s binder your r:.fi.£.p.on:££

hook. . A l l response books w i l l be kept together i n a place to be

assigned. Keep the other copy of your response book w i t h you.

9, Sometime between the first and the last class m e e t i n g of

the week, rewrite a l l or part of your response w r i t i n g for that

week. [Explanation is g i v e n of how to do this.] Put a neat,

clear, proofread copy of your rewritten response w r i t i n g i n your

response book next to it s mate.
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10. [This is a long instruction about reading in the

"1 ibrary of response books" — see #8, above -- and about how to

q i v e response/f eedback/cr i t i c i sm/ed i tor i a 1 help to other-

students'" writing, as well as about how to seek and use such help

onese1i . 3

11, [This is in effect a note to his students about what he

wi]1 and wi11 not read, and about what he will do in response to

what he does read.] "I will read part o-f your response writing

during the term. I will not read your response writing every

week. Occasionally 1 will write brief comments on your response

book. If you 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.]

Fol1owing the above sec t i on of initial instruct!on to hi s

students, Levensky goes on to other matters of importance to

teachers who might become users of his strategy.

The first of these matters is p,uc,pjas£, and Levensky says

that the strategy of response writing has the following purposes:

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

d i ff i cu1t books.

2. ... To encourage people to have their own feel ings,

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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don ft have the Knowledge, s k i l l , or experience to do scholarship

or w r i t e h i g h - l e v e l c r i t i c i s m i n the h u m a n i t i e s , and most of them

newer w i l l . For most of them, i t is even pointless to try to

w r i t e a research paper i n the h u m a n i t i e s . . . . But they can

come to [possess] and express t h e i r own valuable understanding of

these books and problems, whether or not t h e i r understanding is

i n t e 1 1 e c t u a l 1 x sophisticated, academically respectable, or

h i s t o r i c a l l y true. Response w r i t i n g is one wax for them to do

this." On the other hand, there are a few students who are

capable of doing more: "For those few students who can do

scholarship, make c r i t i c a l essays, or w r i t e research papers, or

for those students who want to learn how, response w r i t i n g can

serve as a start. It helps most students guide t h e i r own reading

and prepare for a c t i v e p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n seminars and lectures.

It gives students a good to p i c for informal discussion. I t

bu i 1ds group sp i r i t."

Moreover, Levensky says, response w r i t i n g encourages

students to w r i t e i t two different ways: (1) "It encourages them

to make w r i t i n g by first having a clear thought and then w r i t i n g

i t down"; (2) "It encourages them to make w r i t i n g by first

w r i t i n g without a clear thought and then h a v i n g a clear thought

by w r i t i n g . " He adds: "Both ways work."

Levensky gives precise assignments in w r i t i n g for each

week's response w r i t i n g (they are more precise at the b e g i n n i n g

of the term than at the end. by which p o i n t they have been

dispensed w i t h altogether), and he gives a good sample-

ass i gnmen t i n h i s monograph < p. 14).
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The monograph has an interesting section on how his method

de 3.1 s w i t h the me c h an i c a 1 p r ob 1 ems in his students-' wr i ting. On e

way jt deals with mechanics is via the "postscripts" mentioned

above, as he will suggest that a given student, in one of his or

her postscripts, respond to the mechanics in the essay to which

the postscript is appended. Writing such a postscipt has the

genera] effect of reinforcing the proofreading demand of the

response-writing method (also mentioned above), but it does not

always do so. Levensk'y comments: "The connection between

proofreading, rewriting, and seeing words is obvious. I ask each

student to proofread his writing word for word and to correct any

mistake in grammar, punctuation, spell ing, and usage. Not 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

style. Others think that it is easier for them to express

difficult thought or feeling by writing non-standard English than

by obeying handbook rules. Xh£.£ d&&L± jjjQ.de.r:.s.±,an.d

.Q££ije£;̂LlJ.i'_̂ jt.h.e ni-Qiije J.n.t.n.i.c.a-l.e.,,. Ûjbl_L£̂. ^L>s,±c^L±^. .on

,d£.S.ir:£.d £r!£i±£.n±.f. ±ti£. JC_L£^£:££:^. S,±CnnQ&I^^ &Hd mQ£.£L

-sari£il.on££l ±h£ ujr:J..l_Ln.g £nr.m musi JD£ Eital ics added — ed.3.

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

Like other teachers represented in this monograph (perhaps

most strikingly, Richard Jones), Levesnky strongly believes in

the value of rewriting, and he sees it as a good thing to do with

response-wr i t i ng after it has i tself rece i ved cr i t i cal response
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from other students, from h i m , and/or from i t s own w r i t e r via the

"postcript" d e v i c e . One of rewrit ing's benefits, according to

Ley en sky, is that i t can make a student writer "more accustomed

to s i m p l e w r i t i n g facts," one of w h i c h is that even though "it is

impossible to make w r i t i n g r i g h t the first t i m e , i t is easy to

improve i t the second, [but that i t is] impossible to make i t

perfect."

Levensky gives over a large part of h i s monograph to a

discussion of how the response—writinq meetings themselves are

set up and run. The f o l l o w i n g condensation of that discussion

is, for reasons of space, a radical synopsis. The elements i n

h is structure are these:

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

2. The length of each meeting is "from f i f t e e n minutes to

two hours" (depending on what has to be done and how long i t

happens to get i t done).

3. In preparation for each m e e t i n g , one or more students

d i t t o parts of t h e i r response w r i t i n g for that week. (He p i c k s

those students or asks for volunteers.)

4. As an opening r i t u a l for each m e e t i n g , "there is a

short, informal discussion of w r i t i n g and 1 ife c a l l e d : "'How Hard

Can It Get?' This gives people a chance for- p u b l i c c o m p l a i n t ,

support, and laughter." This part ends when one of the students

" h e s i t a n t l y " begins to d i s t r i b u t e his or her dittoes.
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5. That student reads his or her writing aloud,

6. "We discuss the writing and we discuss it in a particular-

wax : ' Tn i s i s a terrific par t and this is why. Th is is a.

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

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

this is why.''" He adds: "Ue. discuss and aaj.oy. .the. ±e.CLE.l£lc

p.a.c.±s £j.c.s±" [italics added — ed.l.

7. Only a small part of any one piece is discussed. "We

choose something . . . that satisfies all or most of the

f o11ow ing c on d i t ion s: (a) It i s pr e se n t in the wr i t i n g; < b) i t

i s vis i b1e in the wr i t i n g; (c) it can be pointed to in the

wri t i n g; \d) it i s i mp ort an t in the wr i t i n g; < e) it c on c e r n s t h e

-form of the writing; (f) if it is a terrific part, it can be

continued, and if it is a terrible part, it can be fixed; ig') it

is also present, in one way or another, in the response writing

o f o t h e r p e op 1e in the r oom."

8. " We don't d i sc u ss the writer's invisible mo t i v e s."

9. "We don't say, 'I think that. . .' or 'I feel that. .

or •'! 1 iked the part that. . .'or 'As I heard you read, i t

seemed to me that. . .' or 'For me, some of your words didn't

seem right.' Instead, we say 'There is an important misuse of

-S£Ui:_L._t.u.a.l in the fourth sentence of the seventh paragraph."

Part of the lesson here, Levensky says, is: ". . . If a person

wants to help another person improve his writing by talking to

h i rn abou t h i s wr i t i ng, it is best if the first person doesn " t
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make himself the topic of every sentence. It is best i f he makes

the w r i t i n g the t o p i c of every sentence."

10. "We g i v e advice." Levensky e x p l a i n s at l e n g t h that he

onc e d i d not g i v e advice to student s about t h e i r wri t i n q , but

that he now does g i v e i t , because he has learned from e x p e r i e n c e

that "my students are not self-correcting w r i t i n g machines any

more than they are se1f-correcting auto mechanics."

1 1 . One sort of advice is about the basic mechanics of

w r i t i n g , and Levensky notes that he gives i t more at the

b e g i n n i n g of the term than further in, although he notes that "1

sometimes t h i n k I'm teaching t h i r d grade."

12. Sometimes, after w r i t i n g has been read aloud, there

w i l l be no ensuing discussion at a l 1 . There can be many reasons

for there being none, one of w h i c h has been that the students

h av e decided to wr i t e t h e i r i n d i v i d u a l re sp on se s i n s t e ad.

13. Regarding the "transfer" device (mentioned e a r l i e r ) ,

Levensky says the following: "When we do discuss the response

w r i t i n g of one student, I ask the other students to transfer part

of what we say about the response w r i t i n g to t h e i r own response

w r i t i n g . I once said t h i s [following a student's reading]:

Th e first sentence of h i s re sp on se wr i t i n g is, "' Home r ' s

-LJ._L̂ Ld is the best k n ow n w a r s t o r y that ha s e v e r

been written. 1' What does t h i s mean?"

He continued, i n the class, to analyze the sentence i n great

detai 1 , quest i on i ng what i t means, i f anyth i ng, and how i t mi ght

129



mean it. He then said to the students: "We all write [such 3

sentences. They are easx to write, and late at night they seem

perfect. In the mor n i n g they don't. R i gh t now, find a si m i ! ar

sentence in your response writing and write an appropriate note

in the margin next to it." He adds: "Ih-Ls -Laci n£

J..S ±h£ nio:5-t j±iii_Lx:jj-L± raonuenl _Ln ±he. Uj£-L±±n& nie£J:l£iJLu _LJt _L.s

±Cs£ Ul^.ny B±JJ£J£B-ti ±£l JS££ -tJj^L± Uih-̂t J..S _t.CJLl£ £>.£ .SjOmfi.D£l£ £j-JS£-l=-

.c£_s.p£j.Q.s£ uj£:l±_Lny _L.s _̂L=,jD ±£:JU£ £ii ±h£_L£ JDUJB" C i tal ics added —

ed. 3 .

14. "During our d i sc u ss i on of a r e sp on se wr i t i n g, the

writer doesn't talk." (This statement is followed by reasons;

readers are referred to the sections on Richard Jones"' and Leo

Daugh e r t y's strategies, wh i c h a 1 so con ta i n the same i n s i s t e nc e

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 says what he has

learned about his writing and thanks everyone for their effort.

has learned? He does as he pleases."

16. "In addition to discussing and leading discussions of

response wr i t i ng during the wr i t i ng mee tings, I give little talks

about writing . . . which last from one minute to an hour. I

don't prepare them, I let the writing that I hear and see that

day suggest the topic. I make up the form and content of these

t :i 1 k s as I tal k a 1 on g . I t r y i o mak e them r e 1 e y an t , e n c ou r ag ing,

humorous, filled with examples, and true." He gives a three-page
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v e r b a t i m example o-f such a talk.

17. "I [once] thought that I wasn't prepared to offer [such

workshops], and that even if I was, they probably wouldn't be

worth the t i m e that they would take away from regular- program

lectures or book seminars. I "'ye changed my m i n d . I now t h i n k

that any teacher who writes w e l l is prepared to offer them, and

that i f he does, the w r i t i n g of h i s students w i l l improve."

Levensky stresses that one way he encourages students to

make good response w r i t i n g is to use such w r i t i n g i n seminars:

"I use t h e i r good response wri t i n g i n my regular classwork. In

lectures and discussions I refer to a suggestion that someone

made i n a response w r i t i n g , or I read a passage that I have

copied from a response book and then I respond to i t , or I ask

someone to read a p a r t i c u l a r part of his response w r i t i n g aloud

and then I lead a discussion on what the student said. Sometimes

a student offers to read a part of her response w r i t i n g in answer-

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

wr i t i n q I use. In lectures and d i sc u ss i on s, I on 1 y refer io , or

ask for, readings of good w r i t i n g relevant to the t o p i c of the

rnomen t , "

He of f e rs i n d i v i du a 1 conf e r e n c e s abou t re sp on se wr i t i n g .

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

sometimes I ask a student to meet w i t h me. Students also meet

w i t h each other. [These conferences] take place i n classrooms,

hallways, over coffee, and i n my office. They last from one

m i n u t e to an hour." The monograph goes i n t o q u i t e a b i t of
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detail about what might typically happen at such a conference.

Like students (who have, as noted, been encouraged to read

t h e r e s p o n s e - w r i ting o f o t h e r s a n d t o r e s p o n d t o it), L e v e n s k y

reads the response writing. How does he do it, and what does he

do once he has done it? He says: "Once a week I 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. I read

quickly. I dorr't read part of every response book each week. I

write few, if any, comments on the margins or on top of words. 1

sometimes write a short note of congratulations or criticism at

the end. . . . As I read C i 13, I can feel the mood of the

program. I can see what is of interest, who is writing

especially well or badly, what topic needs to be discussed in the

large group meetings, whom 1 should speak with in an individual

conference, what a good idea for a future response writing

assignment might be, and how much of the book is enjoyed,

detested, and understood. I can also find good writing to

r e p r oduc e, distribute, post, read a loud, an d r e sp on d to in a

lecture or discussion." (The monograph here provides a lengthy-

example of a piece of response writing so chosen.)

He adds: "At the end of the program, I read a portion of

e ach s t u de n t's r e sp on se book an d g i y e special a 11 e n t i on t o a

piece of response writing that the student has submitted as his

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

evaluation conference and quote from it in my final evaluation of

t h e s t u de n t's wor k, I emphas i z e the student"s new wr i t i n g skill

and accompl ishment. When writing is the topic, any progress

sh ouId be eele bra te d."
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Mark LeMensky concludes h i s monograph w i t h a discussion of

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

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

add i t i onal h e l p i n wr i t i ng courses, workshops, and c1 i n i cs.

" S om e , " he s a y s , "meet r e q u 1 a r 1 y w i t h acquaintances w h o w r- i t e

w e l l . Some read good w r i t i n g d a i l y and pay a t t e n t i o n to the

w r i t ing as w r i t i n g . Some read books about w r i t i n g , about how to

w r i t e better, or about how to make a p a r t i c u l a r k i n d of w r i t i n g . "

He appends a s e l e c t i v e b i b l iography of books about the art of

wr i t i ng. This bi bl i oqraphy i s broken down i nto the fol1owi ng

c a t e qori e s: (i) han dbook s on gr ammar, me ch an i c s, pu n ct u a t ion ,

usage, and composition; (2) books on d i c t i o n and style; (3)

iol 1ow-the-pat tern w r i t i n g books; (4) books on w r i t i n g and

l o g i c ; (5) self-paced books on w r i t i n g ; (6) books on how to w r i t e

we 1 1 . A f i n a 1 , e x t r erne 1y u a1u ab1e c a t e gor y i s < 6) recent book s

e sp e c i a1 1y c h ose n f or the beginner at teaching wr i t i n g .
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Day i d Marr ' s

An Attempt to Synopsize A Theory of " W r i t i n g i n Social Space"

I: In troduc t i on

1 . Day i d Mar r •" s r e sp on se to the or- i g i n a 1 quest! on n a i r e re gar d i n q

t h i s monograph was: "Feel free to use any part of my booklet

Eiin.aii.axj.arut J.ri±&n&^.-±. " He was referring to his own NEH monograph

i n the present series, w r i t t e n i n 1982. It was my i n t e n t i o n to

i n c l u d e previous monographs w r i t t e n by faculty members who d i d n ' t

y o 1u n t e e r an y t h i n g n ew, but I t h i n k I especially wan ted t o

i n c l u d e Marr's monograph, because I was a b i t worried that some

faculty members had not found i t immediately-accessible enough to

use w i t h ease — and that i t was thus being under-used. For my

own part, I thought i t one of the few g e n u i n e l y profound pieces

on h e l p i n g students learn to w r i t e that I had eyer read. But I

knew, too, that its style and organization would m i l S t a t e against

i t s being used as a " q u i c k f i x " by most w r i t i n g teachers (and

p o t e n t i a l w r i t i n g teachers); Its style is complex (though not by

the standards of contemporary 1 iterary c r i t i c i s m and theory), and

i t s or gan i z a t i on p u t s off " c 1 asr oom-c on t ac t •=• tuff" u n t i l last. I

t h i n k i t is r i g h t on both counts — w i t h " r i g h t " meaning

"appropriate to its purpose" — but I think its rightness is not

ac h i e y e d w i t h ou t n e c e ssar y 1 osse •=•. So I e sp e c i a 1 1 y we 1 c orne

Marr's i n v i t a t i o n to "use" i t here, because i t is my hope,

t h r ou gh using i t , to r e i n t r odu c e the Ey e r gre e n f ac u1 t y an d o t h e r

r e ade r s to i t , w i t h the aim i n m i n d that the y m i gh t be 1 a t e d1y
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take it up and us.e it with their own students, I decided to

synopsize it — not to present a boiled-down substitute -for the

or i q i nal (for none wouId be either possi bl e or des i rable), but

rather to pique people's interest in spending the couple of

hours necessary to read it — which in turn should lead to some

en j oyab1e < an d per h ap s disturbing) hours of reflecting on it.

2. But how do you synopsize Dayid Marr? I wondered about the

prospect, and was daunted by it. But once I concluded (a.) that

the job could not be done we!1, but (b.) that it should be done

an yway ( be c au se of possible resulting p ay of f s in helping s t u de n t •=

1e ar n wr i t i n g and t e ac h e r s e n joy teaching it), I decide d j u s i t o

go ahead anyway. Apologies in advance to all — particularly to

Marr ,

I I : Marr's Idea

3. Marr's basic idea is that what is wrong with the

i nst i tu t i on a. 1 teach ing of wr i t i ng is its di v ore erne n t from the

aims of education — themselves fragmented in a context of

plural i sm. Mar r believes that s t u de n t s need, some h ow, t o ge t a

sense of the geaanal p.u.tp,ase of writing, as opposed to

possessing merely a bunch of fragmented, "atomized" purposes.

He writes: "From the student's point of view, the day to day-

practical activity of writing proceeds from a hodgepodge of

reasons which either singly or together bear 1 ittle resemblance

t o w h at George 0 r w ell or J o s e p h C o n r- a d or a n y other w r i t e r I c a n

think of meant by writing with a purpose. Engl ish theme on "the
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sights and sounds at the street corner." History paper due next

week on the C i v i l War and i n d u s t r i a l i s m . Philosophy exam on

Russell. Psychology q u i z ( f i l l i n the blanks) on Chs. Four

through Six. Term Paper i n Biology on the autopsy performed last

week, i n the pathology lab. I doubt that the p a r t i c u l a r necessity

of the student's having a useful purpose i n each of these p i e c e s

of w r i t i n g can be met, so long as the general purpose of w r i t i n g

i s a t om i z e d . "

4. But what would t h i s £uen££:a-L fam.p.as£ be, or be 1 ike? Marr

explores t h i s question i n great d e t a i l , concluding that i t can

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

Emerson pleaded for i n h i s "American Scholar" address -- a

sc h o 1 ar wh o tries t o " r e ~e n v i s i on the sec i a. 1 wh o 1 e . " " •" You mu s t

take the whole society,'" Emerson advised, w h i c h 1 ies spl intered

i n t o pieces around us and i n us, 'to f i n d the whole man.'''" For

Marr, Emerson's admonition that we "take the whole society" is

the c r u c i a l t h i n g :

This d i r e c t ! v e defines the sc h o1ar' s, i n par t i cu1ar the

writer's, pecul iar mode of being i n the world.

It is a mode of being 1 imned by the scholar's

efforts to trace a 1 ine i n between two alterna-

t i v e s: on the one side, t r an sc e n de n t a 1 r e -c on s t i-

tut ion of the broken whole; on the other, remedial

p o l i t i c a l ac t i on .

This 1 i n e i n between these two a l t e r n a t i v e s is, for Marr, the

"1 i n e of the scholar's true inter-est." So the general purpose
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of the writer — including the student writer --- is to write out

o f this interest.

5. But what _L.s this interest? Marr says that the scholar/writer

is &. person who walks a line, or tightrope, between the positions

of "silent visionary, frozen in transcendental self-attention"

and "man of action, seeking to bend the given social world to hiw

will." He is "Man Thinking," Marr claims, and the 1ine he walks

is the line which is always "between being and doing." That line

Is the interest. And writers will write out of it, he implies,

if they are taught to view such writing — =jj.c.h JLD _L.d£.D.ill.y -- as

the primary thing expected of them. Marr be 1 ieves that teachers

should lay down the primary expectation of their student-writers

that they learn "±Q a.c.1 as. ln.le.ces.ied uicllecxs -— writing out of

the need, suggested by the Latin roots of the word "interest,'' to

be in between, to be different or important."

6. It is such an idea of writing, Marr explains, that the great

nineteenth-century American writers taught and embodied —

Emerson, Henry Thoreau, Twain, Henry James, and the rest — as

well as some of the finest twentieth-century writers, among whom

he names George Orwel 1 , Ralph El 1 ison, and W.H. Auden. (Much of

Marr's monograph is taken up with discussions of the ways in which

these writers make this case.)

7. For Marr, this purpose, th is interest, this i den t i ty, th is

"social role," is a political one. Orwe11, as usual, says it

wel 1 : "'Pol i tical purpose — using the word 'pol i tical ' in the
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widest possible sense — [is3 the desire to push the world i n a

certain d i r e c t i o n , to alter other people's idea of the k i n d of

society that they should strive after. Once again, no book is

g e n u i n e l y free from p o l i t i c a l bias. The o p i n i o n that art should

have nothing to do w i t h p o l i t i c s is itself a p o l i t i c a l

attitude.'" Marr be! ieyes that the novel ist and essayist Ralph

E l l i son speaks in comparable pol i t i c a l terms when he says: "'"It

is through the process of making a r t i s t i c forms — plays, poems,

novels -— out of one's experience that one becomes a writer, and

i t is through t h i s process, this struggle, that the writer helps

g i v e meaning to the experience of the group.'"

8, Such purpose is a prime creator of good w r i t i n g , and the lack

of i t is the root cause of bad wri t i n g , Marr says. 6gaia: The

purpose Marr speaks of is the "EXTRAVAGANT INTEREST," a b i d i n g

over time and space, i n t e l l ing the truth as a writer. (The

obverse is also true, if we accept Orwell's c l a i m that bad

w r i t i n g is basically a l i e — that every instance of bad w r i t i n g

is "'one instance of the general case, which is the betrayal of

my purpose.'" Orwell asks: "'Do you also see how i n betraying

(going against) my intended purposes, I betrayed (revealed)

another purpose? If you see that, then you must understand that

by purpose i n w r i t i n g I mean something e t h i c a l and not something

t e c h n i c a l , and that lapses i n t e c h n i q u e cannot be prevented by

te c h n i c a l means alone but only be regaining control over- one's

purpose.'"
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Ill: What Might Be Taught

9. Marr has hopes for a kind of teaching which might serve as a

correc t i ve to the state of affairs he be! i eyes to exist regarding

the lacks 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 exempl ified in the work of

the masters," he says. One strategy for accompl ishing this

learning (among, possibly, others) is "for them to write from

st an dp oints i n soc i a1 sp ace."

10. What is Uc,i±in.Q £cam Siaadp.QiQ.is in Social Sp.ace? Marr

says: "By this I mean that they should regard the act of writing

as one in which they are -±mic£ jc.aijjgj3.i : simultaneously snared by

the disci pi ine of the craft and entangled with others. To

exploit this fortunate predicament, i sugaesi ihai ih.e.x. iakla up.

Lac. aacGQaiz.a ib.ai.ci aciual p-osiiioas, in. SQCJ.a.1 ap.aca aaoV uiiia

sp.eci£ic p.h.iiQSQp.h.icai an, liie.c:ac,x ide.as as itteit auideŝ. uiciia

essaxs oa uittaiauan. seams. iaiacasiiaQ ±o ±b.am" [italics mine —

L. D. 3 .

11. How do the students JLLQ.d their positions in social space?

Marr suggests several ways and alludes to others, but I would

1 ike to pick out three from his monograph.

The first way is to learn from something the novel ist Henry

James once said, as told by the 1 iterary critic R.P. Blackmur:

, . , the only child of a neighbor died of a sudden illness;

and al though James had quarrel led wi th the neighbor,
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and they had not been on speaking terms he announced

to his host that he would attend the funeral of the

l i t t l e boy. His host argued that, i n the small

church in the small v i l l a g e , i t would be conspicuously

unseemly for h i m to go — the bereaved parents could

only take i t as an affront; but James was obstinate.

When he returned, his host asked h i m how on earth

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

as- he had, on the pew dir e c t l y behind the mourners.

James brushed a l l argument asdie, and, w i t h that

i n t e n s i t y in his eyes which made his face seem naked,

stated firmly: '"Where emotion is, there am I i •'

The first way to h e l p students find t h e i r places i n social space,

therefore, is to help them commit themselves to the Jamesian

purpose — which in Marr's good words is "an absorbing interest

i n presenting h i s t o r i c a l , or social tension as p r i v a t e emotion."

To go to the funeral violated bourgeois decorum, most c e r t a i n l y ,

but the writer's place was most assuredly there. Marr says, "It

is precisely in the smallest details of social 1 ife that James

could imagine what he took to be the t o t a l i t y of social

relations." And one of James"' own characters sums i t up: "'Live

a l l you can; it's a mistake not to," Real l i v i n g , for the

writer, is being where social emotion exists and w r i t i n g i n

response to i t : ""'Where emotion is, there am I!"

Second, Marr encourages student writers (sometimes but not

always through p a r t i c u l a r , d e t a i l e d assignments) to respond to

texts or other things i n the world by looking at them i n terms of
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the Natural/'Ar t i f i c i al dichotomy. He says quite a bit about

this d i c h o t omy, as we 11 as the on e i mme d i a t e1y be 1ow, in his

monograph. I shall not attempt to synopsize these passages,

but shall instead rely upon the -first example in Part III to shed

enough 1 ight for now on what he means by them. It only needs

adding that he be 1 ieves the two terms in this dichotomy —

"Natural" and "Artificial" — "block rather than aid

understanding." He provides several examples of how and why this

i s 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*, (Another

dichotomy.) Marr discusses the two as follows:

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 agr-eed-

upon criteria. Normal Discourse both contri-

*These two dichotomous terms, plus the lines quoted by Marr in

this passage, are from Richard Rorty, £h_LJ_.o.s.ap..ti.x .ari-d ±h&

a£ Na±uc.e. (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1979).
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butes to and reverses the image of the given

world . . , . Its k'nowl edge-c 1 a i ms generate

modern m e d i c i n e as well as modern diseases,

industrial c i t i e s as well as prisons in which

some of the casualties of industrial l i f e are

housed, constantly watched, and schooled.

Abnormal Discourse, though indifferent

to the r a t i o n a l i t y infusing the g i v e n world,

seeks a modus v i v e n d i w i t h Enlightenment and

is committed to a d i s t i n c t i v e l y p o l i t i c a l world

un i t e d under the v i r t u e of c i v i l i t y .

Normal Discourse loves to make pictures of the

worId, i n wh i ch may be seen pictures of 1 i beral

man. Abnormal Discourse look's at these pictures

and says: What fiJ.£.±U£.&£,! Ands U.h.a-1

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

D i scourse.

Marr affirms that the work of trying to see one's purpose as a

writer i n the way that James saw his, plus trying to look at the

world through the special lenses provided by these two powerful

dichotomies, w i l l h e l p students learn to write from a found

pos i t i on i n soci al space.
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IV: Two Customs and Eleven Exercises in Social Space

Marr used this system in the Coordinated Studies

Program titled lIoniAs.k-i..D.Q ±h& ££>£l.al Jilorljj (1982-83). This was a

three-quarter program at the advanced level , and it was full-

time. In that program, Marr gave detailed directions and

instructions -for writing to his students, all o-f which are

included in the final section of his monograph. <Marr stresses

that other teachers should feel free to "fill out 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 meiab.e.c.s .of .&

uitiiiucj c.0airaun..L±x by being in the program (a community in which

the professors also wrote), certain community responsibilities

were also stressed. The first was the matter of deadl ines, and

the second was the matter of the -format of essays, Regarding

deadl ines, Marr told the students:

. . . You will not be shot if you miss a deadl in e.

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

. . . ; 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 w i t h how to w r i t e a paragraph, how to use

the semicolon, or how to reason w e l l . The fir s t lesson

i s . . . : tdaal ih.a Qaadliaa.

Regarding the format of essays, Marr follows the p r i n c i p l e of

"making the audience usaiuJ. to our would-be writers," and he

accompl ishes t h i s aim through r e q u i r i n g that one copy of a l l

essays be kept in a three-ring notebook by the students, w h i l e a

second copy is g i v e n to t h e i r respective program faculty members

"Students and teachers read these papers and comment i n w r i t i n g

on them," Marr says, "Students revise each of t h e i r papers at

least once, and some of these revisions are the results of

collaboration by two, three, or four students working on

p a r t i c u l a r problems i n composition. At regular i n t e r v a l s ,

students and faculty read a large number of the papers i n the

program notebook and write a paper on whatever comes to m i n d . "

Exaccisas . Mar r provides eleven s p e c i f i c w r i t i n g e x e r c i se s ,

starting on page 48 of his monograph. I g i v e the first one of

the eleven here, just i n order to provide a sample; you have been

m i n i m a l l y prepared for i t by the foregoing synopsis of Marr's

ideas, and i t is representative of the others (although, as he

says, i t is meant to be the first of eleven, upon w h i c h , i n a

way, the ensuing ten are b u i l t ) .

.£or iti£ .S-Lu.de.D-t : Read the story told by R.P

Black'mur of Henry James'' v i g i l 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 storx 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) p,laxio.Qj and observe them as

unobtrusively as possible, Pay special attention to the

stated or impl ied z:ul.££ of the play in which they are

engaged and to their fidelity to and departure(s) from

these rules. 'Where emotion Is . . .': 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 s±Qtx of the children's game or

play — na± 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 Ex±£..AU.ZQa,ri±-J.n±&£.£i£,±' 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 social situations required

or recommended by the assignment. For Exercise One, some

students may well find themselves writing letters, making phone

calls, and talking with parents or pre-school teachers, as part

of what they consider appropriate preparation.
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"I want to say two things about the practical problems that

are posed by these exercises in w r i t i n g -from standpoints o-f

social space. First, given the already well developed network of

'Town-Gown' social relationships i n i t i a t e d by the contemporary

academy, such problems are not nearly as d i f f i c u l t as they may

first appear. Second, whatever d i f f i c u l t y these problems present

has to be juxtaposed against the often unprofitable ease involved

in more conventional approaches to the teaching of w r i t i n g . The

Emersonian point of view i m p l i c i t in these exercises situates the

would-be writer in the everyday world, which is 'pearls and

rubies to h i s discourse.'"
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Rudy Mar tin: Ulr i t i ng As A D i sc i p 1 i ne

Rudy Martin began by stating that he views, and teaches,

writing as a discipline. Specifically, he tries to get his

students to vi ew wri t i ng as:

1. a way of finding out what they think;

2. a way of organizing what they think;

3. a way of trying to frame questions or issues.

When students can be brought to see writing in such a way,

Martin says, "It becomes a tool."

In promoting this way of 1ooking at wr i ting. Mar t i n says

he doe s several specific things:

1. "I teach .P.CJE.CJ..S writing regularly," he says, noting

that he especially teaches it in Core programs (but

does not always do so, as other priorities may pre-

vail). With groups of advanced students, he does a

one-shot workshop on p.c.e.c.Ls 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" -- 1̂£. , essays

which start with a thesis statement and then attempt

to support or defend it.
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He emphas i z es the i mpor tance of rev i si on at a l l times.

To the end o-f d r i v i n g 'home t h i s teaching, he w i l l take

h i s students through a ĵjj.rl£jj revision. Two ways

in w h i c h he teaches such revision are:

A. to walk a student through his or her own essay-

draft, word by word and 1 ine by 1 i n e , i n an i n d i -

v i d u a l tutorial session;

B. to do the same k i n d of walk-through i n a small

group w i t h a portion of one student's essay-draft.

In the se se ss i ons, wh ether i n d i v i d u a l or grou p, Mar t i n

says that he stresses: p.c.e.c.isiQD., clanilx?

and acc.un.acx. (He notes that by the word accu=

c.acx he means the r i g h t word, or the r i g h t verbal

strategy, for the purpose attempted.) "I make lots

of mark's on student papers," he says. He does so

for the purpose of c a l l ing a ttention to student

writers"' problems; so his method, i n service to his

purpose, is to make marks which are not corrections

pe.c. se. but, instead, questions about student

writers-' intents. He sees such marking p r a c t i c e as

e n t e r i n g i n t o a dialogu e w i t h a g i v e n student wr i t e r,

he says, He also observes that, when i t comes to

actual sessions w i t h his students, "I can teach more

to a person in twenty minutes in a one-on-one situa-

t i o n , focusing on his or- her paper, than I can i n a
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much, much longer time in a group."

Regarding his actual techniques for- teaching .pr:.e.c.i.s writing,

Martin shares the -following strategy*:

First, he uses model pr̂rJ.̂ with his students — good

4H;.e.c-Lj=., bad .p.c£.cJ. =., whatever. The students read them and think

about them.

Second, he has the students write very br i e-f .p.c.e.cJ..s of their

own — only two or three sentences long sometimes •— in which

they try to say what they have ££ad, (Sometimes, when first

introducing his students to .p.c£i:.ijs work, he will simply read

something aloud to his students from a common text as they read

along with him silently. Then he will have them write p.t£cis of

that brief reading, aad h.a naLLL usn.j_±â, a± ih.£ same ijjn&̂, h,is ama

p,c.aci.s o£ i±̂ ±QQ. After everyone is finished with this writing,

he will show his pr:£rJ.:s 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 into his own words.)

Mar tin points out to his students that little fics.c.± .s 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 p.c.e.cJ_s as "a concise summary of

a book, article, or documents an abstract." It has been a

traditional pedagogical tool with rhetoric teachers." — L.D.
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M a r t i n , who is himself a short-story w r i t e r , also teaches

the w r i t i n g of - f i c t i o n at Evergreen. In t h i s teaching, he says

he makes h i s own w r i t i n g the hub of the students"' reading

matter. He sometimes does t h i s by reading aloud from his own

work; at other times he xeroxes h i s w r i t i n g and distributes i t to

the students. But he prefaces the sharing of h i s w r i t i n g w i t h

the se 11 i ng of a probl em ( or probl ems) i n f i c t i on wr i t i n g , go i ng

on to show the students how he be! ieves his own work to address

that problem (or problems).

For example, Martin noted that on the day before our

i n t e r v i e w session he had shared w i t h his students a recent

example of h i s character-development work. He had read them a

story-section i n wh i ch a character "flounced" in t o a chair. Th is

descri p t i on of "f1ouncing" is bu t one examp 1e of what Mar t i n

c a l l s "signature actions." He b e l i e v e s that i t is important to

teach this particular technique to students, and he b e l i e v e s that one

e x c e l l e n t place for them to see i t employed — as w e l l as other

of the techniques which i n large part make up the art of

character development <and, subsuming i t , of f i c t i o n itself) —

i s i n h i s own stor i es.

A s p e c i f i c strategy for teaching t h i s technique <and, when

m o d i f i e d , other techniques as w e l l ) is as follows:

1. Students are asked to d i v i d e the upper two-thirds of a

page in t o two v e r t i c a l halves, arid they are then asked

to separate that two-thirds from the bottom t h i r d by

a hori zon tal l i n e .
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2. On the left side, the students make a 1 1st of physical

features.

3. On the right side, they make a 1 ist of personal ity

t r a i t s.

4. On the bottom section, they make a 1 ist of actions which

define, or which might define, characters. (These

actions are what Martin terms "signature actions"; for

example, one of his characters "sort of squats when

he talks;; 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 aisa acd.es iaai iae iiaia siudeais make

ac.e dciaujn. £aom ac.eijjniaac.x dc.a£is Q£ ia£,in. QUID, ainaies.̂,

c-Daiaiaiag iaeia QUID. caaaacien.a — and iaua iaai iais ±.each.i_AQ

siaaiegx is. aeailx a aewaiiiag siaaiegx-?- as ike IsiQaaiutie.

aciioaâ. gaaetaied hx iae ain.aiegx uiiil he used hx ih.e siadeais

ia au.bseq.ueai Laad aeaaaas £iaail dc.a£ia Q£ iheit siociea.

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 (containing 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 his way to the creation

of signature actions which satisfied him. Then, there follows a

period of discussion.
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" Wh a. t s t u de n i* learn, " Mar t i n says , " i •=. h ow d i f f e r e n t

i m a g i n a t i o n is -from being sure that certain kinds of words get on

pages — words w h i c h say what the character conception was."

Do i n g t h is "s i qn a t u r e-ac t i on" work su c c e ssf u1 1y make s i t

p oss i b 1 e to go ah e ad w i t h more c omp1 i c a t e d c har ac ter de ye1opme n t ,

as w e l l as to the other challenges of effective narrative —

i n c l u d i n g d i a l o g u e , p l o t , and setting.
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Charles J. Me Can n: Little Things and Big Th i n gs

Charles Me Can n made the -following statement about how he

deals with basic problems of sentence-level iconvent ion viol at ions

and with the larger problem of creating order:

re: inaccurate sentences, comma splices, punctuation

rules, e±c. : 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 90%.

re: the much more difficult problem of order: I've

had most success with Barbara Minto's method in

her Ih£_Exna.aiid_.Ec.iac.ipLl£-s LoQicL_ia_Ihlali.laQ

aad

*The Minto text is also used by, and praised by, L.R. "Pete1

Sinclair in his section of this monograph.
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Day i d W. Pau1 sen: Cr i t i cal Reason i ng and Good Wr i t i ng

Dauid W. Paul sen is Member of the Faculty i n Philosophy at

Evergreen. His teach i ng-of-wr i t i ng strategy begins i n Monday's

Faculty Seminar. (External readers need to know that a l l faculty

members at Evergreen are members of ongoing Faculty Seminars.

Most of these are regular parts of Coordinated Studies Programs,

as is the one Paul sen refers to here.) Part of t h i s p a r t i c u l a r -

Faculty Seminar's work is to come up w i t h three o r i g i n a l

questions about the program's texts or topics of the week. After-

d e c i d i n g on the questions, they p i c k two which w i l l serve as

student seminar foci on the following day, and they p i c k nn&

w h i c h w i l l serve as a focus for student w r i t i n g . ''.Later i n the

academic year, the students w i l l be put i n charge of d e v e l o p i n g

t h i s set of questions.)

Example: The lnir£uiu.cJLLQn _Lo £iLa±iJ£:.a-L 2s^±£.ns^s.s, Coordinated

Studies Program (staffed by Betty Estes, Linda Kahan, K.U. Ladd ,

and Paul sen) — an offering aimed m a i n l y at second-year students

— used as one of i t s texts Mary Shelley's novel £r:̂ riK££is±£-L£i .

In the Faculty Seminar on t h i s novel, the teaching team m i g h t

w e l l have produced the following three hypothetical questions:

(i.) What is the author's a t t i t u d e toward science, as shown i n

her creation and development of the character Ui c tor-

Frankenstein?; (2.) W i t h respect to some of Rousseau's ideas

(previously covered in a program lecture on Hume, Rousseau, and

Kant), comment on the imp] i c i t theories of education i n the m i d d l e

chapters of the novel; (3.) Comment on the r e l a t i o n s h i p between
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'

the novel's main story-line and the story-within-the-storx (the

latter consists of Victor Frankenstein's recounting his

experiences to the novel's narrator). As noted, two of these

would be selected for seminar discussion, and one would be

selected for student writing. As a ru1e-of-thumb, the question

which seems closest to the program theme should be the one chosen

for writing, (Again, external readers will need to know that

Coordinated Studies Programs at Evergreen normally have

integrative themes which tie all their varied endeavors

together and provide students with necessary feel ings of unity,

coherence, and orderliness.)

On the next day -- Tuesday -— the student seminars discuss

the questions in a pre1 imi nary way. (The three questions 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, enough time is provided

in them for good discussions to be at least launched. 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-sem i nars.

On the following Friday, the student seminars hold their

second regular meeting of the week. At the very beginning of the

period, each student is asked to write down his or her thoughts

on the questions discussed the previous Tuesday. (The writing is

meant to be done quickly; about fifteen minutes is allotted for

its completion.) After the writing-period, a general discussion

is held on the three questions, with the uic_L.i_L.D.g question
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preferably getting dealt w i t h last.

The students then disperse for the weekend. Their

assignment is to w r i t e an essay i n response to the question

chosen for w r i t i n g . (At the beg in n ing of programs, almost a l l

student essays w i l l thus be roughly on the same t o p i c ; toward the

end of programs, more l a t i t u d e is provided.) These essays w i l l

be due on the following Tuesday at book-seminar.

The general requirements for these student essays are

m i n i m a l and simple:

1. They should be at least two pages long, shooting for

abou t four;

2. They should be typed (but the rule is not strict!y

enforced, i n that untyped ones can be accepted i n

some cI re urns t an c e s);

3. Each paper should present a clear statement of i t s

thesis and good arguments to support it;

4. It is required that some papers be revised.

Of these four points, the t h i r d is of course the important one,

and readers u n f a m i l i a r w i t h Paul sen's work should r e a l i z e that he

attaches rather rigorous and sp e c i f i c meanings to the words

"thesis" and "argument" — as opposed to the looser and more

general meanings sometimes employed by composition teachers.

Paul sen's ideas about these terms (as well as on many others i n

logic and rhetoric) — and about how the p r i n c i p l e s they name can

be used in the teaching of w r i t i n g — may be consulted i n the
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college text Ln±±j.£.^i Ji£.as.an_Ln.Q_i JJn.de.n.s.±.a£i.dJ..OQ, and_ £c.LiJ..cJ.2.iB£)

£c.guiD.e.Q.l:s .and Ztue.ac.Le.s (Belmont, California: Wadsworth, 1982),

which is co-authored by Paul sen and Jerry Cederblom.

On the following Tuesday, at the first book-seminar of the

week, the students bring in the essays they have written, Two of

the students will have been chosen <self-selected, preferably) at

the end of the previous Friday's session to bring xeroxes of

their essays to today's meeting. This is a two-hour seminar,

and its first half is given over to the discussion of a new

text which the students have been reading over the weekend in

addition to working on their essays. The second half, however,

is devoted to discussing the xeroxed essays of the two students

— essays based, of course, on the program"'s fin£mj.£ju^ text.

The second half of the Tuesday seminar is organized in a

manner derived from Leo Daugher ty''s method, described in

detail elsewhere in this monograph. (In an earl ier program,

Paulsen and his then-teammate Barbara Cooley learned its details

and rationale from a conference with Daugherty.) The seminar-

group sp1 its into two sub-groups, each containing eight or nine

students. The paper is read aloud, and the students follow the

reading on the xeroxed page. Afterward, the writer must remain

silent as his or her paper is discussed in detail, because the

words on the page must alone provide the thesis and the reasoned

support for it. The process followed is that of asking the

su c c e ss i v e q u e s t i on s " Wh at?," " So Uh at?," an d " Now Ulh a t ?" of the

essay's thesis, its supporting arguments, and its rhetorical

strategies for presenting both the thesis and the support.
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D u r i n g t h i s process, when working w i t h second-year or up per-

d I y i s i on s t u de n t s , Day i d Pau 1 se n de p e n ds a 1 rnos t t o t a 1 1 y u p on pee r

•feedback. He serves as a resource person who only g i v e s a d v i c e

on demand. But he notes that these students unl ike the Core

Program students he had taught e a r l i e r , d i d not need a l l that

much instruction i n the basic mechanics of w r i t i n g . He bel ieves

that he would have to be much more d i r e c t i v e w i t h Core Program

students. Even w i t h students beyond Core-level, however, he

plans to use t h i s strategy i n the future along w i t h a syllabus

c o n t a i n i n g Hodges and W h i t ten's Hanhc.ac.e College.

HaQ.db.aak. (9th E d i t i o n ) , along w i t h Sheridan Baker's Ihe. Etacilcal

Sixlls.1.

This teaching strategy — used i n conjunction w i t h a

sy1 1abu s c on t a i n i n g bas i c wr i t i n g man u a1s — is c u r r e n 11y (1983-

84) bei n g used i n the Core Program J3.oc.i.e±x and ±he r.rinipuijsr:, i n

c on j u n c t i on w i t h instruction i n wor d-p r oc e ss ing. Pau1 sen says

that t h i s wor k constitute s "the maj or p e dagog i c a 1 e xp e r i men t i n

that program." (The teaching team is made up of Beryl Crowe, Al

Le i senr i ng C Coord i nator] , York Wong, and Pau1 sen,) In t h i s

p r ogr am, the f ac u 1 t y h av e n a t u r a l l y mov e d t owar d p 1 ac i n g more

emph as i s on the r e v i s i on of e ssays, even extending to t h i r d an d

f our t h re v i s i on s, focusing particular!y on larger organization a 1

problems. Because i t is a Core Program, formal parts of its

wee k1y i n s t r u c t i o n t i me ar e q i v e n ov e r to the mechanics of

wr i t i n g .

159



The theories behind David Paul sen's strategy for the teaching

of writing are, he hopes, imp] icit in his text Dz±±±£.3J. Rj£.a_s.o.n-La.y.

Paul sen's theory of writing is essentially a theory of

editing. "First you get it on paper; then you structure it," he

says. He believes that critical reasoning and good rewriting

go hand in hand — as long as the writing is argumentative (as

almost all of his own reading and writing assignments are).

His related pedagogical theory is one which says: "Seeing

the structure of what other people write helps you edit your own

writing for structure." He believes, for example, that it is

probably a mistake to spend a lot of time with beginning students

on ou 11 i n i ng before ac tual 1y wr i ting.

At bottom, he is an adherent of "fits and starts and

r e v i s i on s" as a way of doing ma t h ema tics, c ompu t e r progr amm ing,

and writing al ike. This idea derives from Seymour Papert,

i±L£u±s±.o.nm.s.j. £.h.i_Ld£:je..n_* .Cotup.ui.e.n.s-,,. .and £riui£r:±jjl JL-d.e.̂5 (New York :

Basic Book's, 1980), and is developed by Paulsen in a recent paper

rwrit ten for a conference at Sonoma State University*. For some

students, Paulsen argues,

. . . it is especially important to emphasize the

possibility, even the desirability, of getting a '"first

draft"' out and then seriously editing what has been pro-

duced. Such a tactic can often 1 imit 'writer's block."'

*David Paul sen's paper written for presentation at the Sonoma
State Conference had not progressed beyond the first-draft stage
when this monograph was written; thus, it was not yet titled.
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Paulsen continues:

Seymour Papert (a mathematician turned c o g n i t i v e

scientist) makes a s i m i l a r p o i n t i n . . . t±Lnds±Qcms.

He argues there that many people have been frightened

away -from mathematics and mathematical arguments because

they see only the f i n i s h e d products and not the incremental,

error-making5 and detecting process that went i n t o

creating them, Papert holds that early and sustained

exposure to a 'user-friendly' computer language l i k e

LOGO (which Papert helped develop) can make mathematics

more palatable. Important i n t h i s process, for Papert,

is -'debugging' — i^a, e d i t i n g or correcting a com-

puter program. According to Papert, exposure to such

•'debugging goes some way toward preventing the develop-

ment of math phobias.

S i m i l a r l y , we have found that emphasizing the e d i t i n g

or "'debugging'' of first-draft arguments helps treat

"' Logophob i a . '

Paulsen adds that Seymour Papert worked w i t h Jean Piaget and that

his theories of learning derive i n part from Piaget's own.
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Hazel Jo Reed: The Role of Brain-Hemisphere Theory

in Learning How You Think and What Kind of Writer You Are

I. fi.p.p-LJ..c.a-lljO.n.s . Hazel Jo Reed-'s shared teach i ng-of-wr i t i ng

strategy has at least the following two appl icat ions, in her

view: first, it will put the student more in touch with how he

or she thinks as an individual — including personal images,

i deas, and ways of assoc i at i ng them — by prov i d i rig spec i f i c

tools useful for achieving that self-knowledge goal; second,

because of having achieved the goal, the individual student will

know a lot more, in terms of actual writing, about what he or she

can actually do (and, conversely, about what he or she might not

really be able to do), in keeping with his or her own individual

nature. Thus, it can be said that the first application is about

the generation of writing, whereas the second is primarily about

the c r i t i c ism of wr i ting.

One way Reed be 1 ieves she can help students real ize these

aims is by going about her actual teaching only after having

administered diagnostic tests to her students which attempt (1)

to determine their left- or right-bra in dominance, and/or (2) to

spot hemispheric-dominance conflicts in their own sample texts.

She cites as an example of the latter a student whose poetry was

confl icted because it was characterized by abrupt and

discontinuous rhythms alongside flowing and coherent and highly

tactile images. It was particularly troublesome for the student

and the writing that the tactil ity was in confl ict with the

abrupt and discontinuous rhythms, and it turned out to be
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espec i a l 1 y he 1 p-f u 1 for her to see t h i s par t i cu 1 ar conf 1 i c t

i n her work — and i n hersel-f — and to be able to work on that

confl i c t i n a focused way. One of Reed's methods was simply to

ask the student w h i c h of the two effects she wanted i n her work

— after p o i n t i n g out, first, that the two were i n confl i c t , and,

second, how they conflicted.

Reed b e l i e v e s that such text-based diagnostic work is aided

by adequate diagnostic examinations. Optimally, a l l students

attempting to realize t h i s strategy's goals would be pre-tested.

Reed has developed testing instruments for the determination of

hemispheric dominance as part of the over-al1 development of her

strategy (and she notes that she is w i l l ing to share these w i t h

any colleages interested i n trying the strategy).

Reed be 1 ieves that a teacher using her methods can often

h e l p some students to see that speech — i n c l u d i n g 1 anguage-

related a c t i v i t i e s of many sorts — is really not t h e i r strong

s u i t , whereas visual work or musical work or mathematical work

m i g h t be. "Some students are f i g h t i n g against t h e i r own natures

— t h e i r own dominances," she has come to be! ieve. But she says

that sometimes, if a given student la c k i n g an i n d i v i d u a l l y

strong-suited language nature, is s t i l l "hell-bent on being a

poet," then the issue m i g h t be, "What sort of poetry m i g h t he or

she be mor.e successful at producing?" T h i n k i n g about the

s p e c i f i c student whose coherent, flowing, t a c t i l e images were in

confl ict w i t h her abrupt and discontinuous rhythms, Reed

t e n t a t i v e l y answer-si "Japanese h£J.k.u , maybe." She stresses that

" h e l l - b e n t student writers are not to be .cLL.s.c.o.ij.Darifi.d; rather,

they are to be helped to see what sorts of things ( w i t h i n , say, a
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particular genre) they might be able ±D da wall in a reasonably

natural way.

II. Zti£.ac:.y. Hazel Jo Reed's tentative theory is that students

can be helped to write by the teacher's careful observation of

their apparent characteristics of individual personality,

including their perceptions. It appears at present that a good

bi t of what most people regard as the personal ity can be

explained in terms of an individual's hemispheric dominance, she

be 1 ieves, although it is also apparent that the presence or

absence of some characteristics or habits will likely fall

outside anything that can be explained by that particular

binarism. The teacher helps by aiding the student in the work

of coming to understand what is dominant in the student, so that

the student might then be able to choose either to (1) inl-Loui his

or her dominance, or <2> cope with challenging "unfavorable"

dom i nance.

Reed says that four observations led her to this particular

t h e o r y :

1. As a mathematics student and professor, she observed

over the years that people routinely fall into one of the two

categories of <1) being able to do algebra or (2) being able to

do geometry better — and that seldom is a person "equal" in this

matter. She was greatly puzzled by this observation for a very

long time. She now be 1 ieves that left- and right-brained

dominance offers an explanation.
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2. She observed that some mathematical concepts are s i m p l y

expressed better in one language than in another. For example,

some ideas i n geometry are more naturally suited to Spanish than

to English. S p e c i f i c a l l y , she b e l i e v e s that her s i g n i f i c a n t

observation is that a right-bra in geometrical idea, when

processed by left-bra in speech competence, can be expressed

better i n performance by some languages than by others.*

3. She discovered, w h i l e working w i t h a colleague i n

anthropology at the U n i v e r s i t y of Cal i f o r n i a at I r v i n e , that the

language i n w h i c h people encode a mathematical problem l i t e r a l l y

determines how they p e r c e i v e i t and deal w i t h i t . She learned of

t h i s through an experiment. The experiment was done w i t h

Li be Man tailors"' apprentices, who must learn to do many

a r i t h m e t i c a l operations for t h e i r jobs — buying cloth and making

change, for example. Some of the apprentices d i d the a r i t h m e t i c

i n t h e i r n a t i v e language, and some d i d i t i n E n g l i s h . The

f i n d i n g was that s p e c i f i c a r i t h m e t i c a l mistakes tended to follow

the language chosen, and that they differed enough that the

experimenters came to be able to t e l l easily which language the

apprentices had processed a p i e c e of a r i t h m e t i c through w i t h o u t

being told — j_—e.., w i t h o u t "really knowing" — to an extremely

h i g h degree of accuracy.**

*The terms comp.a±aaca and p.ac£aoman.c,£, although they are
common, everyday words, have special meanings i n modern
1 i n g u i s t i c theory, and Reed is employing those special me.an i rigs
here. In a very general way, one could say that comp.aian.ca means
the cap.aci.±x for t a l k i n g , whereas p.ac.£acmaaca means actual
t a l k i n g .

**Reed relates her points 82 and #3 to the [Edward] Sapir-
[ Ben jam in Lee] Ulhorf Hypothesis [continued, bottom of next page]
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4. She feels that she learned a great deal through finally

coming across the emerging field of brain-hemisphere research,

particularly hemispheric dominance research, as found in studies

by Rudolph Arnheim, Edward De Bono, and Julian Jaynes, as well as

in the recent texts DjcakJ-Ln.Q .on ±h& El.Q.tiJ: -S-L.de nf ±k&. Br̂J-n and

iilclllrîi JJB -th£ Ei.ghl £ld£ nf _th£ En.aJ.xi. Most recently, she feels

that significant learning on this front came from taking a

workshop from Jean Mandeberg (Member of the Faculty at Evergreen

in Visual Arts), who employs hemispheric theory in her studio

teaching and who uses the text Qcamlao an. ±ha Sigh± Side Q£ ±ha

Btaln..

Hazel Jo Reed is enthusiastic about her teaching-of-writing

strategy and equally enthusiastic about discussing it with her

colleagues: "It works!" She stresses that her verbal

formulations of it are still necessarily tentative, but that she

in linguistics. This h yp o t hes is (again, v e ry general 1y, holds
that the perceptions of persons, and indeed of entire cultures,
are significantly determined by the specific languages they
have — particularly if they are isolated and mono! ingual.
Hence, world-view to a marked extent follows native tongue.
Linguistic beginners should note that this hypothesis, now over-
fifty years old, is both highly respectable and highly
controversial. Reed is convinced that people do in fact possess
individual and cultural perceptions of the world and that their
subsequent abilities to express those perceptions are 'greatly
colored"' in many instances by the language they speak. She does
not, however, bel ieve that the Sapir-Wharf Hypothesis is al1-
encompassing. For example, she bel ieves that while it is
'terribly important in the naming of things, as well as in
n om i n a 1 i sm itself,'" still it r ema ins true that ' n om i n a 1 i sm i s by
no means the whole thing.'' She stresses that "'many perceptions
are apparently unmediated by languages -- £-.jg, those which have
connection to nomenclature."
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is "hoping to be able to enunciate them i n a complete and ordered

way, even t u a l l y . " (It was partly to t h i s end that she came to

study these matters on prof ess i onal leave during W i n t e r and

Spring Terms, 1984.) It was her worry at the i n t e r v i e w -for t h i s

monograph that, because the presentation of her teachinq-of-

w r i t i n g strategy as found here would i n e v i t a b l y be not only

somewhat speculative, but e l l i p t i c a l as w e l l , i t would l i k e l y not

be usable or "exportable" simply as found here. She would thus

welcome interested colleagues"' t e l e p h o n i n g or w r i t i n g her to

arrange conferences or other sorts of discussions — p a r t i c u l a r l y

as she w i l l be i n possession of the added knowledge made

possible by her research leave by the t i m e the monograph is

publ i shed.
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Sandra Simon: On What Writing Is, on Energy Points and Padding,

an d on Ep i s t omo logical an d Linguistic Wor 1 ds

Sandra Simon is a Member of" the Faculty in Literature at

E1,.' e r gr e e n , Sh e first be gan inventing and de v e 1 op i n g strategic s

for the teaching of writing as a graduate student at UCLA. Since

that time, she has worked on them incessantly in her teaching,

strengthening them and refining t h em w i t h the p ass i n g ye ar s .

She began her interview for this monograph by simply stating:

"There are three things I do," And those three things were

as foil ows .

First, " S t u de n t s h av e to be £,$.n&£.ii ±o about their wr i t i n g , "

Simon stresses, "It used to be that we .c.aci;£.c.t£.d ±h&J-£ .pâ-C-s ;

n o w s. d a y s , w e ha v e to do a lot m o r e : we have to start f r om

scratch, because either they haven "'t had anything or what they've

had is incorrect. So I start by telling them a lot about writing

in general , and they 1 ike that approach very much, They 1 ike to

be talked to about writing — both writing in general and then,

later, their own writing. They are incapable of doing an essay

until they are taught."

Second, "I talk to them about how their ideas come — trying

to teach them the difference between Ea.J the padding we all do

just to get going and thinking, and Lb.3 the real •" £.n.e.cjgy

p.ai.ai=. . J " Simon defines an energy point as an indicator that ±h.e

mind Is uaankHcLQ: "Something is happening. The writer is onto

something that he or she is really thinking about." For Simon,
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the idea of energy p o i n t s is closely 1 inked w i t h the notion that

a u t h e n t i c w r i t i n g is "something your m i n d needs to do because i t

r eally needs to work on i t . " (An energy point can also be i n

pre-writ ing talk; she t e l l s certain students i n c e r t a i n l e a r n i n g

situations to use cassette recorders to f i n d energy points prior

to s i t t i n g down to wri te.)

An energy p o i n t is the exact opposite of a p i e c e of padding

i n w r i t i n g . To demonstrate t h i s fact, she w i l l sometimes take

xeroxed copies of a p a r t i c u l a r p i e c e of w r i t i n g to class and ask

the s t u de n t s to d i s t i n gu i sh be twee n its e n e r gy p o i n t s and i t s

padding, (Some such w r i t i n g is by students; other pieces are

from pub! ished essays and books.) They see the p o i n t q u i c k l y .

One n i c e reward w h i c h comes from using xeroxed texts i n

class, contrasting energy points w i t h padding as an exercise, is

that students stop being ashamed of the padded w r i t i n g they do.

They see that i t is sometimes necessary -- that i t is often a

v i t a l step toward the completion of a f i n a l draft. They see that

i t can s i m p l y be t hr own out. They start allow ing t hemse1ve s t o

have the fun of p i c k i n g out the padding i n t h e i r own work.

Through looking at w r i t i n g i n t h i s way, students become able i n

a f a i r l y short tim e to t e l l , ±b.&ma.alu.aa, what is good and what is

bad i n t h e i r own work. She has her students do "Thumbs

Up/Thumbs Down" w i t h shared passages of w r i t i n g . ("Thumbs Up" is

for a p i e c e of,wr i t i n g wh i ch is, or wh i ch at 1 east con ta i ns, an
"* 4

e n e r gy p o i n t ; "Th umbs Down" i s f or padd ing.)

Sandra Simon teaches that an important t h i n g to realize

about energy points is that ". . . they are a voi c e w h i c h
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comments on the material, thinks about it, reflects on it, and so

on, as opposed to shoving facts at the reader." (Padding, she

be 1 i e ve s, is mainly just the shovi n g of f acts at the reader.)

Yet another real ization has been that making the distinction

w i t h students be tween e n e r gy po i n t s an d padd ing can be an

effective tool in the teaching of books and other written

materials in seminar contexts. Simon notes that the distinction

be tween the se two ki nds of wr i t i n g is also e xtr erne 1y effectiye i n

learning to be a critic of other students' work. "It is in fact

don e better w i t h o t h e r s •' t h an w i t h one's own some times," Si mon

says, "because one's own ego is not involved."

One thing Simon stresses in her teaching — and it is

r e i n f or c e d by the e n e r gy p o i n t/p adding c.1 asswor k — is t h at it

may take a v e ry long time to de v e1 op on e's e n e r gy points, p1u s

necessary padd ing, into final-draf t wri ting, (They learn, for

example, ". . . that it is- perfectly okay to say, ''This is just

padding, and nothing else will come, and there's just nothing

mope I can do with it now.'")

But the crucial point, according to Simon, is to

understand, and to teach, that "bad writing is the start of good

wri ting."

Third, Sandra Simon tries to establ ish, with all of her

wr i t i n g s t ude n t s, wh at she t e rms their e p i s t omological and

1 inguistic worlds. She be 1 ieves that each person writes in a

different world, and that each person thus needs to work on lh.a.1

world, not on somebody else's. To this end, says Simon, "there
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are two main things I do -for students." First, "I teach that

one can be a good writer through d e v e l o p i n g craft." Second, "I

teach that there are some writers who are t e r r i b l e at craft but

who have an energy of ideas." Her b e l i e f is that these are i n

a c t u a l i t y "two ways to be a good writer." One is not better than

the other, she affirms. But the fact of t h i s s i t u a t i o n requires

that on e •" s students be wor k e d w i t h i n two v e r y d i f f e r e n t ways .

Teaching out of an awareness of t h i s s i t u a t i o n goes a long

way toward showing some students that they can be good writers

even though they do not know much about w r i t i n g , says Simon, and,

moreover, they are dellghie-d to hear that t h i s is so. It also

shows those students w i t h f a c i l i t y i n w r i t i n g that they are the

ones who should be stylists. The p o i n t is that a student's

1 i n g u i s t i c world must be looked at by the teacher and by the

other students w i t h whom he or she is working. "The student must

be helped to make that world make sense," Simon stresses, " i n

a d d i t i o n to being helped i n the development of h i s or her

fac i 1 j ty."

Because of the fact of the existence of these i n f i n i t e l y

various epistomological and 1 i n g u i s t i c worlds, i t is crucial to

Simon's theory and practice that " a l l people should be taught

w r i t i n g differently." She notes that

t h e i r epistomological worlds must be looked at. Some are

spatial. Some are h i s t o r i c a l . Some are s c i e n t i f i c .

The teaching of s p e c i f i c w r i t i n g techniques — for

example, e d i t i n g techniques — should follow these

i n d i v i d u a l ways of seeing/perceiving the worlds of
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the people involved.

Simon be 1 i eves that this approach helps students enter other-

people's e p i st omo1oq i c a1 and linguistic won ids. "It e ven enable s

them," she says, "to help those in other worlds to more

effectively navigate those worlds, simply because they can learn

to help others with their writing." Sue h basic t ra i n i ng i n

empathy is useful for many different sorts of writing-related and

t e xt-re1 a t e d instruction.

Students who are not interested in, or capable of, the

achievement of style — _L*.£. , students who are for the most part

not really in the linguistic world -- ûcs usually interested in

nn.Q-tr:.CLLl_LQ.Q z,£ime,±h±nQ, Simon has found. And she bel i eves that

she has found how to use this interest in the cause of effective

teaching. Such students may be divided into two sub-groups:

1. Those students who see the reader in front of them — as

if they are speaking directly to him or her.

2. Those students who see the reader behind them, watching

them think. (For these students, writing is a. way

of solving problems; many of them are scientists,

S i mon has obse r v e d.)

For the first kind, you teach ways of getting a particular-

reader to understand the writing.

For the second sort, you teach ways to observe how they deal

w i t h , or cope with, c e r t a i n pr ob1 ems an d their c omp1e x i ties.

These two "ways" amount to ±an£.s; and each is a tonal
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a t t i t u d e toward a ££.ajde.n.s.tiJ..p or a tonal attitudes toward

In summarising her bel ie-fs about an i n s t r u c t i o n based upon

the awareness of an i n f i n i t u d e of student ep i stomol og i cal and

1 i n g u i s t i c worlds, Sandra Simon says:

I teach that if you are a sJL}d_isi you must always be

superior i n the use of language as a constructive

d e v i c e — of a l i n g u i s t i c world w h i c h can stand on is

own. To take t h i s pose, the writer can not make

a s i n g l e mistake -- because he can't l e t the reader

i n to c r i t i c i z e . There is a daring and an arrogance

and a c r e a t i v i t y there.

But if you are the other major k i n d of writer (the one

who really doesn't have a 1 i n g u i s t i c world), and if you

are i n the first subgroup of that type [called Ml, above],

then your stance is, ''You and I, reader, share ce r t a i n

values and have common ground, and I am going to

bring you along now u n t i l you can see and accept the

ar gume n t/ 1 h e s i s/'p o i n t of v i e w I •' m advancing here."'

You are a teacher, really. The p o i n t is to "'equalize

the reader . '

If, on the other hand, you are i n the second subgroup

[called &2, above] of the type who doesn't have a

1 i n g u i s t i c world, you need a reader who's your equal

to val i date your ideas. Your w r i t i n g can't be jargon.

It c e r t a i n l y can't be padding. It has to have a lot of

energy points. (And i t naturally requires a reader who
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1
*>

has energy points of his or her own with which to reci

procate.>

Sandra. Simon has taught writing -for many years — at UCLA,

at Washington State University, and at Evergreen — and she has

thought about it deeply. "The more I go," she says, "the more I

see that -for most of the students, the production of a really

good piece of writing is a very long way down the pike. But

meanwhile, teaching them out of an understanding of how 1 ittle

they know at first about writing, and teaching them what energy

points and padding are and how they differ, and teaching them in

cognizance of the realities of their widely differing linguistic

and epistomological worlds . , . with such teaching, meanwhile,

they can be enthusiastic about trying."
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Pete S i n c l a i r : A Real -World W r i t i n g Strategy and an Experienced

W r i t i n g Teacher's Wisdom List

L.R. "Pete" S i n c l a i r shared what were essentially two

separate (but necessarily related) pieces of knowledge won by his

years o-f experience as a w r i t i n g teacher. The -first is a real-

world w r i t i n g strategy in two related parts. The second is a

"wisdom l i s t " — or l i s t o-f sel -F-di rec ted commandmen ts — wh i c h

he and I t h i n k could be of us© to others.

I s The Teaching Strategy

Sinclair's strategy derives from theoretical ideas found in

Barbara Minto's IJh£ Exn.ainl.cl Bcl£i.cJ..p-Le.i JLoxux -Let IhJ.riJilri£i amd

Ur:-L±l.n.ci* . S i n c l a i r giMes what is perhaps the highest praise

possible to t h i s text when he says, "In my experience, i t is the

best since Aristotle on the problems it deals w i t h , " But

he readily concedes that it is a d i f f i c u l t book and that s p e c i f i c

pedagogical a p p l i c a t i o n s of its theory must be created by the

teacher who reads i t : "The text is unusable as i t is; i t can't

be readily put into service by academic professors; but the

t h i n k i n g is marvelous, so I take her t h i n k i n g and devise my own

examples and exercises.

*Minto's text is also spoken h i g h l y of by Charles Me Can n, who

also uses i t , i n h i s section of this monograph.
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One of Sinclair's applications o-F Minto took place in the

Core Program titled UaujCjOiJ.u.e£: and BiLgei < 1981-82), in which he

employed the following strategy:

First, he had the program's students submit to the

"Admiralty" (J._̂£, , "Sluss, Sparks, and me") written proposals for

individual or small-team research projects which they would do in

the program's Spring Quarter. These proposals are turned in by

the students at some point during Winter Quarter — when the

students are individually ready with them -- and Sinclair-

critiques them as they come in. He gives them back, with written

criticism, following a conference. He looks at three drafts of

these proposals, critiquing each draft as it is completed and

giving it back for revision; some students end in doing more then

three drafts <on their own), but he only looks at three.

The final draft of the proposal is the student's plan for an

entire academic quarter (Spring Quarter), and it is a plan for

individual or collaborative work — which will be unmonitored by

the professors, who will only look at the results.

This final draft must constitute a good, workable plan which

convincingly includes ideas for:

(a . ) Ac t i v i t i es

(b.) Imp1 ernenting the activities

(c.) Describing the final written project (including, in

some cases, drawings and diagrams)

Sinclair stresses that such a detailed final draft of a
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proposal for an i n d i v i d u a l project is an extremely common k i n d of

document i n the real world — and that t h i s teaching strategy is

thus a p i e c e o-f good preparation for that world.

The doing of such a draft, he adds, helps students t h i n k .

And he is also convinced that the doing of such a draft

helps students w r i t e , as w e l l , because i t becomes clearer and

clearer by way of the drafting and re-draf t i ng processes how

i mpor tan t i t is to turn i nchoate though ts , general! ties,

i n t u i t i o n s , and hunches into clear and clean and unambiguous

w r i t i n g . The craftsmanship is b u i l t through trying to create an

unwisŝ uilahlB .do.c.LiaLerii — and perhaps es p e c i a l l y through seeing to

what extent the creation of such a document w i l l be of c r i t i c a l

importance to students"' success i n doing the Summer Quar term's

worth of subsequent work.

Underneath it a l l , "What I do is to teach them the importance

of the form. It is really a l l I can teach them. I g i v e over to

them complete authority about the content." (He notes, however,

that the complete authority he gives over to them is i n real i ty

somewhat illusory i n almost a l l cases; most of the content i n

fact comes from seminar and lecture contact w i t h professors and

from texts suggested by professors, and t h i s u n d e r l y i n g real i ty

is obvious to almost a l l the students.)

A crucial p,E.£pai:&±nr:x part of t h i s strategy has to

do w i t h Sinclair's b e l i e f in, and commitment to, the thesis that

stories are a "fundamental way of knowing."
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From the reader's point of view, good stories can teach or

i nsti11 :

a, experience

b. cra-f tsmansh i p

c . i mag i nat i on

From the writer's point of view, a good story is the r:.e..s.U-L±

of:

a. experience

b. craftsmanship

c. i mag i nat i on

Sinclair therefore be 1 ieves that students should become good

readers and good writers of stories. "At the very least," he

says, "what I am trying to do is to introduce my students to the

consciousness of these three elements' importance in the prose

transac t i on."

In attempting to do this work, Sinclair uses certain tools:

a. Tools for Work on Imaalnallaa:

Homer and his poetic images, from both his Iliad and

Qdysaax, as well as from sea-associated literary

works in English from Anglo-Saxon times down to modern

times: Be.auiu.lf.; Virgil's 6&ue.ld; Shakespeare's

Ike. Ifijnp.£s±; Sw i f t' s Gulllue.c.±s Ic.aue.ls.; Twa i n ' s
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Li£e an ±he £dississip.p,i and Huck.le,be.tc.x Elan;

M e l v i l l e ' s tdabx=Qick.; Hemingway's The. Old tlan and

lh.e, Se.a.

b. Tools for Work on Cc.a£ismaash.ip,:

— Instruction in the tra d i t i o n of keeping journals of

natural history v i a a system derived from that of

Steven G. Herman, Member of the Faculty i n Biology

at Evergreen. (See Steven G. Herman, Xh£ Malural-r

ia±s Ele.ld JaucaaLju & Ldaaual Q£ Inslcucliaa Base.d

an. 6 Sxsiem Es±ablisb.ad b.x Josep-b. Gc.in.a&ll C O l y m p i a ,

Washington: The Evergreen State College, 1982].

Herman has h i s own section i n t h i s monograph, to w h i c h

readers are referred; hi s monograph is a v a i l a b l e i n

the Evergreen book store.)

— Instruction, too, in the matter of how such

natural history journal entries play a prominent

role in certain earlier literary texts: "the

technique of s c i e n t i f i c i n v e s t i g a t i o n as shown

i n the cases of three prominent American practi-

tioners" — for example, i n Hemingway, M e l v i l l e ,

and Twai n.

— Instruction i n the actual keeping of journals gives

students the experience of craftsmanship — through

having them work on perfecting a three-dimensional

object <the journal) and thus learning how concern

for the art leads i n e v i t a b l y to beauty and vice-versa.
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The students are here following a tradition of crafts-

manship that has come down to us through the ages.*

c. Tools for Work on Ei£.p.£,n.i£ac,as

"The journal is not about bugs or water- „ It is of

course about the students"' own lives, at least for

the most part," Sinclair believes, for example, that

what he terms "classical experiences" are provided

by sending the students on carefully constructed

one-day field trips — and by then having them

incorporate the experiences of such field trips

into their journals

Example: In a program staffed by a literary

critic, an oceanograpner, a natural historian,

and a painter, the critic would give a natural

history assignment (&^.g. , bird-watching),

and the artist would give an oceanography assign-

ment, and the oceanographer would give a drawing

*Detailed instruction on the keeping of such a journal is given

in Pete Sinclair's NEH/PNUIC monograph JouEnaJ. &£ Exp±Lic.*i±±&n-i £kn

Qpficn^j^h ±Q Xs.jLC.ti±nQ \jin±±±n^ (Olympia, Washington: The Evergreen

State College, 1981). In that monograph, Sinclair credits his

Evergreen colleague Marilyn Frasca (Uisual Arts) with teaching

him techniques for learning from experience via artful journal -

keeping. (Frasca's work is adapted from the theories and methods

of Ira Progoff.)
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assignment, and the natural historian would give

a w r i t i n g assignment. What the student brings back

from such an assigned f i e l d t r i p is a record done

i n one of those four ways. These practice-retrieval

f i e l d trips are subsequently discussed i n class.

(bio±e.: The students are also required to do

such work on their own, later, and in fact most

work of t h i s k i n d ends up i n being se1f-assigned

— after the necessary s k i l l s have been learned.)

The doing of such a journal, Pete S i n c l a i r stresses, is

only a preparation for the mu1ti-draft process of p u t t i n g

together an unassailable Spring Quarter Prospectus.

!!; Sinclair's Six (Verbatim) Pr i n c i p l e s for Teaching W r i t i n g

1. I work hard to improve my own w r i t i n g .

2. I refuse to be my students"' only audience; I try to be

t h e i r edi tor.

3. I bel i e v e —- but seldom say out loud — that the main

purpose for w r i t i n g is to seek the truth. Bad w r i t i n g is bad

m a i n l y because i t is i n some way false.

4. Geoffrey Chaucer i m p l i e s , and I b e l i e v e and t e l l my

students, that l i t e r a r y intercourse consists ofi

Story — Books

181



Experience — Audience

Craft — Poet

5. I tell students that correct prose either has the form

of a story or it has the form of an argument,

6. I tell students that spelling, grammar, and punctuation

are essential — but I won't teach it to them. I recommend good

handbooks.

When asked what sources <if any) he would cite for his

principles and ideas about the teaching of writing (as opposed to

theories, such as Barbara Minto's, from which such principles

and applied strategies could be derived), Pete Sinclair listed

"my Evergreen colleagues Richard Jones, Bob Sluss, Marilyn

Frasca, Steve Herman,, Leo Daugherty, Mark Levensky.

182



Matthew Smith: Teaching How to W r i t e A Thesis Statement

"The one t h i n g I stress about w r i t i n g i n my programs is how

to w r i t e an essay," says Evergreen pol i t i c a l s cientist Matthew

Smith, adding: "The essay has to be about something; the student

has to be concerned w i t h the something; the something is a

thesis; and each essay must have one,

"What I do is: first, I teach how to w r i t e a thesis, and the

first lesson i n that teaching is, '"If you don't have a thesis,

you don"'t have an essay'; second, I teach how to expand a thesis

i n t o an essay — teaching which often takes one or two whole

quarters w i t h Core-level students."

Smith's teaching of how to w r i t e a thesis statement goes as

follows: He asks the students to take the first p i e c e of reading

for the quarter and to go through the same steps recommended by

Sheridan Baker i n the first chapter of h i s w i d e l y used text Ike.

Ec.ac,±j_c.al. Sixl-Lsi. for the w r i t i n g of an argument, (Baker asks

students to make an assertion, says Smith, then to come up w i t h

reasons for that assertion, and then to come up w i t h counter-

arguments w h i c h , when made, do not beat the assertion.)

"Baker's exercise makes any assertion translatable i n t o a.

thesis," in Smith's view. And the difference between a thesis

and an assertion, he says, i s s "A thesis is some t h i n g that is

supportable by articulated reasons. It is not merely an o p i n i o n ;

i t is an o p i n i o n w i t h reasons — and hopefully w i t h counter-

arguments, too •— whereas an assertion is essentially just an

op i n i on . "
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"In this first lesson," continues Smith, "I try to teach

students the fact of the multiplicity of theses. You can make a

thesis easily, and you can make dozens of them. It takes no

great wisdom to produce a thesis. Any single text can generate

hundreds of them in the mind of a good reader.

"1 do that teaching by compelling students to write a variety

of thesis statements about one book, to share those thesis

statements with their fellow and sister students in group work,

and finally to pick one that makes some sense,

"The way this works is, I toss off a bunch of fast,

spontaneous theses about a text we have all read in common.

"I tell them to worry about quality only after they've

produced several theses.

"All of this leads into the 'thesis-as-f1 exible~instrument'

point of view. It is a starting-point. It is what one lh.in.kLs. he

or she is going to write about. Without it, one just makes a lot

of words."

Smith feels that there is an analogy which clearly explains

what he is trying to do in his teaching, to wit: When his

brother was an apprentice potter, his brother's teacher wou1d

come in, look at the pots his brother had just made, and then

proceed to smash them, because only through smashing them could

he see how well his apprentice was doing in the al1-important

matters of uniform wall-thickness and interior shape. "The

paradox here," Smith says, "is that in order for excellence to be

achieved, the psychological investment in the original artifact

had to be thrown away — with the artifact, of course — and the
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same t h i n g is true of experimental apprentice thesis statements,

A ty p i c a l schedule for Matthew Smith's instruction i n

thesis-statement-making and essay-writing is as follows*:

On the first day, he del ivers a lecture on thesis

statements. That lecture contains the f o l l o w i n g - f i v e points:

1. Thesis statements are easy to come up w i t h .

2. Thesis statements are necessary starting points.

3. Thesis statements are c r i t i c a l for the structuring of

essay wr i ting.

4. Thesis statements are c r i t i c a l for the structuring of

evidence (particularly for t h r ow i ng away wh a t you don't

wan t > .

5. Any thesis statement is more compl icated than any mere

assertion — although all thesis statements must s.±at±

as asser t i ons.

At the conclusion of t h i s lecture, Smith d i s t r i b u t e s a handout

to the students which repeats and reinforces the lecture. They

w i l l use both the lecture and the handout i n the work they w i 1 1

do i n coming up w i t h t h e i r first complete essays.

#Smith has used t h i s teaching strategy — and t h i s schedule
or something l i k e i t — i n the nuirLoac JLdujc.ajLL.arL coordinated
studies program, w h i c h he taught during the 1980-81 academic
year w i t h his Evergreen colleagues R i t a Pougiales and James
Str-oh. He has since used i t in some other programs, most
recently i n 128<3. <1983-84).
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R i gh t b£j£j3r:£ the lecture, h owe v e r , the s t u de n t s w ill h a v e

participated in a workshop session in which they have talked

about and defended the theses which they have tentatively chosen

to function as the center of their first essays. This workshop's

criteria, according to Smith, are:

1. Demonstrabi1ity: "Can the students think of evidence

available in the text which they can use to support

or deny their theses?"

2. Interestingness: "The theses should not be demonstrab1y

and yet .hnc_LQjQ. But at the same time, in order to

be un-boring — _L_*£ . , interesting — theses must be

arguabl e . "

3. Manageability: "Is a given thesis manageable, in terms

of the assigned <or otherwise dictated) essay length?"

During the remainder of the year, Smith works on what he

calls "maki ng wr i t i ng wh i ch is both bi gger and smal1er,"

Ex amp 1e s of mak i ng wr i t i n g b i gge r include i n s t r u c t i on i n

paragraph structure, paragraph relationship to thesis statement,

i n t r odu c t i on s an d c on c 1 u s i on s, an d ov e r a 11 organ i z a t i on of

paragraphs into finished and effective essays.

The ma i n ex amp 1e of mak i ng wr i ting smal1er is instruct!on in

how students can use what they are learning as a primary editing

tool = Th e y w ill be t au gh t to ( an d e x ac 11 y h ow to) j e 11 i son t e x t

which is unrelated to the final, sett1ed-upon thesis.
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Sm i t h a 1 so s t r e sse s that t h i s i n s t r u c t i o n i n t h e s i s-mak i n g

is central to the later re search -paper project, simply because,

i n h i s v i e w , a research paper wh i c h lacks a clear thesis has no

cLLaicie. .

6 Eas±s,cc.ip.± an. .LSlciap.as.is, " :

Matthew Smith notes that one important t h i n g he learned

about the teaching of w r i t i n g came from h i s -fellow faculty member-

David L. Powell (Literature). This was the practice of teaching,

by lecture, what are called "signpost" words and phrases. These

are simply road signs i n the midst of one's w r i t i n g , and they are

c ommon 1 y c a l l e d "transitions" by r h e t or i c i an s . Some e v e r yday

examples are mcice.ay.ee. , in caaicasi, hx iae. same, ±ak.£n,

±h.£c.£.£QE:£ , a£ii&c.±b.£.laas , and so on. Sm i th be 1 i eves that i t is

important to teach Core-level students the fact of the

relatedness of such signposts to the e f f e c t i v e presentation of a

thesis, because b e g i n n i n g writers must be taught to c l e a r l y

r e l a t e paragraphs and sections of essays to t h e i r theses — for

t h e i r readers1' sake.
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Susan Strasser and Teaching from Authority:

"I'm A Writer, and I Want My Students to Know It"

I: A Writer's Stories

Susan Strasser is the author of a recent, critically-

acclaimed history of housework' entitled fcJeuac, Doaa, and she has

also recently been awarded a major grant by the American

Council of Learned Societies to write a second book. Knowing

that very few things will stimulate one-'s students to write much

more than the knowledge that their teacher is also engaged in the

same tough work of an evening and on weekends, Strasser makes a

point of talking about her experiences as a writer in her writing

classes. [Leon Bottstein, a writing teacher who in his time has

served as president of both Franconia College and Bard College,

has claimed that the failure of most high school and college

writing teachers to teach many people to write much better than

they did prior to enroll ing — as contrasted to what he sees as

the relative success of studio-arts professors and professor-

scientists — is caused by the fact that their students know they

aren't practitioners of what they profess. --L.D.I

Some examp 1es:

1. She tells stories about her writing.

2. She tells students that writing will make them nervous

— and she tells them how to deal with the stresses

they feel. (For example, she tells them that her

refrigerator is kept full, for those nervous
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moments, w i t h n u t r i t i o u s and low-calorie -food —

which is good for the oral!y-orien ted and even

useful for those who are not.) In other words, coping

w i t h stress is, for Strasser, an important part of

what she teaches.

3. She t e l l s them stories about her editors — stories,

that is, about her deal ings w i t h professional people

who know w r i t i n g . She t e l l s them how p a i n f u l i t is,

sometimes, to show them hers.

4. She t e l l s them stories about deadlines.

5. She t e l l s them stories about her own behavior as a

writer. She keeps notes on t h i s behavior and

regularly shares those notes w i t h her classes.

This practice, Strasser feels, is of p a r t i c u l a r -

useful ness.

6. She says that she tries to communicate to her students

the fact that ". . . w r i t i n g is the only time I must

confront, starkly and alone, what I really t h i n k , and

it's very e x c i t i n g to me." The important t h i n g to con-

vey is the poss i bl i 1 i ty of f e e l i n g that p a r t i c u l a r -

excitement. "That's the part of the composing process

wh i c h is the harjlê l, " she believes. She can h e l p

her students w i t h i t , i n her experience of t e a c h i n g ,

just through sharing her own experiences of anxiety

abou t i t .
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Basically, she shares with her writing classes what it

feels like to write — to agonize over it and to joy in it. She

even tells them the differences between working at writing

problems and teaching how to work at those same problems; for

example, she tells them that, for her, editing is both not as

exciting as composing and more difficult ±h,a,n. composing, but that

it is fairly exciting to teach and relatively easy to teach.

"I think I use the authority of having a published book,"

Strasser says. "I think I use it humanely. But I also think I

consci ously use it."

II: A Strategy for Teaching Outlining:

"Don't Put Your Ideas in Prison"

First, Strasser gives a lecture. The lecture has three

par ts:

1. A discussion of outlines, in which she tries to teach

that "outlining is not the process of putting one's ideas in

prison" — an argument which neutralizes students' main piece of

resistance to outlining. She explains that outlining is

£.a±£j3or.j.z±&£! work, not "a bunch of stuff about getting your Roman

numerals right." She stresses the creativity of outlining —

"the mental work of it."

2 . A discussion of theses and why they are important.

(During this discussion, she stresses that a thesis can change in

the outl ining work. She tells personal stories about her
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experiences w i t h metamorphizing theses during o u t l i n i n g . She

teaches the idea that "Ike i.h£.sjL.s Is .a j6l£JclJ3l£ In̂ irujamul" --

and she has her students w r i t e that clause down and remember i t .

3. A discussion o-F her method of o u t l i n i n g , w h i ch is made

up of the foilowing steps:

A. A first stab at a thesis

B. A randomness stage — i n c l u d i n g brainstorming of

a l l possible topics

C. A second stab at a thesis

D. Creating out of t h i s thesis two to f i v e categories

E. Putting everything that got brainstormed i n t o one of

these categor i es

F. F i t t i n g i n t o these categories anything left over —

sometimes necessitating the a l t e r i n g of the

thesis and the a l t e r i n g of the categories

G. Then: Repeating the e n t i r e process (&-E)

for each of the categories, if what she is

w r i t i n g is book-length, w i t h the categories

becoming the book's chapters

Second, she does a demonstration i n w h i c h she helps the

students create an out1 ine of the lecture on outl i n i n g which she

just f i n i s h e d g i v i n g . She asks them to t e l l her what her thesis

was i n the lecture she just gave. A d d i t i o n a l l y , she asks them to
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tell her every ±ap_i..L she mentioned. She notes that they will

commonly give her £^ampl£S -from her lecture, not _l.Q.p-Lc.s.

She proceeds to show them how — in their own work on

restructuring her lecture and on their own random thoughts which

might one day be outlined and written about -- to make her

examples (and the students' examples) illustrative of her topics

( and of their own) .

One quick (and predictable) result of Strasser's strategy

for teaching out! ining is that the most dutiful students do

subsequent papers which are "dull as dogsh i t" — perfectly-

outlined, but unreadable. She responds? "Okay, you did a

perfect job on that paper. Wasn't it .han.i.D.Q?" When they

emphatically agree that it was, she says; "Well, loosen up some

Quail atii xaun. lde_as. la aalsoa. "

A second quick (but not so initially predictable) result is

that everybody Jju_t the most dutiful students will write

subsequent papers which are dramatically clearer and more

coherent than anything they have managed to do previously.

Notes on the strategy:

1. Strasser would use this strategy for any research paper

for the obvious reason that it does such a good job of helping

students distinguish between evidence (example) and topic.

2. She would also use it for most kinds of undergraduate

exposi tory wr i t i ng.

3. She be 1 ieves it is best for essays of five-plus pages.
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4. She does not see i t as appropriate -for the teaching of

f i c t i o n , poetry, and other non-expository genres.

5. She has successfully used t h i s strategy w i t h groups

ranging i n size from fifteen to sixty.

6. The whole presentation takes about two hours to do w e l 1 ,

counting time for a needed break between lecture and discussion.
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Nancy Taylor: A Core Program Writing Workshop in Basic

Skills and Critical Thinking

Nancy Taylor is a Member of the Faculty at Evergreen in

History and Education. Her Core Program writing workshop, which

was run in the two J3r:£.a-t BrnsJis, .of ±h& \^B,S,±&Z.& Wocl-d programs

(1980-81, 1983-84), is similar to Gordon Beck's workshop; and,

i ike the Beck workshop, it is based on Leo Daughter ty's general

model, which should probably be consulted by readers wanting

structural and methodological details.

Taylor begins the workshop by picking out one small thing —

one common error currently being made by a good many of the

students in her whole group of twenty or so — and by then giving

a short lecture on it with blackboard examples. (Some sample

prob 1 ems are split infinitives, dang 1 i ng participles, and _L±/l.±.Ls

confusion.) Each week produces a "prescriptive" rule. Thus, at

the end of sixteen or seventeen weeks (that is, well into the

second quarter of a scheduled three-quarter duration), the

students will each have a notebook accumulation of sixteen or

seventeen dependable rules which are based on solecisms actually

written by the critical mass of the workshop members -- by the

individual student and his or her peers. (It is important to

note that these solecisms should be deviations from real-world

contemporary stylistic norms in expository writing — deviations,

that is, from standard editorial practice — not departures from

merely "ivory tower" standards or, worse, individual professors'"

subj ec ti ve n orms.)
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This accumulation of rules is used by Taylor and her

students as a check-list. Each week when the students hand i n

t h e i r essays -for the week, ±fa£.x musi ixaiLd in ±h& ria-e.cJi-.l-Ls.-t

iJh£ p&fi£i£. , showing that they have proofread t h e i r papers for

every error covered i n the check! i st . Taylor claims that t h i s

t e c h n i q u e helps enormously i n the el i m i nation of basic errors i n

the essays of Core Program students — - p r i m a r i l y because the

errors being checked off by the students are precisely the ones

they have been h a b i t u a l l y making a l l along. And, because the

students themselves are now catching these errors before t u r n i n g

i n t h e i r papers, the instructor does not have to keep seeing them

and marking them week after week.

Taylor then picks out one essay from among the set she is

about to turn back < after having c r i t i q u e d a l l the essays in

w r i t i n g ) — - one which she feels shows a sol i d &±±s.mfi± to make a

reasoned, logical argument. (Like Beck and Daugherty, Nancy

Taylor uses Cederbl om and Paul sen, L'-cJJLLcal Re.ajs.ani.D.Q , as her

group's text in introductory logic and c r i t i c a l t h i n k i n g , ) The

section of the paper which, is ih.e an.Qumea± is read aloud by the

student who wrote i t , The whole group then proceeds to do a

brief c r i t i q u e of t h i s section i n terms of its successes or

failures i n the avoidance of common confusions and logical

fal l a c i e s , us,l,nQ ±ha s,±uite.ri±—s, .own .ac.ijumfi.D-t in

sJls l£jci . (The students also do these exercises each

week and are sometimes asked to turn them in.) Thus, students

come to see just how easy it is to -fall into those confusions and
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fallacies — which they have only recently discovered to be

confus i ons and f al 1 ac i es at all.

Following this whole-group work on cases -from the actual

writing of students in the class, Taylor breaks the whole group

into two subgroups (the constituencies of which are stable).

These subgroups work for about forty-five minutes (and sometimes

longer) on their two xeroxed essays-of-the-week furnished by

student writers. (For details on how the subgroups are set up

and run, again see Leo Daugher ty"'s section.) The subgroups

generally focus their critiques on materials being studied for

the week (from Taylor's own check 1 ist, from the grammar and

rhetoric handbooks, or from the Cederblom and Paul sen text).

Nancy Taylor said in her interview that one of the two

subgroups was terrific, having developed a near-perfect &sp.c.i.±

which it maintained all the way. This group created its own

identity and kept it. Its members worried constantly about being

broken up at the ends of academic quarters and so on. The second

group was fine, going by the usual standard for expository

writing classes, but was nowhere near as successful as the first.

Taylor attributes the difference to personal chemistry and to the

luck of the draw. (The latter was a factor because the first

subgroup had a much h i gher sk i 1 1 s-1 evel in its own srnal 1 critical

mass than did the other. No one had considered using skills-

levels as a factor in placing students in each of the two

subgroups; students had simply placed themselves -- and should

probably continue to do so, lest the process become altogether
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too sterile.)

Nancy Taylor said that she saw her monograph i n t e r v i e w as a

" t e s t i m o n i a l " for the workshop as a technique -for teaching

expository w r i t i n g to Core Program students — and that she thus

b e l i e v e d the report of i t should be taken as a t e s t i m o n i a l , too.
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C h a. r 1 e s T e s k e : A W o r k s h op S t r a t e g y

[Special Note: Reading, understanding,
an d using this strategy require •=• you r
referring to some teaching materials
suppl ied in Appendix II of this mono-
graph . ]

Over the years, Charles Tesk'e (Member of the Faculty in

Literature at Evergreen) has carefully developed a set of '

teachi n g ma t e r i a1s ior i n s t r u c t i on i n wr i ting whi c h he belie ve s

to be useful in workshop settings. He describes these materials

as "cribbed maxims from a variety of composition books"; but,

while the materials do represent an obvious eclecticism, it is

also obvious that there is much of Charles Teske and his

teach i n y-of-wr i t i n g experience in t hem, t oo. (See Ap pe ndi x II.)

Teske be 1 ieves that these materials (and the workshops based

upon them) are most appropriate for instruction in "longish essay

wr i ti ng" offered i n the 1ower di v i si on. He tel 1s both h i s

students and any teachers who might be interested: "Take this

stuff as a bunch of hints,"

In what teaching situations has Teske run these workshops?

He answers that he has usually run them as iixxlJuni^LC^;, .qjj.a£:.±££:-

lan.Q wor k sh op s w i t h i n 1 owe r -d i v i s i on Coordinated Studies

programs. He has sometimes offered these workshops for specific,

pre-announced equivalent credit, and has sometimes not. He has

u su a 1 1y sup p or ted his own wor k sh op teach i n g ma t e r i a 1s w i t h sue h

excel 1e n t s t an dar d t e x t s in r h e t or i c and logic as Ul i 1 1 i am S t r u n k and

E.B. White, IJj£ El£Lm£n±2, £s± S±j:±£. , and Monroe C. Beards ley,
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XhljQj£j..n.Q Ji±.c.a_L.nh_l . A d d i t i o n a l l y , Tesk'e uses Fowler's tiod£r:£i

Eiiiilliii ils.ia£ for the doing o-f etymology exercises w i t h his

students.

How does he use the materials i n the workshops'? After some

i n i t i a l sessions on whatever elementary text he has adopted

<£-».a., S trunk and W h i t e ) , he does several sessions i n w h i c h he

and the students work slowly through the sheaf of h i n t s and t i p s .

They do t h i s work u n t i l he is satisfied, "even i f I'm just

K i d d i n g myself," that the students understand — "that they know

what those t i p s and h i n t s are about." W i t h many of the s p e c i f i c

t i p s and h i n ts, he prov i des lots of examp 1 es i n c1 ass.

One of Teske"'s most unusual innovations is his dalax Q£

Q££eclaci ihe. uaackLs.h.Qp. a± all u n t i l he has first read a whale

qu.atle.ri.Ls iiioc.±h of student essays. The workshop i t s e l f

(iy p i ca1 1y offered du r i n g Wi n t e r Qu ar t e r , f o 1 1 ow i n q a F a l l

Ouar t e r i n w h i c h he studied the s t u dent s" wr i 11 e n wor k > is then

based on h i s perceptions of them, both as i n d i v i d u a l writers and

as a c o l l e c t ! v i t y. (On e result of h i s q u ar t e r fs wor t h of p r e-

wor k sn op e ssay reading is that he some times f i n ds s t u de n t s w i t h

enormous problems. " W i t h hard-core cases," he says, "I dorr" t

hesitate to send them to the Learning Services Center. They're

much better at deal ing w i t h them up there than I am.")

Thus, the first day of a Winter Quarter w r i t i n g workshop

wou1d be devoted to Te sk e's say i n g , i n effect, "Here are my

quarter-long perceptions of you as i n d i v i d u a l writers and as a

group of writers."
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Does "vo1un t eerism" work? That i s, does mak i ng

student participation in the workshops voluntary, instead of

mandatory, solve more problems than it creates? Teske admits

that vol un teer i sm has its problems. He notes, for example, that

"the good student writers almost always want •'remediation,1' but

too many bad writers do not." This leads to a situation in which

"you have a class o-f twen ty-four 5 in which eight don't need it

but want it, eight need it terribly but don't want it, and eight

who need it in varying degrees but who don't always show up."

Sti 1 1 , he be! i eves that vol un teer i sm work's better than

"requirements" in the case o-f writing, simply because no one can

improve his or her writing who does not want to do so and who is

not committed to some degree to do so now.

The typical workshop period (for credit) would be two hours

per week, either in one or two sessions. The students"' writing

assignments for the workshop would simply be their weekly seminar-

essays .

The workshops progress as follows during the quarter:

I. For the first few sessions, he simply asks: "Is there

a n y thing i n B±£U&K axud UJjJ.i£ y o u do n ' t understand ?"

He spends the session time on answering the resulting

quest i ons.

II . For the second few sessions, he and the students work

their way through his teaching materials in the same

f ashion.
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I I I . For the third few sessions, he asks the students to

begin reading their essays aloud to each other

be-fore they are handed i n -for- h i m to read and c r i t i q u e .

61so (and Teske notes that he learned t h i s technique

•from Craig Carlson [Member of the Faculty in Communi-

cations and Poetry at Evergreen]), he asks the students

to hand t h e i r papers to whomever is s i t t i n g adjacent

to them in the workshop, requesting of these next-

door neighbors that they simply read the the essays

aloud to the students who wrote them.

As for the structure of a g i v e n uj££ii, Teske describes i t as

foilows:

I. The student brings i n on (say) Monday morning his or her

essay.

II. By the b e g i n n i n g of the afternoon of that same day, he

or she submits a xerox of that same essay to Charl i e .

I I I . Then, on that same afternoon, the students go i n t o

workshop session. This session w i l l i n v o l v e e i t h e r (a)

t h e i r reading the papers they have written aloud to

each other, or (b) their 1 i s t e n i n g to t h e i r neighbors

read t h e i r papers aloud back to them.

IV. Meanwhile, the instructor, s i t t i n g i n a nearby room

(close enough, i d e a l l y , to monitor what is going on,

in case of fights or whatever), reads the xeroxed

papers and makes brief comments on them. These
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comments are of two sorts: (a) marginal comments on

styl istic matters; <b) longer comments about possible

strategies for rewriting, reworking, redoing parts or

the who!e.

V. Following the students'' session, he hands back to the

students the xeroxes of their essays, containing the

responses/feedback/comments/editorial help he has

wr i t ten to them.

'-/'I . On the next workshop day, Thursday <say), the student

hands in a revision of the paper initially submitted

the previous Monday. The revision is based on what

happened in the workshp and on his written comments

on the xeroxed copy. (Teske notes that in the case

of students with serious writing problems, he insists

that these revisions be based strictly upon those

written comments.) Teske will return the revision,

containing &3,±&£t£,jL&£, comments of the same two

sor ts, on the foilow i ng Monday.

UII. The Thursday workshop session itself is then about

the ££i&±&x.± of the students'' essays: the semi-

nar texts-of-the-week to which they are a response.

The session takes the form of responses to aspects

of those texts which, the students say, continue

to puzzle them a£±e.c. they have tried hard on

their own to puzzle those aspects out.
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Perhaps the central goal of Charles Teske's workshops — the

centerpiece of t h e i r idealism — is to blend t h i n k i n g and w r i t i n g

pedagogi cal 1 y i n such a way that his students do not merely get

the idea that, in his words, "Now we t h i n k , and now we w r i t e " —

!_*£. , separately. (The achievement of the creation of the

amalgam in the students'' minds does, however, usually cause a b i t

of A problem w i t h the meeting of deadlines w i t h essays, Teske

notes, because sometimes the students w i l l be t h i n k i n g about

t h e i r reading, in preparation for w r i t i n g about i t , laalaad of

w r i t i n g about i t . Therefore, once the quarter is w e l l underway

— and esp e c i a l l y when a quarter features a heavy syllabus — he

w i l l modify the weekly schedule g i v e n above by delaying the

Thursday session i n Week I u n t i l Week II, s k i p p i n g the Monday

session of Week I I , and proceeding on in that staggered fashion

through the end of the term.)
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Craig Thompsons Assignments-Based Education

Uh.0. He. Is and UIh.ai tie B&li,e.ue.s. Craig Thompson is a writer who

serves at Evergreen as Associate Director of the Learning

Resources Center and as an Adjunct Member of the Faculty. His

ideas on the teaching of writing are connected with what he terms

an "assignments-based" education.

Students who come to Thompson typically lack backgrounds in

the various ways of doing essays, he says. They are

inexperienced, and this is perhaps the crucial fact about them as

learners. An experienced writer can make certain artificial

strategical moves which employ the various wisdoms of the

classical rhetorical types: description, narration, argument,

and so on. But an inexperienced writer cannot.

Thompson sees himself as a "whole writer" who brings into

play all of the rhetorical techniques necessary to the piece when

he is plying his craft. An excellent recent place in which to

see a good writer succeeding in these terms is., in Thompson's

estimate, Xh£ I.c££ Uh.6.c£ Mao Mas B&zn by Richard Matthiessen.

On the surface, Matthiessen will be writing an argument about the

effects of modernization on Africa's indigenous populations, but

the work is also intensely descriptive, and its forward movement

is achieved in large part by narration. In other words,

Matthiessen is "whole" because he constantly does the one thing

in terms not only itself but of the other two things as well.

Thompson believes that, for most people in our culture, the

ab i 1 i ty to wr i te as a "who! e!i wr iter is learned or ac quired, for
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i t i s an ab i 1 i ty wh i ch is made up of a repertoire of sk i 1 1 s wh i ch

allow the possessor to bring out his or her innate potentials

( or , i n the 1 an gu age of modern 1 i ngu i st i cs , of " compe te rices." ) .

"These are the tools," he affirms, "which enable us to reach our

talents."

&s.sl.Qiim£.ai-B.asje.d L£̂ cuJ,jQ£s . An inexperienced writer confronted

w i t h an assignment c a l l i n g for any one of the three classical

types of w r i t i n g — and particularly for two in combination, or

for all three at once (with, say, two doing service to the

primary third) — is almost certainly going to panic.

But a student who is at the end of a good expository w r i t i n g

course ought to be able to do such work on demand.

G i v i n g assignments of the right sort, says Thompson, is the

main technique for getting a student there.

Of the art of g i v i n g such assignments, Thompson says: "I

want to give assignments which w i l l the meet the student's

present a b i l i t i e s , yet which w i l l challenge the student, to refine

those s k i l l s much further." Of the three classical types of

w r i t i n g , he would teach description first, then moving on to

persona] narration, and then, f i n a l l y , to exposition/argument.

He believes that to present them in this order is to take them

up in t h e i r order of ascending d i f f i c u l t y • — and, hence, is to

make assignments i n the most profitable order of d i f f i c u l t y .

A l l along the way, he supplements the teaching and

making of w r i t i n g assi gnmen ts w i t h assigned examples of the best

English essayists. Examples of his reading assignments in
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description are: Michael Herr, Qisaa±c.fa,&s; Richard Matth lessen,

Be.aaa.ih. ±ae tdaualain Ulall; John McPhee, Comiag La±a Ike. CQUG.±EXX;

Barbara W. Tuchman , 6 Qis±aa± t±Lc.c.ac,. Examples of personal

narration are: Maya Angelou, "Graduation"; Lor en Eiseley, Itia

Imniaasa jQuc.ae.xj Dylan Thomas, any of the highly autobiographical

stories from his Hac:J:.cal.± n£ ±h& &c.±J..s± as 6 XOU.Q.Q DJQ.Q . Examples

of exposition/argument are: Francis Bacon, any collection of his

best essays; George Orwell, "Politics and the English Language"

(collected in the book of the same title)5 Bertrand Russell,

"Useless Knowledge" and countless other essays on social- and

education-centered topics. (Noting that the Bacon essays are

from c. 1688, Thompson says that although th-ese great pieces are

archaic-seeming to students at first, they end up admiring him

for his flair as a writer.)

Equally important (if not actually more important), he

supp 1 emen ts his teach i ng w i th ex amp 1 es of his own wr it-ing i n

various draft states.

He D.oe..s. L'raig Thompson talks with his students a lot at

first. He takes pains to get to know them, in order to find out

how assignments can "complement their knowledge and expand it."

He says of this introductory work: "Students real ize I am much

more experienced with the language than they are, but I treat

them as equals, I try to infuse in them some of the love I feel

for the English language,"

One of Thompson's assignment-based workshops is done as

foilow s:
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He gives the students a w r i t i n g assignment which can be done

on the spot. He w i l l write w i t h the students. An example of

such an assignment is: "Describe the most beautiful sunset or

sunrise you've ever seen, and do i t in such a way that someone

who has been b l i n d from birth can appreciate i t . " He reinforces

the verbal assignment w i t h an abstract, fantastical, p i c t o r i a l

representation of such a scene —- one which can be easily hidden

from the students-' eyes u n t i l such time as he wants them to see

i t , and which can be taken away again when he doesrr't. "This

assignment appeals to my sense of the melodramatic," Thompson

says, "because of its element of surprise."

The time needed for the workshop is an hour-and-a-half to

two hours. Thompson and his students a l l sit together- at one

table to do it. Using the specific assignment-example given

above, the students begin by wr i t i n g down a c o l l e c t i v e l i s t of

the images which come to them. Most of these images w i l l be

t a c t i l e ones (as i t happens), but some w i l l be of sound and

smell. The only "disallowed" images are of course those of

sight.

The- students take the accumulated images and begin as a

group to construct sentences out of them.

Thompson provides some guidance in the collaborative

sentence-making. For example, he w i l l probably t e l l the students

to make their sentences into a paragraph that e i t h e r begins or

ends w i t h a topic sentence, with the other sentences serving as

elaboration. The elaboration w i l l often be poetic, he says,

because of the imagery itself. <He remembers that the first

207



actual sentence he ever heard come out of this assignment was:

"It is the color of love-making." And every time he has done the

assignment since, the completed paragraph has contained "honest,

human sexual imagery." "My conclusion from all of this,"

Thompson says, "is that the colors of sunsets and sunrises nms-t

be the colors of love-making.")

What the students get at the end will be a collectively-

arrived-at paragraph, the construction of which Craig Thompson

will have lightly orchestrated.

The workshop students doing this assignment will often pick

up on such dev i ces as alliteration, just in pass ing. His

experience shows him that such devices are frequently assimilated

because of good assignments, as such assignments provide students

with a welcome opportunity simply to play with their language.

Indeed, some of the students begin to appreciate language as they

have not appreciated it previously; this is so, says Thompson,

". . . because they are actually doing stuff which they've seen

only '"real writers'" do previously." He adds: "They're doing

some thing like achieving comic results in language for the first

time. And they're learning sentence construction. And paragraph

organization. And description. And having fun."

When the collaborative paragraph is done, Thompson gives an

assignment for the students to read a chapter or chapters from a

standard rhetoric text — either their own text or a text he has

placed on reserve. The reading assignment will complement the

writing assignment; and •— as he is also meeting with most of his
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students i n d i v i d u a l l y , on a one-to-one tutorial basis — the

reading assignment w i l l also complement an i n d i v i d u a l student's

i n d i v i d u a l assignment, as w e l l . (One such rhetoric text would be

Hans P. Guth's klncils .aixd -L.de.a-5; another is Sheridan Baker's Xh£

EzA£±±L.*LL SJtxl-L.s_t tor h i s Xh£ £rnnpl£l£ £rarllr.ail Sî JLl̂ i3 . )

This example is typical of those chosen by Thompson for the

first of n i n e sessions <that is, for the first session of an

academic quarter) w i t h a workshop having a c o n t i n u i n g membership,

Such a quarter-long workshop would be supplemented by at least

ten one-hour i n d i v i d u a l tutorial sessions held w i t h him

personally. Each student in such a workshop would be required to

do a total of f i v e completed essays per quarter, plus turned-in

drafts.

A good size for the workshop group is about twelve, Thompson

bel ieves. The absolute largest is t h i r t y , and the best is eight.

("When the group is smaller than e i g h t , there simply aren't

enough personal i t i es i n the room to make i t interesting.")

This workshop is appropriate for any l e v e l of instruction,

says Thompson, even though t h i s particular description of i t has

been presented w i t h i n the context of basic-level work. (At the

more advanced levels, he adds, the students simply do different,

but equally valuable, things w i t h i t . )

When 1 asked Craig Thompson if t h i s teaching strategy was

based on any theory of 1 i n g u i s t i e s , learning, or pedagogy, he
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replied that it was not consciously and directly based on any.

He said that it was based on experience, and he sounded Mery

convincing when he said it.
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G a i l Tremblay: A Creative W r i t i n g Workshop

6ail Tremblay is a poet, f i c t i o n writer, and weaver who has

taught several kinds of poetry and f i c t i o n studios at various

instructional levels. Before j o i n i n g the Evergreen faculty, for

example, Tremblay taught the course "Form and Theory of F i c t i o n "

at the Writers' Workshop at the U n i v e r s i t y of Nebraska at Omaha;

she also taught basic, intermediate, and advanced poetry studios

at UNO. One way she teaches w r i t i n g is through creative w r i t i n g

workshops. These workshops are characterized by:

1. The presence of a group of serious writers;

2. The use of xeroxed copies of student w r i t i n g (every

student brings his own w r i t i n g , xeroxed, to the work-

shop; the students pay for the cost of xeroxing, but

Tremblay notes that she would not let f i n a n c i a l need

prevent a student's membersh i p and part i c i pat i on>;

3. The serious c r i t i c a l discussion of students'

xeroxed w r i t i n g ;

4. The use of i n d i v i d u a l appointment time to discuss

i n d i v i d u a l pieces of student w r i t i n g — one-half

hour to one hour per student per week (or per

piece) ;

This kind of workshop is successful w i t h both f i c t i o n and poetry,

Tremblay notes. It is also effective with what some workshop
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theorists have -felt to be "too long" pieces, she adds, pointing

out that she once did a sixty-page short story in such a

workshop.

Additionally, the workshop"'s success leads to " real -wor 1 d"

success, in her experience. She is happy about the -fact that she

has seen a. good many students begin to publish their pieces

before their period of enrollment in the workshop ends.

From the point of view of the instructor's flexibil ity, the

workshops are extremely useful, Tremblay says, because they can

be done either with or without background teaching in literary

criticism, literary theory, creative writing techniques, and so

on. That is, they can be done prior to the study and practice of

such matters as character-creation, sonnet-writing, point-of-

vi ew, plot, or whatever.

By the same token, the workshops are also -flexible in that

they can be done with s.±udaa±s who themselves have a lot, a

little, or no background. " I ' 1 1 take anybody," Tremblay says,

noting that there is no necessity for screening. "People become

serious," she points out, "because they know they've got to put

their writing before everybody every week! the practice of doing

±ha± produces uiti±e.iia. "

How long does a typical workshop session last? "With all of

them coming, and with everybody bringing a xerox, a session would

be about two hours long," Tremblay answers. "But when

discussions get hot, they go over," she adds. (Often the

workshoppers will adjourn to more favorable cl imes in such
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circumstances, too.)

In such circumstances, these two-hour workshops would be

h e l d twice a week.

The workshop courses themselves run -from a term CJ._̂ £ . , an

academic quarter or semester) to a f u l l year.

SJ.2.&: The optimum size, Trembl ay thinks, is -from -fifteen to

twenty students. (She notes that one constraint is of course the

necessary weekly i n d i v i d u a l conference time.)

Xe. -X±s: Trembl ay sometimes uses standard anthologies

c o n t a i n i n g models of the various genres. (One anthology she has

used w i t h success is Golden Stevenson''s Shod Sl.aci.as Q£ t3ade.c.a

6aa£C:lca..) To such anthologies, she notes that she always adds

examples of work by people of color. She be 1 ieves that i t is

e s p e c i a l l y important, too, to present work of equal q u a l i t y by

writers of color. She stresses that such representation is

c r u c i a l (among countless other reasons) because of the importance

of presenting role models for students of color who are members

of her c r e a t i v e w r i t i n g workshops. Thus, she uses the best texts

she can, i n order to provide representative samples of the best

or most i n t e r e s t i n g models from the various genres; but she finds

that she must supplement these texts i n order to provide

representation of the best or most interesting p o t e n t i a l role

models for students who would not yet f i n d enough of such role

models i n c l u d e d i n the standard anthologies.
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Gail Tremblay concludes by pointing out that the creative

writing workshop, as a studio teaching method, is the major-

piece o-f standard "Writers' Workshop" procedure — as it is

practiced by writer-teachers in such programs at the University

of Iowa, the University of Oregon, the University of New

Hampshire, and so on. She notes that she has not yet been able

to set up and run such a workshop at Evergreen, but she is

confident that it would work here. She hopes to use it in her

upcoming Group Contract titled UcJ_±.LnQ. Sh.ac,± Elc±lau and

to be offered within the Expressive Arts specialty area.
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PARTICIPANTS

The f o l l o w i n g Evergreen faculty and staff w r i t i n g teachers
contributed sections to t h i s monograph:

Richard Alexander (Literature) holds the B.A. i n E n g l i s h
from Emory, the M.A. i n English from Tulane, and the Ph.D. i n
E n g l i s h from I l l i n o i s ; he was a member of the P l a n n i n g Faculty
1970-71 and was Assistant Academic Dean during 1986-82.

Gor don Be c k (C i n ema Arts and Art Hist or y) h o1ds the A.B,
Speech from Bowling Green, the M.A. in Drama from Western
Reserve, and the Ph.D. i n Theatre from 1 1 1 i n o i s ; he joined the
Evergreen faculty i n 1972.

i n

Cra i g Car 1 son (Commun i cat i ons
Engl i sh
Exe ter ;

from UN 1 1 i am and Mary, and
he joined the Evergreen faculty i n 1973

and Poe t r y) holds the B.A. i n
the D. P h i 1 . i n Enql i sh from

Richard Cellar!us CPI ant Biology, Biophysics, and
Environmental Pol icy) holds the B.A. in Physics from Reed and the
Ph.D. i n Life Sciences from Rockefeller; he joined the Evergreen
faculty i n 1972.

Beryl Crowe (Pol i t i c a l Science) holds the A.B. from San
Francisco State and the M.A. from Berkeley; he was a member of
the P l a n n i n g Faculty i n 1978-71.

Doranne Crable-Sundmacher (Literature and Dance) holds the
B . A . i n En g 1 i sh f r om M i c h i gan , the M.A. i n Ame r i c an Li ter a t u r e
from Wayne State, and the Ph.D. i n English from Wayne State; she
is a v i s i t i n g member of the Evergreen faculty.

Thad Curtz
Yale, the M.A.
Li t e r a t u r e f r om
1972.

(Li terature) hoi d-
n Literature f r om

> the B.A. i n Ph
San ta Cruz, and

Santa Cruz; he joined the Evergreen faculty

1osophy from
the Ph.D. i n

i n

L e o Daugherty (Literature a n d L i n g u i s t i c s ) holds t h e A.B. i i
Engl ish and Art from Western Kentucky State, the M.A. i n Engl ish
from Arkansas, and the Ph.D. i n American Literature from East
Texas State; he also d i d a postdoctoral year i n L i n g u i s t i c s at
Harvard and MIT; he served as Academic Dean i n 1975-76.
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George Dimitroti (Mathematics) holds the B.A. in Mathematics
-from Reed, the M.A. in Mathematics from Oregon, and the Ph.D. in
Mathematics -from Oregon; he joined the Evergreen -faculty in
1973.

Judith Esp i n o1 a (Spe e c h Communi c a t i on) holds the B.A. in
Theatre and Speech -from Emerson, the M.A. in Speech Communi-
cation and Literature -from Oklahoma, and the Ph.D. in the Oral
Interpretation o-f Literature, Theatre History, and Literary-
Criticism -from Nor'th we stern ; she has served as Coordinator of
Media Services since coming to Evergreen in 1981.

Donald Finkel (Psychology) holds the B.A. in Philosophy from
Yale, the M.A. in Developmental Psychology from Harvard, and the
Ph.D. i n De v e1opme n t a1 Psych o1ogy f r om Har v ar d; he joined the
Evergreen faculty in 1976.

Steven G. Herman (Biology) holds the B.S. in Zoology from
Davis and the Ph.D. in Zoology from Davis,' he is the author of
Xh£ Nfl tu.n.aJ—L=r±—.s £ J-£-L.d JnuEnaJ. , a m o n o g r a p h used a t Evergreen a n d
elsewhere; he joined the Evergreen faculty in 1971.

David H i t c h e n s (History) holds the B.A. in His tory f r om
W y om i n g , the M.A. in Hist o r y f r om Ul y om ing, and the Ph.D. i n
History from Georgia; he was a member of the Planning Faculty in
1978-71.

Will Humphreys (Philosophy) holds the A.B. in Mathematics
from Allegheny, the M.A, in the History and Philosophy of Science
from Indiana, the M.A. in Philosophy from Indiana, and the Ph.D.
in Philosophy from Yale; he was a member of the Planning Faculty
in 1978-71 and served as Academic Dean during 1976-88.

Richard Jones (Psychology) holds the A.B. in Psychology from
Stanford and the Ph.D. in Psychology from Harvard; the author and
editor of numerous books and articles in psychology and
education, he is also the author of the NEH/WATLAC monograph
UIcii±inci and Ee.£lec.±ln.Q an Qc.£ams and kin.-Lti.nQ Again; he was a
member of the Planning Faculty in 1978-71.

Stella Jordan holds the B.A. in Engl ish from New Mexico, the
M.A, in Engl ish from Cal ifornia State University at Northridge,
an d the M.A. in Re ad ing f r om Ca1 i f or n i a State Un i v e r s i t y a t
Northridge; she has served as Coordinator of the Learning
Resources Center since 1978.
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Love me Root K i n g (Native American Studies) holds the B.A.
i n Engl i sh -from Seattle P a c i f i c and the M.A. i n Communications
from Washington; she joined the Evergreen faculty- i n 1977.

Mark Levensky (Philosophy) holds the B.A. i n Philosophy from
Iowa, the M.A. i n Philosophy from M i c h i g a n , and the Ph.D. i n
Philosophy from M i c h i g a n ; he is the author of the NEH/WATLAC
monograph Be.sp.anse. klalilnqj- One. Ldax ia leach. Uniiiag la ih.fi.
Humaaiiifi-s; he joined the Evergreen faculty i n 1972.

Da v i d Mar-r- (Literature and American Studies) holds the B.A.
i n Engl ish from Iowa, the M.A. i n American C i v i l i z a t i o n from
Iowa, and the Ph.D. i n Ame ri c an Studies f rom Wash i n g t on State; he
is the a u t h o r of the N E H/W AT LA C m o n o g r a p h Eicicauaqaai laieae.sii
liin.liiaq la Social Saace.; he joined the Evergreen faculty i n 1971
and began serving as Assistant Academic Dean i n 1984.

Rudy Martin (Engl ish) holds the A.B. i n Engl ish from
Berkeley, the M.A. i n Engl ish from San Francisco State, and the
Ph.D. i n American Studies from Washington State; he is a w r i t e r
of f i c t i o n who has recently begun to publ ish his short stories;
he was a member of the Planning Faculty i n 1979-71 and served as
Academic Dean during the period 1973-76.

Charles MeCann (English and Management Studies) holds the
B.A. i n Nayal Science fr om Ya1e, the M.S. i n Me r c h an d i s in g f r om
NYU, the M.A. i n Engl ish from Yale, the Ph.D. i n Engl ish from
Ya1e, and the M.P.P.M. (Hon.) irom Ya1e; he se r ye d as Ev e r gr e e n•
Founding President during 1968-1977.

David Paul sen (Philosophy) holds the B.A. i n Philosophy from
Chicago and the Ph.D. i n Philosophy of Science from Stanford;
he and Jerry Cederblom are the authors of the w i d e l y used text
£rl±ljiaJ_ IhlnJiln^; he joined the Evergreen faculty i n 1978.

Hazel Jo Reed (Mathematics and Spanish) holds the B.A. i n
Ma t h ema t i c s f r om Reed, the M.S. i n Ma t h ematics f r om Car n e g i e -
M e l l o n , and the Ph.D. i n Mathematics from Carnegie-Mellon; she
is a writer of f i c t i o n ; she joined the Evergreen faculty i n 197

Sandra Simon (Engl ish) holds the B.A, i n Psychology from
UCLA and the M.A. i n English from UCLA; she joined the Evergreen
facul ty i n 1973.
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L.R. "Pete" Sinclair (Literature) holds the B.A. in
Literature -from Wyoming and the Ph.D. in Literature from
Washington; he is the author o-f the N EH/WAT LAC monograph
Q£ Exp.lan.aii.un.-L &a 6p,p.c.oach. ±Q laactiiaQ Utiiiag; he joined the
Evergreen -faculty in 1971.

Ma. 1t hew Sm i t h (Political Science) holds the B.A. in
Political Science from Reed, the M.A.T. in Social Science -from
Reed, and the Ph.D. in Pol itical Science from North Carol ina; he
j o i n e d the E v e r qr e e n f ac u 1 t y i n 1 973 .

Su san S t r asse r (Ame ri can History) holds the B.A. in Hi st or y
from Reed, the B.A. in U.S. History from Stony Brook, and the
Ph.D. in History from Stony Brook; her ideas about the teaching
of writing derive in part from her own experiences as a writer of
essays and books, among which is bLau&c. Hon£, a history of
housewor k wh i c h has received critical and popu1ar ac claim; sh e
j o i n e d the Ev e r gr e e n f ac u1 t y in 1975.

Nan c y Tay1 or (Hist or y an d Edu c a t i on) holds the A.B. in
Hist or y f r om S t an f or d an d the M.A. in Edu c a t i on f r om S t an ford;
she originally came to Evergreen as an admissions officer in
1976, su bse q u e n 11y j o i n i n g the f ac u1t y in 1971.

Charles Teske (Literature) holds the B.A. in Engl ish from
Lafayette, the M.A. in Engl ish from Yale, and the Ph.D. in
Engl ish from Yale; he was one of Evergreen's three original
Ac adem i c Dean s , se r v ing f r om 1970 t h r ou gh I976.

Craig Thompson holds the B.A. and M.A. in Engl ish from
W a s h i n g t o n S t a t e U n i v e r s i t y ; he h a s s e r v e d as As s i •=• i a n t
Coordinator of the Learning Resources Center since 1981.

bail Tremblay (Creative Writing) holds the B.A. in Drama
from New Hampshire and the M.F.A. in Engl ish (Writing of Poetry)
from Oregon; she is an extensively publ i shed poet; she joined t he-
Evergreen faculty in 1980.
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Postscript I: p. A

WORKING WITH THE VAGUE QUESTION THESIS TO GET US TO A WORKABLE ONE

1. This is a "what is it?" question as it stands. Cut back to one issue —

JEFFERSON'S POSITION ON THE BANKS

Still a "what is it?" What's the second term?

J'S POSITION ON THE BANKS CURRENT DEMOCRATIC PARTY'S IDEAS

What's the relationship between the two terms?

(J'S POSITION) HAS CONTINUED TO INFLUENCE
D P POSITION) or HAS REMAINED IN FULL FORCE IN - U.t. iUblliUN;

What is the real subject of my question/thesis?
Is it :

JEFFERSON'S POSITION ON THE BANKS HAS CONTINUED TO INFLUENCE CURRENT
DEMOCRATIC PARTY IDEAS ON BANKS

OR:
CURRENT DEMOCRATIC PARTY POLICY ABOUT BANKING STILL ADHERES TO THE

IDEAS OF THOMAS JEFFERSON ON BANKING

2. What is the controversy? Why is this important or significant? Why is it
important to me?

Well, I want to explain somehow an odd element in current Democratic Party
thinking — that on the one hand it argues for a large array of government
interference in and control of the economy, but it also still adheres
to Jeffersonian ideals that the "people" should rule, and that government
should interfere as little as possible in the lives of the people.

SO-

CURRENT DEMOCRATIC PARTY POLICY ON THE BANKS DISPLAYS A CONTRADICTION BETWEEN
ITS SUPPORT FOR WIDESPREAD GOVERNMENT INTERVENTION IN THE ECONOMY, AND
A DESIRE TO HAVE THE PEOPLE CONTROL THE GOVERNMENT WHILE THE GOVERNMENT
INTERFERES AS LITTLE AS POSSIBLE IN THE LIVES OF THE PEOPLE, A CONTRADICTION
WHICH DERIVES HISTORICALLY FROM THE SAME CONTRADICTIONS IN JEFFERSON'S
IDEAS.

3. Refining the thesis — How do I get Jackson, Crockett, Hamilton, Paine,
Crevecouer into the thesis?

Well, Hamilton argued for interference, but for control by the rich; Jefferson
for little interference and control by the common man. I guess, in some
ways the current Democrats are the heirs of both Hamilton and Jefferson.
This comes to a head under Jackson and Van Buren. Crockett was on the
side of the Banks and the little people? Paine too. I guess this
goes back even to the pre-revolution . Agrarian vs. Manufacturing. Crevecouer
is an agrarian. . . .

Refine my terms — Well, am I really talking about Banking? No, it has shifted,
and I'm really concerned about the relationships among government, wealth, and
popular control. OK, change the thesis.
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(CURRENT DEMOCRATIC POLICY ON THE PROPER RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN GOVERNMENT
ACTIVITY IN THE ECONOMY, WEALTH, AND POPULAR CONTROL) (DISPLAYS CERTAIN
CONTRADICTIONS) which (CAN BE EXPLAINED BY THE SAME CONTRADICTIONS IN THE
EARLY PERIOD OF OUR COUNTRY) (WITH JEFFERSON AND THE AGRARIANS ARGUING THAT
...) and (HAMILTON AND PAINE ARGUING THAT...), a split which (CONTINUED INTO
THE JACKSON PERIOD WITH JACKSON AND VAN BUREN ARGUING..., WHILE CROCKETT
AND BIDDLE ARGUED THAT...), so that (THE CURRENT DEMOCRATIC POSITION IS
THE HEIR OF BOTH THE HAMILTON AND JEFFERSON ARGUMENTS) and (THUS NECESSARILY
CONTAINS MANY APPARENT CONTRADICTIONS).

4. Is this still too big? Probably, but I'll go for it anyway. Here's the
outline (rough)

I. Introduction; current Democratic Party position....contains apparent
contradictions.... important to understand because... Could be explained
many ways, but I want (for some reason) to approach it from history.
These contradictions have their roots in the earliest years of our
country, particularly pre-revolutionary, early Federalist, and Jackson era.

II. Current Democratic Party positions

III. Comes down to the proper relationships between

A. Government activity in the economy
B. Power of Wealthy
C. Power of the common people.

IV. How this appeared in pre-revolutionary period—

A. Crevecouer as early agrarian
B. Paine all for manufacturing, banks, etc.
C. Both wanted somehow for power not to get into the hands of

wealthy aristocrats. but...

V. Federalist period:

A. Hamilton's views—
1) role of the rich and well-born, need to commit them to the country
2) necessary government activity to promote the economy
3) this would ultimately work to the advantage of the common people
4) how this is like, and not like Paine.

B. Jefferson's views—
1) role of the common people in controlling government; need for

policies to help common man to independence, agrarian
2) government to do only what absolutely necessary
3) fear of the power of the rich and well-born
4) how this is like or not like Crevecouer.

C. Hamilton/Jefferson clash. Leads into Jackson period...

VI. Jackson period:

A. How the issue was seen in this period... Biddle's bank, industries.
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OUTLINE

Question: Which principles of Jefferson, the founder of the Democratic
Party, are upheld by Democrats today, and which are not?

Answer (thesis):

Many of Jefferson's principles became firm rules in America,
but some were lost.

I. Some principles that stuck

A. Freedom of the press
B. Freedom of religion

1. separation of church and state
2. firm Democratic party position

C. States' Rights
D. Education
E. Slavery

II. Some which did not

A. Bank Issue
B. Agrarian concept
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MAKING OF AMERICA

WRITING WORKSHOP # 1

GETTING STARTED

A) THINKING AND WRITING

The key to writing well is thinking well.

Thinking is hard work, and very hard to teach. In one way or another
many teachers of writing avoid trying to teach thinking, and
concentrate instead on teaching mechanics or form.

What are you doing what you think? (as opposed to dreaming, remembering,
repeating, reporting, reflecting, responding, etc....)

TO THINK IS TO CONSCIOUSLY ESTABLISH SOME MEANINGFUL CONNECTIONS BETWEEN
AT LEAST TWO SEPARATE ITEMS (facts, ideas, images, events, and so on).

ORIGINAL THOUGHT establishes connections which the thinker at least has never
previously encountered, or never encountered in quite this situation or
in quite this way. Originality is useful, ultimately, only if the new
connections are significant and lead to something important. In most
college-level work, originality is a low-grade virtue at best. Do not
worry at all about originality at this stage in your career.

IT IS IMPOSSIBLE TO THINK ABOUT ONE ITEM ALONE.

B) START WITH A QUESTION

(This is the most important set of ideas about writing I will ever present to
you, and you should return to this discussion continually as you work to
improve your writing.)

Good college-level thinking usually starts with a question, or at least
arrives at a question very quickly. You (the thinker) then proceed to
answer this question. You do research. You learn more. You test your
ideas. You constantly rethink your question.

There are good questions and bad (useless) questions. Here are the differences:

a) The good question has mor^e than cme item, at least an x and a y,
and the question is about the relationships between x and y.
There is more than one source needed to answer this question.

— BAD question: "What is it?"
(unless what it is_ is itself controversial — see below)

b) The answer to the question is not obvious.

— BAD question: "Of course.")
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c) You do not already know the answer to the question. You are open
to new information, to ideas different from those you already hold.

— BAD question: You already know the answer, or you
are so convinced of the sort of answer you will accept
that you are closed to new information and ideas.

d) You know what the subject of your question is. You have decided
that your question is essentially about x, or about y, and you
understand why you have so decided.

— BAD questions keep shifting their focus uncontrollably,
or lose focus altogether.

e) The good question is controversial, and you know what the controversy is.

i) equally qualified students of this question disagree as to
the answer

or ii) the answer itself is uncontroversial, but there is some controversy
which would be settled if people understood this point or had this
information.

— BAD question: "Everyone agrees to that. So what?"

f) The good question is significant, and you know what the significance is.

Another way to put this is that it matters whether your answer is
correct or not. Something important in the world will be affected if
your answer is one thing, or another. The answer makes a difference.

— BAD question: "OK, but what difference does that make?"

g) The good question is important to YOU, and you know why it is important
to you.

— BAD question: "Well it's controversial and significant,
but I don't really care what the answer is. I'm just
doing this to fill an assignment."

C) What do you do next? Well, you set out to gather the information necessary to
answer your question. You do as much study, research, and thinking as you have
time for. You gradually come up with some sort of answer to your question.

Once you have an answer — of some sort — which you are willing to argue, you have
a THESIS.

Your THESIS is the answer you are willing to argue at the time you sit down to
write your paper.

Every paper should have (must have) both a question and a thesis.

Once you have both a question and a thesis, you can readily organize your paper.
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We will, discuss how you organize a paper, using your question and thesis
as the source of and guide to your organization, at the next Writing
Workshop. For the moment, please have faith, make the best stab you can,
and turn in a finished paper. Concentrate initially on making sure you
have a good question, and that you have at least tried to answer it in
your paper.

D) HOW TO TEST YOUR QUESTION —

Ask yourself, seriously:

a) Do I have at least two items (an x and a y), and is my question
about their relationship?

Do I need more than one source to answer this question?

b) Is the answer to my question obvious?

c) Do I already know the answer to my question? What sort of answer
am I looking for? Will I accept only one possible answer?

d) What is the true subject of my question? (Frame the question several ways,
using now one subject and now another, and be sure that you understand
the question you settle on.)

e) Is there a controversy about my question?

i) Is there disagreement about the answer? If so, what?

ii) Is there some other controversy which needs the answer to my question?

f) How is my question significant? Why does it matter what my answer is?
WHICH of the many possible significances for this question do I mean to
discuss?

g) How do I care about this question?

As you test your questions, and as you learn more about the subjects and the
possible answers, you will probably find that both your sense of the questions and
your understanding of the answers will shift and change. This is both expectable and
a GOOD THING, so long as you keep it under control. It is the sure sign that you are
actually thinking, actually wrestling with your questions. But you must not allow the
questions to change so radically and so frequently that you can never settle on
one question, or ever settle on any possible answer. Once you have a good question,
stick with it. Be especially careful to stick with the subject, the controversy, the
significance, and the importance to yourself. If you let these go, you are lost.

225



Postscript I: p. G

PUNCTUATION

Nowadays, the punctuation system actually used by most writers and editors
is one which is based upon the meaning intended by the writer—upon the logical
relations intended—rather than upon "rules," or pauses.

Therefore, in order to punctuate accurately, one need only understand the
meanings of the marks of punctuation, and to understand what one means to say
in one's own writing.

I. Marks of punctuation defined:

ALL MARKS OF PUNCTUATION SEPARATE: NO MARKS OF PUNCTUATION JOIN.

If this is true, then we can define all marks of punctuation by the degree
of separation implied, and by the logical relations between the separated words
which are implied.

a. Between groups of words which could be separate sentences:

A. B. the period—the strongest separation. The material on
either side are separate complete thoughts.

A,B. the comma—the weakest separation, mere separation. A & B
are now one single thought, only slightly broken.

AB. the run-on sentence—A & B now constitute one undivided
thought.

A; B. the semicolon—stronger than comma, weaker than period.
Two possible meanings: a) a series; b) the two pieces are
independent, but required together to express one thought.
This latter situation is usually (but not necessarily) a
positive/negative relation, as in "All marks of punctuation
separate; no marks of punctuation join."

A:B. the colon and the dash—both introduce a sort of series.
The second part ("B") is wholly dependent upon the first

A—B part ("A"), usually explaining it further, or offering an
example. The colon is formal. The dash is informal, and
in addition serves to emphasize what follows it.

(Sentence Fragments are quite common, and do mean something. Since
the period indicates that everything preceding it is in some sense
one complete thought, in this case this fragment, this image, is
supposedly a complete thought. In context, this could be very
meaningful.)

b. Between items in a series:

commas separate the items in a series.

semicolons separate sub-groups within a series, or are used
when one or more items in a series have internal punctuation
themselves.
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c. Separating quoted materials from your own writing:

Most people understand this process well enough already, so
I will limit myself to two comments.

1. One of the very few real "rules" is that periods and commas
are placed inside the last quotation mark, whether they belong
to the quotation or not; semicolons, colons, or dashes are
placed outside the final quotation mark, whether they belong
to the quotation or not; question marks and exclamation points
are placed inside or outside the final quotation marks depending
upon whether they belong to the material quoted or to you.

2. Long quotations—that is any quotation longer than three lines
of your paper—are separated from the text, single-spaced, and
indented from both sides. DO NOT USE QUOTATION MARKS ALSO, for
you have already indicated that it is quoted materials.

d. Separating parenthetical material from the essential sentences:

Parenthetical materials are important to the thought expressed, but
not essential to it.

, , Two commas—the weakest separation, mere separation.
The material is only slightly parenthetical.

- - two dashes—somewhat stronger than commas. The dashes
also call attention to the material between them.

( ) parentheses—the strongest separation, absolute
separation. The material is unquestionably parenthetical,
and the separation is so strong that the material
inside can violate the syntax of the sentence that
contains it, can even be a number of sentences itself,
or contain quotations, for instance.

[ ] brackets—a very special parentheses, used only inside
quotations, and separating your inserted or substituted
wording of your original.

II. Logical relations within English sentences.

A SENTENCE is a word or group of words which expresses one complete thought.

A PARAGRAPH is one sentence or a group of sentences which develops one
(complete?) idea, or topic.

An ESSAY is one paragraph or a group of paragraphs which provides an
exposition of one (complete?) thesis.
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from Paul & Percival Goodman, Communitas, orig. pub. 1947.

1. We must mention still another obstacle to community planning in

our times and a cause of the dull and unadventurous thinking about it the

threat of war especially atomic war

2. people feel and they are bang right that there is not much point in

initiating large-scale and long-range improvements in the

physical environment

3. when we are uncertain about the existence of a physical environment the

day after tomorrow a sensible policy for highways must be sacrificed to the

needs of moving defense

4. nor is this defeated attitude toward planning relieved when military experts

come forth with spine-tingling plans that propose the total disruption of

our present arrangements solely in the interest of minimizing the damage

of the bombs such schemes do not awaken enthusiasm for a new way of life

5. but even worse that this actual doubt grounded in objective danger is

the world-wide anxiety that everywhere produces conformity and brain washed

citizens for it takes a certain basic confidence and hope to be able to

be rebellious and hanker after radical innovations as the historians point out

6. it is not when the affairs of society are at low ebb but on the upturn

and in the burst of revival that great revolutions occur now compare our decades

since world war II with the decade after world war I in both there was

unheard of productivity and prosperity a vast expansion is science and tech-

nique a flood of international exchange

7. but the decade of the 20's had also one supreme confidence that there

was never going to be another war the victors sank their warships in the sea

and every nation signed the Kellog-Briand pact and it was in that confidence

that there flowered the golden age of avant-garde art and many of the elegant

and audacious community plans that we shall discuss in the following pages

8. our decade alas has had the contrary confidence god grant that we are

equally deluded and our avant-garde art and thought have been pretty desperate

the future is gloomy
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9. and we offer you a book about the bright face of the future it is because

we have a stubborn faith in the following proposition the chief the underlying

reason that people wage war is that they do not wage peace how to wage peace?
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I. Organization

-Limit your topic as much as you can; it is always easier to expand than
to cut. Do not, however, assume that this limitation excuses you from a
close familiarity with the whole territory around your topic.

-Whether or not you have made an outline, your reader should be able to
make one easily. If possible, work out your organization from the way
the material naturally falls (Aristotelian suggestion); if impossible,
then be in command all the way. You are responsible.

-Avoid mere summaries and chunky quotations; you must "treat," "process,"
use everything that appears in your text. If you have four kinds of
things to say about four topics, do not use a 1A 2A 3A 4A IB 2B 3B 4B
(etc.) or Al A2 A3 A4 Bl B2 B3 B4 (etc.) scheme. Try for 1A 2B 3C 4D if_
you can; but you must be in charge and override all rules rather than
sticking to any one mechanical principle. (See S&W, p. 26)

-Decide what is important and go to it swiftly. From the beginning, even
if you wish to convey the feeling of dramatic discovery, now where you
are going, what you are attempting to prove, or demonstrate, or suggest.

-If you bog down, scribble quickly all your thoughts and references on a
given topic, leaving space between each item. Then go back and read over
the scribblings, deciding which jottings you wish to keep, which are merely
repetitive, which are interesting but irrelevant, and which are only
throat-clearings. On another piece of scratch paper, play around with
various sequences in which these jottings might make sense, using key words,
letters, or numbers for reference. After a few hours away from these
automatic writings, you should be ready to make a sane outline. But
whatever you do, avoid bothering the readers of the final draft with
your fits and starts.

-Don't depend on marked or spaced subdivisions to do your organizing for
you. The movements of your ideas should be clear, whether or not you
provide typographical signposts.

-In sections and paragraphs, know what your topic sentences are; if you
don't write topic sentences, know why.

-Observe the rule of grouping and the rule of direction in your organi-
zation. Avoid such structures as: "If we had some bacon, we could have
some bacon and eggs, if we had some eggs."
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-Don't depend upon such weak hinges as "also," "however," "nevertheless,"
and "in addition." If the sense demands them, all right. But they will
not save a disorganized paragraph or add more than a show of logic to the
development of a section.

-When you make transitions, know that you're making them and how you're
making them: by parallel structure, by logical or chronological connec-
tions, by repetition of key words. Obiter dicta belong in the notes or
nowhere. The tighter your control over the development of your discussion,
the less you should have to worry about taking your reader with you. If
you don't know where you're going, how should he know?

II. Rhythm

-When there is no strong reason to differentiate materials, assimilate
them; "express co-ordinate ideas in similar form"; if you find yourself
forced into "elegant variation," there will usually be something wrong
with the development of your discussion; compress.

-Be aware of modulations among long and short sentences. Learn what
"loose" and "periodic" sentences are. Articulate difficult ideas in the
clearest possible structures, using parallelisms and working slowly.
Force home simpler ideas through variety of pacing and careful building-
up of emphasis.

-You will achieve emphasis by segregation, position, repetition, proportion.
The most emphatic position is the end of any pattern or series; the next
most emphatic is the beginning. (These remarks apply to sentences, para-
graphs, sections, and whole essays. See S&W p. 27.)

-Put the weight of meaning into nouns and verbs, not into adjectives and
adverbs; into main clauses, not into qualifying clauses or phrases. If
you wish to work obliquely and suggestively, all right; but know that this
is what you're doing.

-Beware of repetitions—of running too long in one place; beware of primer
prose.

-Should you need to compress material, turn sentences into clauses, clauses
into phrases, and phrases into single qualifying words.

-Consider the distinction between architectural unity and surface coherence;
the former depends upon logical understanding, the latter may depend upon
all sorts of associations; "solidity" is the virtue of the former, "flow"
of the latter.
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-Don't shift constructions, levels of style, points of view, or tense-
sequences unnecessarily. Play by your own rules, unless there is a clear,
overriding reason for breaking them.

-Though you should try to vary the sizes of paragraphs for rhythmic interest,
suspect any paragraphs that are too long or too short. If they are too
short, either find supporting material or incorporate them into neighboring
paragraphs. Short paragraphs are good only for emphatic summaries or
crucial transitions.

-Leave spaces between bursts of metaphorical language. Beware of suppressed
metaphors in abstractions. If you wish to ride a metaphor or a simile
into a long-distance conceit, make sure that it doesn't end by riding you.

-Pay attention to the timing of your effects (by examining how you have
spaced them within your paper). Remember that it should take the reader
only a few minutes to peruse a section which it took you a whole day to
write.

-Although you should avoid them most of the time, learn how to use such
"fillers" as "indeed," "of course," "by no means," "consequently," and
"in effect" as devices for spacing and thus for throwing emphasis upon
what follows. Compare the rhythms of "We are born, we live, and we die."
"We are born, we live, and of course, we die." Eliot: "I see nothing
quite conclusive in the art of temporal government,/ But violence,
duplicity and frequent malversation."

-Avoid rhyming jingles and heavily metrical constructions in prose;
otherwise, you seem to promise the reader something which you aren't
prepared to sustain.

III. Words

-Use simple words unless you are forced to use large and complex ones.
Supposedly you have enough that is new to tell the reader; there will
be no need to impress him with ornaments.

-Cultivate your ear for appropriateness; shifts into slang may be exciting,
but you are likely to lose more by distraction than you gain in energy.

-If you love literature, then you must love words. Be responsible for
sensing the connotational "spin" on them as they come to you. Have special
care for the exact usage of Greek and Latin abstractions.
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—Realize that by shifting connotations, you can make the better appear the
worse cause. One man's "scholar" is another man's "pedant"; your "Ren-
aissance man" is my "dilettante"; your "light touch" my "superficiality";
your "do-gooder" my "philanthropist." Be careful to block connotations
that you don't want your reader to think of. A steak is, after all, the
seared flesh of a dead animal.

—Be aware of those central terms in an essay by which all else is defined
but which are not defined in themselves ("liberal education," "human spirit,"
"genius").

—When writing about literature, prefer active verbs; the world which you
perceive seems filled with agents doing something to other people and things;
keep that feeling whenever you can. Remember, however, that it is almost
impossible to be emotionally neutral when you use simple words; if for some
specific reason you want to be neutral and remote, use abstractions; but
even abstractions can be precise or imprecise.

—When writing about literature, be aware that technical terminology is not
an end in itself. Critical and theoretical terms serve mainly as a short-
hand previously agreed upon so that writers can get at their subjects more
swiftly. When you do use such.terms, use them conventionally or else care-
fully explain your departure from accepted usage. Do not multiply entities
unnecessarily.

—If you simply cannot think of fresh turns of language to say what you mean,
then you can exploit cliches by getting inside them, extending them, or (in
Wimsatt's phrase) "twisting their tails."

—Bad words: "interesting," "important," "significant," "meaningful," etc.
Use the space they would have occupied to show why your topic should strike
the reader as interesting, important, significant, or meaningful. Too often
they are like exclamation points in a schoolgirl's correspondence, meant to
whip up urgency when none has been created by the close writing itself.
Bad words: "case," "aspect," "factor," "feature," "nature," "character,"
etc. They are either pompous padding or else take up space better used for
working in closer to whatever aspect of the character of your factors you
wish to examine.
Bad words (in profusion): "of," "with." (Another Wimsatt rule:) Watch out
for three "of's" in a row; usually something will be wrong in the logical
relationships of objects which seem to be parallel. "Wit'h" is unfortunately
weak; in the Second World War, we fought with Germany; we also fought with
England against Germany; we hit our enemies with bombs and with courage and
with telling effect.

—By rigorous self-examination, isolate the fashionable jargon of the day
("identify," "relate with," "empathy," "charisma," "escalation," "thrust,"
"consensus," "psychedelic," "esoteric," "sensibility," etc.) and try not to use
such words as new all-purpose toys.
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IV. Logic

—Be wary of using too many compound sentences. If the thoughts you express
in the several clauses admit of subordinate relationships, then subordinate
them. don't force the reader to do this sort of work for you. Eisenhower
was elected, and the Korean War ended. (Because? Although? Shortly after?)

—Remember that in using a non-restrictive clause within a main clause, you
are making two statements, each of which may be questioned.

—You cannot prove anything by analogy; you can only illuminate your topics.

—Decide whether you are operating deductively or inductively; if deductively,
make sure that your premises are sensible and that your arguments are clean;
if inductively, reason from enough instances so that you will arrive at your
conclusions only a step before the reader. In formulating hypotheses, ob-
serve the rules of simplicity and frequency— and make sure that these
criteria suit the age in which your subject was written, not only your aware-
ness of your own age.

—Beware of circular and impromptu definitions.

—Understand the fallacies of denying the antecedents and affirming consequents
in conditional arguments.

—Especially when you are working in the study of historical influences upon
a writer's work, beware of the fallacy of post hoc ergo propter hoc.

—Realize that comparison-and-contrast methods of development may lead you
into difficulties. If you discuss two works or two men or two periods (A and
B), and if you alternate between them frequently (A but B; A, on the other
hand, B), you will probably make clear their relationship but you will
never establish what they are in themselves; if, on the other hand, you
devote a single big block to A and then another to B, the reader may under-
stand what they are in themselves but not why you have chosen to talk about
both of them.

—If you have to demolish opponents, use sharp blades, not rubber hoses.

—If at any time you must play unfairly, let the reader know that you know
you're doing it— and have a pretty good reason for it.

—Try to be logical, but never be smug. Q.E.D. arguments don't lead English-
speaking students to an appreciation of works of the imagination.
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V. Strategy

-Originality is largely a matter of precision in terms; it follows from an
unwillingness to settle for others' —or your own — cliches, and to
imitate rhythms of thought external to your present problem. Sincerity is
a matter of energy and discipline; it follows when affection or dislike is
translated into forcible clarity.

-Decide what you are doing in every step of your research and writing;
allow time for sheer brainstorming; do not count on being able to produce
more than three pages of finished text a day.

-Your paper must have a shape, a structure; it cannot be a "transcript of
reality." There is no such thing as not having a style; you have either a
good style or a negligent, confused, derivative style.

-Beware of pet hypotheses and of unanalyzed first principles; if you have
prejudices and cannot escape them, warn the reader in an introductory pas-
sage or note.

-Make your mistakes loud and clear; otherwise no one will be able to hear
you when you're right.

-Do not try to exhaust your subject. You can't do it anyhow, for poems and
dramas and fictional prose are media untranslatable into true-false dis-
cursive prose. Literary criticism and scholarship should lead back toward
the work itself.

-Unless you have strong reasons to work otherwise, follow rules, group your
discussions into paragraphs, and strive for economy. You must assume that
you have enough that is new to tell your reader; don't waste time and energy
in tricks and sloppiness. Do not show the reader your preparations for
writing.

-Be concrete; do not generalize about Greek tragedies when you are reasoning
from a knowledge of only one or two plays. The reader will accept suggestions
on further problems if he learns to trust your procedures on those problems
which you do treat intensively.

-Think hard about the styles and tones appropriate for scholarship; not whipped
up excitement, but penetration; not humor, but some wit. Plan for some
climaxes, but be very careful about rhapsodizing. Critical scholarship is
a cross between the art of the interpreter and the analysis of the scientist.
Love of a work should be shown not by repeating enthusiastic comments but
by the care with which the work has been studied.
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—In your relationship to readers: Don't take too much for granted. A simple
"of course" or two will allow you to flatter the reader while still telling
him something he ought to know but may not know. Speak as if to someone
generally intelligent, mildly opinionated, but specifically ignorant on
your topic; someone willing to learn if you don't make it too hard for him.
Give the sense that if you wanted to extend discussion on any related points,
you could. Direct footnotes and bibliography toward what the reader might
like to know in pursuing the subject. Stand not above the work, but between
the reader and it, your palms open and extended in both directions.

—Write with knowledge of what others have said; ultimately, however, they
can't speak for you. Don't pretend to more knowledge than you have; don't
be afraid to admit your limitations in notes or introductory material - don't
be too humble: every declarative sentence could begin with, "From my
limited viewpoint, at this particular place and time, given the problems
of knowing and feeling and expressing, entropy, and original sin, it would
seem that...."

—Learn how to incorporate quoted material smoothly, using as little as
possible (save for a long crucial passage or two from primary works) but
playing fair with your sources. Rules: (from W.W. Watt, An American
Rhetoric, 3rd ed. (New York, 1964, p. 9:) "Acknowledge indebtedness (1.) when-
ever you quote another person's actual words; (2.) whenever you use another
person's idea, opinion, or theory, even if it is completely paraphrased in
your own words; and (3.) whenever you borrow facts, statistics, or other
illustrative material— unless the information is common knowledge."

—Know the relative valuation and solidity of texts and authorities you cite.
When providing bibliographies, be prepared to comment on the worth of
various sources. Don't use references for padding or name-dropping.

—Follow the MLA Style Sheet; try to feel the reasons behind the conventions.

—Beware of setting up straw men— opposing opinions easy to confute; but
be sure to show the need for your work as you disagree with others. You
will learn most by arguing with the strongest scholarly competitors.

—A good device for importing the tone of the original into your critical
discussion: build paragraphs toward the climactic words of your author
(but make sure these words aren't so resounding that you are left with nothing
to say thereafter).

—When you are stuck in the middle of a sentence, or a paragraph, or a section,
usually the trouble lies not at that place but in something you have done
earlier; go back; don't waste energy where you are.
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-Beware of giving away main points early in hopes that something better will
come; be willing to re-arrange. Don't hesitate before writing something;
you can't revise something you haven't put down.

-When you leave your manuscript for a break, leave in the middle of a
sentence. Generally you will do well to scribble at the end of the day notes
to yourself about th.e points to be considered tomorrow; sometimes you feel
closure coming on as you do so, and this is a wonderful feeling.

-Set and keep deadlines for (1) the finishing of preliminary scholarship,
(2) the writing of the first draft, (3) the completion of major revisions.
Don't overestimate your powers for completing last-minute bursts of genius.

-Avoid pumping up your discussion by superlatives (S&W, p. 59); but FIND
THE MINIMUM THAT YOU MUST SAY, THAT YOU CAN TRULY DEFEND— AND THEN SET
IT FORTH AS CLEARLY AND EMPHATICALLY AS YOU CAN.
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GENERAL SUGGESTIONS ABOUT WRITING

Strategy

1.) No one else can think with your mind or see with your eyes. You
have something to say.

2) Originality and profundity result not from any decision to be
"original" or "profound." They come from a drive for clarity,
for precision, for expressing what you mean. Don't settle for
others'— or your own — cliches; don't try to imitate what you
think good writing should be.

3) Sincerity is a matter of energy and discipline. It follows when
you translate your opinions into forcible clarity, and
when you back them up with homework— research and reasoning.

4) Your paper must have a shape, a structure; it cannot be a
"transcript of reality." There is no such thing as not having
a style. You have either a good style or a negligent, confused,
derivative style.

5) Make your mistakes loud and clear. Otherwise no one will be able
to hear you when you're right.

6) Do not try to exhaust your subject. You can't do it anyhow.
Limit your topic to an issue or several points which you can
treat well.

7) Unless you have strong reasons to work otherwise, follow
grammatical rules, don't distract your reader with petty
errors, group your discussion into paragraphs, and strive for
economy. You must assume that you have enough that is new
to tell your reader. Don't waste time and energy on tricks
or trying to imitate other people's voices.

8) Do not show the reader your preparations for writing. Save
your throat-^clearings for rough drafts. Rarely will you be
able to write out a whole essay or other discussion when you
start with blank paper and try, all at once, to think up
ideas, to organize them, to criticize your strategy, to put
your thoughts into full sentences, and to edit what you are
writing. These are separate activities. Until you get very
proficient at writing, perform them as separate steps.

9) If you bog down or don't know how to start, scribble quickly on
scratch paper all your thoughts and references on your topic,
using abbreviations and catch-phrases, leaving space between
each item. Take a break. Then go back and read over the
scribblings, deciding which jottings you wish to keep, which are
merely repetitive, which are interesting but irrelevant or too
much to handle, and which are only throat clearings. Cross out
what you can't use. Take a break. Then, on another piece of
scratch paper, after you have numbered the items you have left,
play around with various sequences in which these jottings might
make sense. Make an outline. Take a break. Now start writing
the paper. You will know what you have to say and where you are
going. 239
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10) In your relationship to readers, don't take too much for granted.
A simple "of course" or two will allow you to flatter the readers'
knowledge while still telling them something they ought to know
but may not know. Speak as if to someone generally intelligent,
mildly opinionated, but specifically ignorant on your topic—
someone willing to learn if you don't make it too hard for him
or waste his time. Even if only one teacher will be reading the
paper, you should develop the habit of treating that teacher as
an editor and writing to other real people beyond the walls of the
college and the constraints of its being an academic assignment.

11) When you get stuck in the middle of a sentence, or a paragraph,
or a section, usually the trouble lies not at that place but
in something you have done earlier— committing yourself to
an imprecise main term, giving away a large point prematurely,
getting lost in a digression. Don't waste energy where you are.
Go back, find the trouble, and start fresh from there.

12) When you leave your desk for a break, leave in the middle of a
sentence, not at the end of a paragraph or section. Generally
you will do well, if you are leaving the work for a lengthy
period (for a meal, or because you are going to sleep), to
scribble to yourself some notes about what is going to come next.
At any rate, give yourself every opportunity to keep the thread going

13) Set and keep deadlines for the finishing of preliminary research,
the writing of rough-draft materials, the writing of your full
draft, and the editing of the final paper, including any revisions
and corrections of errors. Don't overestimate your powers for
completing things in last-minute bursts of genius.

14) In all of this, find the minimum that you can say, that you
must say, that you can truly defend— and then set it forth as
clearly and emphatically as you can.

Traps to Avoid

1) Avoid mere summaries and chunky quotations. You should "treat,"
"process," use everything that appears in your text toward
making your main points.

2) Avoid "elegant variation." If you find yourself searching for
different ways to say the same thing, there will usually be
something wrong with the development of your discussion. Compress it.

3) Avoid starting any full draft of a paper without knowing where you
are going. Whether or not you have made an outline, your reader
should be able to make one. You can always alter your conclusion
if a better idea strikes you while you are writing. And better
ideas are more likely to strike you if you have some ideas to
start with.

4) Remember that though it may take you many hours to write a paper,
your reader will be going through it in minutes. So pay attention
to the timing of your effects.
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5) Though you should try to vary the sizes of paragraphs for
rhythmic interest, suspect any paragraphs which are too long
or too short. If they are too short, either find supporting
material or incorporate them into neighboring paragraphs.
Short paragraphs are good only for emphatic summaries, or
crucial transitions. If your paragraphs become very long, you
probably are trying to make several major points within each of
them, and you should experiment with dividing them.

6) Don't use any abstract word merely because you think it sounds
"important" or "scientific." Good writers love words and are
aware of the histories of words, of the connotational "spin"
with which they come down to us. Therefore, you should make
friends with your dictionary. And if you must use an abstract
word, make sure you use it precisely. (Indeed, the ability to
write precise generalizations— yes, generalizations can be
precise— is one of the most useful disciplines you can develop
in your college writing for use in any profession you will join.)

7) Don't lapse into slang or faddish jargon. You are likely to
lose more by distracting your reader than you gain in the energy
of the communication.

8) Avoid misspellings and typographical errors. Yes, they are only
small slips; but they may distract your reader for a minute or more
and make him worried that he's going to be upset again. (Compare
such slips to wrong notes in a musical performance. Yes, they
last a split second, but what happens to the listeners' concentration
and confidence in the performer?)

9) Especially when you're trying to write about genuine feelings,
recognize and avoid the faddish pop-psychological jargon of
the day ("identify with," "relate to someone," "empathy,"
"charisma," "lifestyle," etc.)-

10) Slippery words: "interesting," "important," "significant,"
"meaningful." Use the space they would have occupied to show
why your topic should strike the reader as interesting, important,
significant, or meaningful. Bad words: "case," "aspect,"
"factor," "feature," "nature (of something)," "character." They
are either pompous padding or else take up space you might better
have used to work in closer to whatever aspect of the character
or the nature of your factors you wish to examine.

11) Don't depend on such weak hinges as "also" or "in addition." Outside
of legal language, you should also suspect "however" and "nevertheless1
if you find yourself using them often. Such hinges will not
save a disorganized paragraph or add more than a show of logic to
the development of a section.

1.2) Avoid the passive voice and colorless verbs of being whenever you
can. Use the active voice. Get your meaning into subject- active
verb- direct object in your sentences. Don't write pallid main
clauses and then attempt to rescue them by putting what you really
want to say into prepositional phrases and adverbs.

YOU ARE SURROUNDED BY EXCELLENT TEACHERS; THE BOOKS IN THE LIBRARY.
Learn from your other teachers how you can turn your books into teachers.
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