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An alternative to the often artificial wriiing

wérkshoprﬁodel’focuses on.léarning through imitation and on the

- writing process rather than the
" involves considerably more reading than a
requiring students- to rgad the way writers
understanding and an awareness of the
Students examine and imitate not only
‘writing that went into them--the

produat’. This alternative model also
typical workshop class,
do, with a critical
"performance” of the writing.
finished works but alsg the
generation, arrangement, and : -

revision of the matetrial that makes up a story or poem. Constraints

- on the ‘teacher'"s ability to involve students in the different, phases
and variations of the writing process include the lack of time, the

relative dearth of texts'that describe what writers actually do, the

requirement of grading, and students'

possible unwillingness to

surrender some measure of "s lf-expression" for imitation. As a

reasonable compromise, teache
imitative work but base grades

s would require a great deal of .
on works the students choose. Many

students will find that theig best work, the writing most distinctly
their own, .is that done in response to the assignments rather than

written independently.

(Sample writing process exercises and their

objectives are included.) (HTH) . .
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Beyond the Workshops'

Some Alternatlves for the Undergraduatezcreative writing'Course

We'all'know the problem. Though we may dlffer on its
: speclflc qualltles. the "workshop" poemror story 1s a creature :
_ with wllch we are all too famlllar Characterlzed'by a surface
proflclency w1thout darlng, content that-is 1nnocuous if unorlglnal,
mand a cult1vated awareness of current llterary fashlons, it '
is essenﬁtally flawless--and dull. It resists criticism the
way a neW‘specles of insect resists insecticldex We can't
fault it, no matter how bad we may feel about it, because it
has evolved dlrectly in response to. the kinds of criticism
we raise in our workshops. .Indeed, (he "workshop" Piece may
even be a good model for a sort of llterary success. At a
recent reading I heard a muchvpraised young Poet introduce .\\
a group of poems W1th the comment that she had discovered
she had nothing to wrlte about(and so started writing about
that. I'm afrjld our workshops are turnlng out wrlters who_
have nothlng to say and say it continually. . : A
Actually, not’ hav1ng a clear subject or ideas about it
ds not necessarily *a bad thing, at least for beginning wrlters.

On the undergraduate level such a condltlon may be not only )

a fact of. llfe for most of our students but also a deslrable

r .
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; _l s1tuatlon for us as. teachers, 1mply1ng as. it does the yoqu ' ot
| " writer® s openness to experlence énd the poss1b111ty o; learnlng;
The problem arises when we ask atu&e ts to polish that emptlness
. (1nto a personal.v01ce or-style. It may appear that wé are
" encouraglng self-expression by doing th;s--and self—expresslon .
seéems a laudable goal--but we run the rlsk of substltutlng .
the perfecglon of a sorface for the more complex process of 'A\‘
\‘ . genuine self- dlscovery_ln creation. Wecproduoe not ohly
“Workshop" pieces but also "ﬁorkshop" writers,°and we'give

students a false idea of both what wrlters do and why they o

“~

’

do it. f S - . ‘._ - : «
I'd.like_to,propose an alterhative to the=Qorksﬁopgmodel
Of;teaching. One aspect of this alternative ﬁ%ﬂe} %s qhite
traditional, though often ighoreq; thit is-the importanye,
of imitation? As Theodore Roethke put it, "Imitatioh, consclous
1m1tat10n, 1s one of the great methods, perhaps the method -
1 R

of learning to write." Roethke had his own students imitate
. : \ -

poets ranging from Ben Jonson to,Stanley Kunitst The immediate

'product was, of course, imitations} but the end result--as

- seen later in the work of James erght Rlchard Hug%‘ and
others--has been some of the best verse of our: tlme. The
second aspect of my model is perhaps a_bLt mdre(radlcalx'
I'd like to shift the focus of the undergraduate writing
course from the product of writing, the finished poem or
story, to the process\of writing. Actually, the workshop

model does indirectly give stuaents a picture of the writing

processs that is, that a writer develops a rough draft of
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a‘piece over a specrfled length of tlme, discusses ways to -

improve .it w1th colleagues, makes correctlons, and calls 1t i'

-

: }
flnlshed But as we all know, wrlters ‘don't work in workshops.'

Composltlbnal methods are 1nf1n1tely more varled and complex '{

- than thls, and a writing class should give students the—opportunlty

. to experlment w1th as many dlfferent approaches as p0551ble.

5

e f

" Both of these suggestnons--the emphasis on 1m1tatlon and the

¢ e i

focus on the process of wrltlng more than its pro ct--are_

grounded on- the assumption that the primary goal of the undergraduate

'wrltlng cl ss-is not he production of finished boems and storles
: a *

that goal leads to "workshop" Pieces.: Rather, the aim of the

model I am prop051ng is to prepare students to become writers. .
‘The actual work produced is of less 1mportance than the experlences
the students have undergone' in produclng it. It may be exciting

for both teacher and student to see a well crafted "workshop"

p1ece appear in a llte ary maga21ne, but I thlnk we seérve undergraduates

better by laylng the foundations for later work that can go beyond
the.llmltatlons of the workshop,

What would such an alternatxve writing course look like?
For one thlng. it would 1nvolve con51derably more readiﬁg’~:>~\
than a typlcal workshop class. Some ‘Years ago I worked with
the poet Thom Gunn as an assistant in a large beglnnlng creative
writing course. In reponse to one’ student's questions about |
the amount and breadth of readlng asslgned Gunn replied, .
"ertlng comes from writing." His comment‘reflects the one
.common denomihator that comes up whenﬂwrfters are asked to \

describe how they learned to wpites ‘that they started by

3

4 S
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feading--sometimes enviously, sometimes'angri;y, but always

Vonacious1&; Students, of course, read in litefature classes,

‘but the aim in the writing course is to‘get them to read the

way writers do, with not only alériticallunderstending but _*

en awafeness:of the "performance" of the Wﬁiting, if you will:
" the problems‘in?01ved in the.execntion.ofttne.piece and. the

w:itef's differentlstrstegies for success. If this makes

writing sound lige something of a sports event, the metaphor
v r : ' . : 0 .
is not entirely inappropriéte. A wrlter has to learn his

"m ves,f and the verbal shadOW'box1ng,of a Hemlngway or a Cn
: TM iler, for all- its macho poslng, reflects a necessary engagement

o

ith wrlters past. '& L - -~

There.aregdifferent teehniques to get students reading
,this way. Roethke, for instance, had his young poets compile
a personal anthology of yerse'gleaned from their independent
reading over the term, including not only their favorite poems
but comments on what specifie aspects the students founn mos¥.
useful fo heir develqpment.z Imitation is an obvious method
for'encour ging students to engage their reading. I've had
success with asking beginning poets to imitate the sudden
shifts of tone‘and }hetoric in a-thnvAshberytpiece. The
poems produced, .of course, are often nofrible and always.

\’/ .
1ncoherent but it* s‘clear from the students' non-imitative

work that they now have a new ;move"'at their command—;call.it
_thel"Ashbery shuffle"——and, more importantly, a new.awareness
of the role.of tone and rh®topic in their,’wn work. This/’—\*fw
»  awareness could_bé deveiqﬁed in a workshop setting through

Qo : 5
o, - 5




careful diseussion of a.student's own ﬁork;,but I suspect
that the imitative assignmentndoes it more quiékly; Because
the poeTJproduced is clearly an imitgfion of a style and°. n
sensibility foreign to the1r own, stuqents feelings are .
not deeply 1nvolved'in ‘the work; the defenSiVeness a teacher h
‘often encounters in raising senSitive issues like emotiodél

tone or obscurity iﬂ a class member's poem is not present

to.be/“himself." he ccan discover angd ekpefiment

'qu s he woutld not otherw1se have encountered.. These.

o~

own st le—-writlng comes from writing.

A

Thom%'-‘Gunn's use of the word "writing" refers,.

e

‘course, to that which is ‘written, the words on the\}1 e.
I'd like to go a bit further with the idea of writing
, from ﬁriting and suggest that students need ®o exami

imitate not only finished works but the writing tRat went
'-\
into them; that is, the generation, arrangement, and revision

L )

of the material that makes up a story or poem. Toq‘often, I

) think, we assume tigt bec beginning writers can produce

‘work, bad as it may ?e, know all they need to know_about

" the. process efiwriting. We then coneentrate on improving what

they!fe turned out. Doing this, we conflirm thé'student in

the one method of writing hf kwows instead of exposing him
J .

t9 others. Aeparallel,tec ique--say, in a cooking class--

tould be to spend a term peRfecting a student's ability to




P . - o N
Jerack, mix and fry eggs because the’ flrst progect he" happened fd

,:Mito submit was scrambled eggs. Our master scrambler may neyer
, dlscover that there are other ways. to cook eggs, let alone -

‘other th1ngSyto cook. He may even-find himself with chef' ."»>.
© block,: 1nduced most " llkely by the- half-consclous reallzatlon ‘

tpat h1s ent1re oeuvre is Just oeufs, |
P o The pun 1s mine but the metaphor 1s not. It comes from
Peter Elbow's Wr1t1ng W1thout Teachers, a book which, though

=,

not speclflcally about the gomposition of poetry and fiction,

has a great deal to say about the 1mportance of concentratlon
on the process of wrltlng as dlstlngulshed from its product 2
ﬁis two central metaphorgs of cOokrng--developlng 1nteract10ns
between dlfferent ‘kinds of materlal--and\grow1ng--f1nd1ng new
connectlons and directions -in the words on the page--provide
an 1llum1nat1ng model of what actually happens when we write.3
~ For clarlty, I'd 11ke to divide the wr1t1ng Process into three
stageSr//the generatlon of material, its selectlon and arrangement
¢ glnto a draft, and the revision of the draft into a finished text.
‘These stages, of course, vary from wr1ter to wr1ter, but they
do provide a useful way of thlnklng about . the wrltlng process
and organlzlngs'a courge around it. Elbpow' s work is especlally ‘
helpful on the beginning of the wr1t1ng process, the actual.
generatlon of . words on paper. This flrst stage, the ten- -per cent ..
1nsp1rat1on that Precedes all that sweat, may seem to those
of us who wrlte regularly llke the eas1est most enjoyable

part of the act1v1ty. But for undergraduates, many of whom ”

have only recently escaped from. freshman English, it is often

o - T L7
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the hardest! As Elbow notes, students in composltlon courses
are more often than not glven a model whlch precludes much
creatlve thlnklngs the old th;nk then-write approach in which |

.che writdr's meanlng is fl st supposed to be clarlfled in his |

head or preferably in an tline and then the proper words to

express that,meanlng are found. This is; of course, the reverse
of the.process as most writers describe it; it denies the vital
.eLement'of discovery through uriting. As Richard Hugo put it,

‘{"I would far rather mean what I say than say ‘what I mean. wlt
'Tradltlonal llterature classes, I'm afrald, are also .not much
help to'the young poet or f1ctlon wrlter because they: 1nvar1ably
leave the 1mpress1on that Joyce or MelV1lIe“f1gured out what he

s was "trylng to say" and then covered it overiwith style, symbollsm,
and other kinds ot’l:terary wrapplng paper for the astute class
to undo. It's no wonder that creative wrltlng students' first
submlss1ons are often chgracterlzed by an abstract sense of -
moral ‘or "deep 1nner truth" with clichds huddled around. it
for support They are just following Brooks and Warren, trylng
to say what they mean rather than mean what they say. -

A good workshop can teach students to replace the cllches
w1th more orlglnal images and define the abstractlon more
speclflcally, but it would be far more useful, I thlnk, to

..~ have them experience the way real writing really starts. The
variety here is endless. Take the writer's_notebook, for )

) example, It can be largely fragmented and-free-form, geared
toward exploration'bfhthg unconscious; like those of Roethke:

or it can be more systematic,'with daily entries involving
. g ) . 1

i ) " . S

Q : . ‘S
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a particular scene or idea, like those of William Stafford.’
Each approach could be imitated for a few'weeks'and the results‘
compared. Or con51der the actual physlcal praotlce of writing,.,
the‘time and place. It may be difficult  to get students to
write each morningfbefore dawn the way Stafford and Philip /
Levine doé--I certainly \couldn® t work thls way-—but the more
ways of generating materlal they undertake the freer they

will become in the1r own invention and the more llkely-they

will be to d1scover‘soneth1ng useful. More specific 1m1tat1ve
asslgnments can- be derived from the practice of partloular ? )
writers. Students, for example, could be asked to bu11d a-

poem from a prose paragraph in the~Yeats1an manner orAdevelop

a narrative “from questions about a f1gure in a room, as Joan

Didion did in starting A‘%ggg of Common Prayer. 70 They could
experiment w1th the mechanics of wr1t1ng, using a typewrlter
instead of a pen or writing w1th a bllndfold ‘and earplugs on,
-a method David Wagoner has employed. 8 Obviously not all of
these ways of getting started will be su1tab1e for every student.
But as in the imitation of published texts, the artlflciality——
in some cases-: the very oddity—-of the processes they imitate )
has a liheratlng effect. The goal is not’ great wrlting but
varied experlence, and the ratlonale for this kind of imitation
is that th1sl1s the way writers actually start working, as
distinguished from what,the textbooks say. - ,

Similar imitative exeroises can involve stuflents in the
later stages of the writing process. After material has-been

? This sec ond

’.generated it has to beselected and arrange

4

i 9
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stage of~writing is, again, genﬁrally left out of the workshop;
§ the assuﬁption_is that students already know how to'select
thei% best work for discussion in class. In actuality, they'

may be choosing not. their best work but rather the Pieces.

' ’most finished or eaSiest to discuss, neglecting the odd line

or scene im their notebooks which, though rough, has the most
potential. It was this kind of fragment, "the single phrase

'of real poetry,"9 that Roethke focussed on in his-teaching,

to the extent that young poets like Tess Gallagher found themselves
at the end of his class with a collection of good lines and
.images but few wholly satisfactory poems. As Galiagher notes,
the self skepticism involved here, based as it is on an awareness
of what "real poetry" should be, is much more valuable for

a young writer than the gratification produced by vague praise
for completed works.lo Exercises can impr?te not only students'
critical judgment of their own writing but also their sense

-

of its potential. Assignments in both selection--finding

the three most interesting potentiai stories in a mass of
‘notebook material——and arrangement--constructing a draft
Mentirely from disoonnected fragments or from two seemingly
opposite passages--along.with discussion of writers'.journals
and their relatien to their work, can begin to reveal the
possibilities, giving students different kinds of "sieves"

with which to sift their material. If-they are able to examine
and as much as possible imitate some of the writers' vastly

different approaches to this stage of the writing process--

Mary McCarthy's construction of a novel from independently



Bogen 10

n -

[

- wrltten storles, for’example;\or Louls Simpson's development .
| of several different poems from one set of notesll--they

‘can’ learn to flnd and arrange not necessarlly the best materlal
for dlscuss1on ‘but the most promlslng work for an eventual.
'story or poem. - S "v¢)

It is at the flnal stage of composltlon, the rev1slon |
of ‘drafts, that the workshop has 1ts most value.: But here -
too a great potentlal for varlety 1s often overlooked. The
standaﬁd workshop approach is to break the poem or story
1nto seotlons, 1dent1fy the" problems—-a faulty characterization
here, a clicheed image there, too much 1rrelevant descrlptlon
in the middle--and send the student back to work on the different’

parts. ' Some wrlters do work this way, but there are other

methods which may Megd students to. conslderably dlfferent

. results. Louise Gluck, for example, makes no correotlons

13

en a draft sheet but 1nstead oontlnually types and retypes
J“the poem on’ Wthh she is worklng, w1thout looking at the
earller verslons.lz' This is "re-v1s10n" in 1ts most llteral
sense; imitation of Gliick's rewrltlng method would lead a
student to -see his poem more as a whole which can be rethought
than as a patchwork of good and bad sections. Another way ‘
of revising is to polish the parts before even oonstruo%ing
the whole; William Styron reports a-need to'perfeot each
paragraph before he goes on to the next and Anthony Burgess :

speaks of writing novels one oompleted page at a tlme, with

llttle or no revision of the- book as a whole. 3 - Each of N fm,if‘

.I‘,

these methods-—and there are, of course, many others-—results <

-
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1n dlfferent klnds of work and, more: 1mportan$ly for the wrltlng

student, a dlfferent sense of'how a p1ece of flctlon or poetry

- i

comes into belhg. ST .

oV ' ..',
The model*I am proposlng is, to some degree, utoplan

There are constralnts'that would llmlt our ablIIty to 1nvolve
]students in the dlfferent phases and varlatlons of the wrltlng

h

process:\ tlme, of course; the relatlve dearth of texts that

y

descrlbe what wrlters actually do, though collectlons like

j_ Contemporary Poets: The Oreatlve Process and* The Parls

.-

Rev1=ew’s Writers at Work 1nterV1ew serles are a %athelp e
p

here; the rldlculous requlremént of gradlng; and 'haps ath‘.»

‘) the beglnnlng of a term, students posslblav,unw1llgngness S
g &

to surrender  somg measure of what they see as "self express1on"

-~ - L4

for lmltatlon.. in my oWn classes, I try to compromlse onF"
.
the last two points, requlrlng but not gradlng a great deal

of imitative work and spe?dlng most of the class'time on this.'

-

'whlle baslng the student's grade primarily on work of h1s own

ch01ce. 0Th1s 1s not to suggest that students own work and -~

-,

their 1m1tat1ve asslgnments are in opposltlon- doang exerclses.

»—'

I believe, can actually deepen self- dlscovery. In ‘an essayr

" on hls own deve10pment as a poet Seamus Heaney descrlbes

4

the connection between such practlce and "the réal thlng" \é”ff'

"1‘l e e

this way: B A -j SR

) hk?iearning3the*craft‘is learning to turn the windlass

at ‘the well of poetry. Usu;lly you begin by dropping - | .

-« .

]

»
.I :

D

T

R
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a taklng of alr._ You are mlmlng the;real thlng

A e untid one dagithe ohats agaw

: and you have dlpped 1nto waters that W1llacont1nue

‘..

; to entlce you back You'll have broken the sk1n
s _-.,' '_\ _

~on- the pool of~gourself.ff n,J;._'__; o
ST S ?,... ,ﬂv~-J'A”gTyf T e A
AR Interestlngly enough, mahy”bf‘my students flnd at the end. S

s 4v~~—— :

. of. term that the1r best work, the wrltlng most dlstlnctlvely Sl

£y

dthelr own. 1s that 1n response to the asslgnments ‘rather,
:':than that wrltten 1ndependently.. Thls reflects. I thlnk.“fll
‘fthe 11berat1ng potentlal 1n ass1gnments that lead the studént
to do somefhlng esSentlally artlflclal and even forergn to

;@] h1s 1n1t1al sense of 1dent1ty; _,a wrlter.“ As Rlchard Hugo
;*?q puts lt, the student who had."lost hxmself"lln the problems 'h%ff:

L “a-,,a --_ 3

; -of an exer01se is. "ﬁbee to say’what he never expected and%%%

> o
-

always wanted to say "15‘~g_¢f'~fﬁvl 'fﬁ?934y;;

L The workshop is undoubtedly the ea31est and most obv1ous

fj;w} way to teaoh creatlve wrltlng. It utlllzes our crltlcal SklllS

at spottlng and correctlng problems in poems and storles;

-.\'"

1t g1ves us well pollshed work 1n whlch to\take a klnd of
i 7: teacherly prlde; and lt flatters our students. At 1ts best,
| however, the workshop produces superflclally proflcient but
empty work, and at 1ts Worst 1t glves young wrlters a narrow !
e and dlstorted 1dea of what wrltlng actually 1s. Perhaps. |

“ﬂ‘as Peter Elbow suggests, wr1t1ng cannot be taught but only

learned.lét leen the constralnts of academvc reallty, ‘no_ X ‘;_4"f;

: X . . P . L e
v . PR o N . . e e s ,-»‘:'.. v o 2 z-“. ' . .
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~Exercises in the;Process”ofgwritingﬂ ey
: A Y Ty __"-'., A o

L .
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. Once we change our. focus from the perfectlon of students'>'-
drafts to the developmé:t of. potentlal wrlters, the wr1t1ng

exerclse-becomes cent to teachlng.l The suggestlons that

———————foliow-are based—on—my research, my own. teachlng, and the
'ﬂexperlenif of colleagues.l? Centered on_ theqmmltatlon of , L
7"‘ dlfférent parts of the wrltlng process;’these exercises are

: 1nte@ded§not as precepts or: keys to surea&&re success but as"'

posslble startlng polnts from which teachers can dev1se thélr

oos

| e
. .

L own ass1gnments.f The overalI goalg as I see; them 1nc1ude_/
students' exposure to a broad varlety of 1 ways of. wrltlng, 'f. -
development of students }sense -of the problems and poss1b111t1es-
of the craft, and greater flex1b111ty and leSs self-consclousness -
in the1r 6wn ertlng methods. Exerclses work best when they

o are treated ‘as exerc1ses.l As I have’ mentloned, the arﬂﬁtrary o

lqual;ty of some ass1gnments can tr1gger cmeat1v1ty.; Grad1ng |

+

has the Opposlte effect, as. it dlscourages}

:exerclses, I thi
. students ‘from tak g the k1nds of- rlsks that mlght £Ead to

,i"excatang work'QfSpr clarlty. I have arranged these suggestlons,

LY

| around the three stages of the wr1t1ng4process I noted earller
‘,‘ gene§atlon, selectlon and arrangement and rev1slonQ Many

Sy ey

modlfled to apply to dlfferent stages,of ertlng or to various

-

levels of student ab111ty. "; '?égl

8 . e -
hin . ©,-




i S G ' : T _ : :
TS ,"-.. o ' . v
. oo PO _.'.. , ‘s: : . . . "" .
e T Generatlon B d'&i D . h _
. , . B . P . . . ™

anlsx “To. decrease students' 1n1t1al anxleg;es about wrltlng,_i
'if._ B to help them become more 1mag1nat1ve and - flex1ble when i,'

they begln to write, and.to glve them a senge of potentlal.

General TechnlquesL__Elnd_out_what_they_normally—do—1n—wrtt1ng~and—————'

N LN

e - have them change. - Prov1de structures w1th

spe01flc tasks to keep them’ from worrylng

L about what they re g01ng to- say.,; . . R
v ) B . . e . ; .
,b‘E'Xercise's’ L - \ E . ) ’. . S e , - “_\ S ,_ .
n A. Have students exper1ment'h1th t1me, place and manner of S

&

,_wrltlng for perrods of two to three weeks.. -

 .)1 Students ‘who normally wrlte at nlght should be requlred fi.
to erte Q?ly in the daytlme. : 3 : e

'}33.'Students should be asked to wrlte in a varlety qf placesx '

g

.‘4.,Ask for a brlef descrlptlon of students' wrltlng methods.
Then redlstrlbute these descrlptlons and ask students

.to follow each others' methods.

“" R

-2

',_B._Ask students to 1m1tate dlfferent notebook procedures Co

.

for a few weeks each.

1. Stlpulate dlfferent k1nds of entrlésx 1ntergst1ng 11nes, v
";ﬂ' fragments, one—paragraph descrlptlons ' 1mag1nary d1alogues,.-~

brlef narratlves. The notebook should be used dlfferently

e bt el e e e o e e

—-L~~—-~—-~—£rom the;way~the'student normalby'uses It.
’ , - . . . - | [ 3 ' . . ,/.

B [
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<.1 2. .Have them experlment lth the frequency and’ amount"
| ;Jof’wrltfng in their. notebooks. T T.}' o - ;ﬁ}ﬁf~;f?
7gi;a; Ask stﬁdents to wrlte at the same t1me e¢£'y day. L

PP b..Ask,students to write 6nly in. ten-mlnute perlods.yf.

worklng qﬂ,ckly_and_puttLng_down—anythlng that cOmes

EY

1. Have them bule a poemior story from one word or a clléﬁe.'
L ¥

~
based on.a prose paragraph.

eﬂ.&d images or events ’

and have them construct a stofy or poem based on. the -

2. Ask them to wrlte a poe'

3. G1ve them two apparently "

' -Juxtap051tlon between the two. - *

z -
\

4, Have them,bulld a story around the 1mp11catlons of a. Dy

partlcular v1sual scene you haVe prov1ded: a photograph,'

'1 a pa1nt1ng. or a brlef descrlptlon. An/alternate as81gnment

'“would be to, develop not a story but a llst of slgniflcant "y
questions abOut the scene. ' : ' ‘

D. Prov1de—structures and "games" for stu ents to complete..

'11 Msk students in class to. wrlte down a’ 11st or whatever

' A_' words come to mlnd 1n three m1nutes, g1v1ng them one P

4 : : 2

word w1th which to get started. Then have them wrlte

é'poem if"which- each word on the1r llsisdls used in- = - -

L} . . . ) . 2
4 . ‘. _‘.‘" . - -
o | Y, ’ ) . - . . ’

" T . . : ! N
- . s ) P . B v .
Lo i ' P o ° . : Lo
\)‘ . N N Lo . N . ", . . . L l ‘7:-
- | L ;' L . » :
- . Lo . . . . ’ . N .




2. Have | students transfo#m a br1ef narratlve of a personal

-

i ' [ A . . . ' L .

‘ . 3 . ,;

.order, w1th other Words added in between but 'O alteratlon R

or omlssron from ‘the }1st. ( ." - _'gglq. .

[y

u ‘ ! L
experzence by a. serles of metamorphoses, alterlng ’

,_r1rst—the—perceiver—from—thE“Btudth—to another person,_

then the narratlve perspectlve from f1rst to third :

Thogendy

o e

’person, then the sett1ng, then the‘ages of/the characters, eto.19

e »

3._Have students wrlte a poem in a partlcular form. To ' f;f

avold doggerel, requlre half—rhyme and forhs like. syllablci

meter and tha ﬁsestlna. ST -
. : : » ' ' ' T .
: E. Ask- students to do stralghtforward asslgnments w1th key
elements altered or mlss1ng. - o SR N T ~

‘-—_‘..»——-—

.
. .
, -
RN - !

CIT. Selectlon and Arrangement o -

1. A descr;ptlon w1th ‘no adJectlvesZQ'or from the perspective

. of@. blind man. L |
2‘”A self-analysls W1th ut us;ng personal pronouns.. g{_ ~ ’

3 A narratlon of an emotlonally charged soene Wthh does.'

<~ -

not name the emotlon. o

- - e .
.
. "o .. ~ s . " .-
o P . \ .
- L e -
e . - . . R L -
. e - .

-
. 0

et Goals:
. |

;To sharpen students' Judgment of their own and others unf1n1shed
y work and to help them see new y)SSlbllltleS in what they ve
.already wrltten._.' f S -" . ; , v

- R

General Technlquesz Ask them to make driferent selectlons and

arrangements of prev1ously wrrtten mater1a1

".dartICUIatlng Whlch is best and why.

L ‘. " . 4

N
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Exercisesi’

A Have students éhoose dlfferent klnds of entr1es from the1r

L] *

own and others’ notebooks.'clarlfylng the reasons for the1r y

. ) -« !
- vi - .
. . -

declslons. . ;

‘e . o e

e ask“students“to cnoose the three most promlslng passages

e

'and define what makes them 1ntr1gu1ng. , o ‘5‘3f.

1

2, Have them plck the three ‘best beglnnlngs for a story

L or poem apd speculate on what mlght follow. =~
R B.'Have students choose the thre best cqnclus1ons and

dlscuss what klnds of work they might conclude.

L

h, Ask students to select the three most confus1ng passages

AN

| 4and descrlbe how and why they, are. confused. . e
' LIPS L 1_ ) ~

B. Have students-experlment w1th the arrangement of. selected .

1

" . . ‘e

- \ notebook passages.. .i’ '-.7 1“ﬂf- L 'f f.-‘ >\
: 1. Have them select passages for the beglnnlng, mlddle,_ii.;f.f
Lo '; ?-- cllmax. and endlng scenes of a sﬁbry and Justify thelr
« .7 ' v \.:
.

ch01ces.3¥Th£n.ask them to alter the order of the chosen
#* .....

e

M7sto§g¢ Altérnate verslons of this asslgnment could

. 1nvolve the‘teacher or other students maklng the chang—éf’7

* that the.student must d1scuSs."' Ol>
'_2..Ask them to complete a ser1es of stanzas from llnes
.selected from the notebooks—and arrange the stanzas

' “anto a poemu Then have them alter the order of stanzasf

s

d and d1scuss what th1s does to ,the poem. "As wlth the
f1ct10n ass1gnment above, the teacher or other students _

..

could also make the changes, ‘f"rg:::fa.,‘, -
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SR I ; ’ ,
3. Have them.experlment W1th the order‘of sentences wathlg
‘a paragraph chosen\irom'thelr notebooks, developlng'as f7:
’ § manyvdlfferent ver31ons as posslble and explalnlng the :‘
changes e | B U A
. T ‘ . wj‘::. o ‘
C. Ask them to wrlte new ver51ons of scenes d poems'1n }bn,
f\;li\-4- thelr notebooks--not necessarlly better drafts but- pgg 1e
5£f' e vver81on5r-and dlscuss tge relatlon between these and the, =
‘P?“orlglnals, determlnlng the strengths and weaknesses of .fﬂi\
s L each versLon.'.: “__;3. S f: L _'. - )/"“
‘F"’ o 1 Have students experlment wlth dlfferent narratlve
| .ff 'perspectlves, maklng parallel verslons of the same f;;g
. 'scene in flrst person, third person 11m1ted,.th1rd |
R {; person omnlsclent. etc.-; ~.'_5gh.- . ;.j'ﬂvwaV ,m",
| ) 'f2. aAsk them to reer.te a poem or sgne in a/ﬂifferent tense.
.4»2.} 3. Have\students wrrtevdut a’ poem as prose and then prepare-
_Hf_;ih?’ 1_.several alternate patterns of llneatlon for 1t._ -
o 4 Have them change dlalogue to narratlve summary.
”{ : 5 Have them rewrlte one partlcular sentence as many dlfferent;?”n
‘  ways. as POSSlble. ' R ‘ ST

\III. Revision .
- — , , Y S S
"_ Goalsx Not so much to correct spelelc problems in drafts as-

to help'students ‘become aware. of the varlety of strategles"i

/.alyb




General Technlquesa

P

.Focus on the process of reV1s10n more . than o
the quallty of flnal drafts.l A poem or e ‘-q,f
story should be ‘seen’ as a develqplng gntlty, .

W1th students examlnlng the ways 1t can ¥ﬂ

i}

A

'Exercisésa

eVolve in the prOcess of rev1slon. L

. o .
These are based on the 1m1tatlon of three ba31c

approaches to rev1slon. , :_“._jﬁ¢g33_@‘.'

v -"""'_'l‘-'
-

f

The "f1x-1t" approach. in whlch the wrlter completes a draft

K

and. then corrects partloular problems. often on t e draft e

anonymou

"sheet 1tself. , .
'.1. Ask Stud:jys to 1dent1fy faultgﬁj d suggést changes in-

storles and poems from l;terﬁf} maga21nes.

N

21

2 HaVe students conslder two drafts of the same poem or

ﬁ}gry by a professlonal wrlter, dlscusslng why the wrlter

Storles ‘or poems, deflnlng and correctlng the problems..fnu"'

:'changed 1t\the way he d1d.,ﬁ~n .

woa e w
I oL

> -

3 Have students work w1th anonymous drafts of each others

An alternate approach would be to have-one student note-lhﬁ'JQ“

the problems on the draft and another do the- rev151ons,;

worklng 1ndependently and anonymously. Rev1sed

‘dsafts should then be returned to the1r authors.

St

lrf;ﬁ, The "rev;se as you—wrlte“ approach, 1n whlch the wrlter

’ k)

]

st

'makes certaln each unlt of h1s work has been perfected

S

' w~5before he‘moves on to the next, maklng few changes once

N ; S . _.‘ ".4-- R toe % _».:‘. .

o -a complete draft has been written.' e e D S _
.." o N
o A' 4: \ '. . . ‘_
. o P A .'. . ) . . ',’" ;
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. Lo e
,'ﬂ'r (V \
. students 1nto small groups, each fooussed on one

f'v,ji'partrofia story or poem to be wrlktensv,openlnglstanza.
'-;":?QZf cllmax, concluslon, etc. \Ovér several weeks._follpw1ng.

"fthe Order of parts,aask each group_to_complete,and_perfect_____

x

':ﬂlts unlt and"pass 1t on to-the next group.' Students N

,7should work only on thelr own part and only after the
SRR SRR

”fearller parts have been flnrshed. When the whole plece

N

WRREER

."Jls'done' dléouss the plfferent challenges -each. group

: |

faced and the strengths and weaknesses of the flnal

'product. ' L B
o ‘ . T , . » R o
_2..Ask students to compo=e a story or poem hy-wrltlng'one .

_ “;ﬂtﬁparagrap ‘or stanza per class meetlng, completlng only .
_F'ﬂﬁinfv?‘flone unlt at a time: andinot changlng a word after 1ts f;fbh"'
@completloh. When the Works are f1n1shed. dlscuss what
,lghhappened over the course of wrltlng and ask students
”to 1dent;fy any new revA810ns now necessary 1n the pleces'}

' vthey have written. . - leJ.IK.:. \ o
L . ‘ ..._~~l“~', - A .

¢ by maklng a serles of complete drafts, W1th few xhanges '
= "on the draft sheets. :Tdh¥§;? . e Rl | SR l...huw',.-'.
' —",1 lee students several complete drafts of the same anonymous-
| story or poem, asklng them to determlne the order of lfiﬁiéﬁﬁf"
drafts and e;te evldence for the1r conclusfonse ., __“fw“..z .
i:2 Have students rewrlte the same poem or brlef story once
E a week for several weeks.' Collect the drafts each week,

so students cannot see what they have done,prev1ously.. After




'four or flve drafts, have students examlne the changes

~51n the-plece, deternlnlng at ‘what stages s1f

: : L ’
e developments occurred and why._,*

EMC*..!"' :

N
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3 'vNotes ~.:,A'_ R o
Theodore Roethke,~"How to erte 11ke Somebody‘Else" \
1nx0n the Poet and His Craft; - Selected Prose of Theodore | '
B Roethke. Ralph J. MI’ixh Jr., ed. (Seattle: Un;versltyoor .
_f\ ' Washlngton Press. 1965), p. 69 D
. _ 2 Roethke, "The Teachlng Poet" 1n On the Poet and Hls .f,. .

N 3‘Peter Elbow, wrzt& ng W1thout Teaéhers—(New Yorks Oxford
Unlvers1ty~£=ess 1973). ‘Pp. 22- 25,:48 49 T

-

- # Rlchard Hugo,'The Tr;ggerlng Town (New Yorks Norton}119?9j;?j;
" p56 o /" N s

5 Roethke 'S, notebooks are 1ncluded 1n the Theodore Roethke-"="”
U Papers at the Suzallo L1brary of the Unlvers1ty of Washlngton.
lfﬂk A selectlon from’thls huge body of materlal has been publlshed

¥

A 1n Straw for the F1re: From the Notebooks g:& Theodore Roethge, |

a7
T

2 3 2 3 Dav1d Wagoner, ed. (Garden Clty, New York: Doubleday, 19?2

Staffofd 1ncludes a page from hls notebook at the end of his ’-}f

. essay "A Way of ertlng" in A Field Guide"t éontemporarl “‘;Tfi”ﬁif

| Poetry and P°é%lcsv Stuart Frlebert and Dav1da¥bung, eds._p,fifﬁiﬁ;a:'

i (ew Yorkr Longan, 1980),p. 5. eyl

Co) 6 Stafford descrlbes hlS wrltlng hablts 1n "A Way of ertlngp

The 1nformat10n on- Ph111p Lev1ne 1s from a perSonal oonversatlon
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L 7 Ieats' Journal, 1ncluded 1n Memolrs. Denls Donoghuey~ed. Lﬂﬂf
L N
(New Ybrks Macmlllan. 1972).,conta1ns many examples oﬁ.prose"'
notes and the poems derlved from them. Joan Dldlon 8. comment

- on the origlns of A Book of Common Prayer is from a lecture

f/gaven at the Unrverslty of Callfornla, éerkeley, in w1nter 'h'?
8 Dav1d Wagoner. personal conversatlon;_summer..l§7éL 1 £  ;
i . 9 Roethke,:"The Teachlng Poet " p.;qé;' |
".}OﬁTes;=Galla§herr "Last:Class W1th Roethhe;é The Amerlcanviﬂ“'“

II \

> Poetry ReVleW- March Aprll- 1980: PP"38 -39 P "-:\'

B R \{ o o _'...; o .,i_>3.:1

'11 Mary McCarthy, 1nterv1ew~w1th Ellsabeth Nlebuhr 1n

f .

‘m wrlters at Workz The Parls Rev1ew Interv1ews. Second Serles,

Van Wyck Brooks. ed.,(New York:- Vlklng, 1963). p.,289u- Louls“[i”

Slmpson, comments .on- the wrltlng of "The Hour of Feellng"‘"

e

1n 50 Contemporary Poetss' The"Creat;ve Process, Alberta o

;_g,.,murner, ed. (New Yorks Longman- l'977)- Pi 285,

'taf;;{f 12 Loulse Gldck, personal conversatlon, W1nter. l978

f" Glﬁck's descrlptlon of the wr;tlng of "The Garden" 1s 1ncludedl ""r

1n §_ Contemporary Poets. pp. 110 114 ,j‘¥7'?’.'(Tm.f5 o

N ke

." A 'q'.t

13 W1lllam Styron, 1nterv1ew w1th Peter Matthlessen and

George Pllmpton 1n wrlters,ét Works The Parls Revlew Interv1eWS.;..

,ﬁh_ First Serles, Malcolm Cowley,led. (New Yorks, Vlklng. 1958), p. 271.,,

Anthony Bﬂrgess, 1nterv1ew w1th John Culllnan in wrlterS'at Workz 1; i'
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Sélected Prose. 1968-_22, (New Yorka' Farrar, Straus. and“ﬁiroux,

o ""f7ﬂifﬂ?f;.t7oif.:a-'f' "*Jffi e e
o ds Hggo,;_'p’:', 33_ e o .

-fébéji“_ 16 Elbow, p. 1x.;«,. P

' 17 I d especlally llke to thaqk my;colleagues Dav1d Rosner,
Dallas w1ebe, and Austln wrlght for thelr helpful suggestloﬂs
: on flctlon exerolses.a

: - ?_I'fﬂf .»}“-vu R :
SO 18 Elbqw, pp 3 9.. o

Lo 19 Dav1d Rosner. who gave me‘

thJ.s exerc1se, reports that
L ;l‘ J 'i
lt came orlglnally from h;s

-

*oww former teacher Stephen Mlnbt
':20

Roeth.ke’ '"The TeaChJ_‘ng qu-l;- . “p l. 9’7. . ;', " o R o

'l}. £

>

Dave Smlth, "Pas81on. Posslblllty, and Poetry" 1n Poets -
N 5! .
Teachlng: The Greatlve Process, Alberta T.

o {
Turner. ed. (New Yorknf*
Longman, 1980), S 176L177. R
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