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Grounded upon a scholarly foundation laid by WeB&hop, Patrick Bizzaro,
and Jason Wirtz, this performance-based study fifistsn poetry writing strategies
extracted from three experienced poets’ self-repanthow to write poetry with the
intention of developing a research method to testeliability of using poets’ self-
reports in teaching creative writing. By readingatvthree expert-practitioners say they
do when they write poetry—Fred ChappeP®w NakedRichard Hugo’sThe
Triggering Town and William Stafford’dNriting the Australian Crawd-it is possible for
a researcher to chronicle and test the stratelgggekpert-practitioners say they use to
produce the poetry they write. Using a content-Oag®proach to analyze the strategies
that three experienced poets self-disclose in fhddtished self-reports on how to write
poetry, we may demystify much of the lore whichrelaterizes the teaching and
production of poetry writing in the academic sejtiBy testing the strategies that
experienced poets say they use to write poetrynas use these strategies in teaching
students how to write poetry, an approach creatving scholars agree has been used
for as long as creative writing has been taughgi{&p).

Using a reflective writer’s journal to chroniclestBtrategies experienced poets

say they use to write poetry, the researcher sighidy: (1) extracts fifteen strategies



from three expert-practitioners’ self-reports omito write poetry, (2) writes poetry

using the strategies that three expert-practit®say they use to produce the poetry they
write, and (3) argues whether or not the stratefgkswved would be useful for teaching
poetry writing in the collegiate setting. Based mploe results of this study, the
researcher recommends that instructors of poetitingyishould consider formal,

euphonic, and expressive approaches when they stadbnts how to write poetry.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
[ ...] while teachers of composition are encgerhto continue interrogating the
way they teach reading and writing, only recentg this responsibility applied
to teachers of poetry writing.

—Patrick BizzaroResponding to Student Poervs

[...]we have spoken about creative writingime way while knowing,
intuitively, humanly, accurately, that it was argrth

—Graeme Harper, “Foreword: On Experience” xv

1.1 Introduction to the Problem

This performance-based study addresses an urgetitmeonduct research on
poetry writing in creative writing studies usingesearch methodology designed
specifically for the purpose of studying creativitivg, not as literature or composition
writing, but as creative writing. In the JanuaryQ0ssue ofCollege EnglishPatrick
Bizzaro recommends, “It is time to reopen scholadgversation about how we might
revisit writers’ self-reports as an avenue intodiegelopment of new pedagogies of
writing” (“Writers Wanted” 267). In the Septembe1D issue oCollege Composition
and CommunicatioqCCC),Douglas Hesse, former president of the Council otivg
Program Administrators (WPA) and former chair af tbonference on College
Composition and Communication (CCCC), echoes B&Zgaecommendation, and he
urges composition studies to “unilaterally expltre place of creative writing—of
creativecomposing—in teaching, in scholarship, and in our expandets of ourselves
as text makers” (50). Hesse, who restates a vikanthy Bishop nearly twenty years
earlier, argues that research in creative writiag tnaditionally favored “authors’ own

accounts, in memoir, essay, or interview, as farewaluable than anything in the guise



of ‘scholarly article’ (32). This being the caseis possible for a writer to conduct
research on experienced writers’ self-reports @atve writing studies. Using poetry
writing as a research methodology, as David Hanhagrecently urged us to do, we
may further illuminate “our expanded sense of dueseas text makers” (Hesse 50). In
doing so, we shall also provide “important inforroatfor the development of teaching
methods based on what writers actually do” (Bizzanditers Wanted” 262).
1.2 Research Questions
e What are some of the methods a researcher migho ussduct research on
poetry writing in creative writing studies?
e How can we test experienced poets’ self-reportseative writing studies?
e What can we learn from experienced poets’ selfitspghat may be applied to the
teaching of poetry writing in the university segfih
1.3 Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is three-fold. First, pliepose of this study is to make
an important contribution to research on poetrtingiin creative writing studies. Since
most of the research on writing in creative writsigdies has been purely historical
and/or theoretical, we need to conduct more rebearanriting, particularly as the
research pertains to poetry writing. The secongqsg is to test the advice—that is,
insight about poetry-writing strategies distilledrh three expert-practitioners’ self-
reports—on how to write poetry. One way we mightiace this goal is by actually
doing what experienced poets shgydo when they write poetry. Indeed, writers’ self-

reports have been the primary means for learningtbowrite (and teach) creative



writing for nearly one hundred yedr&y writing poetry using the strategies expert-
practitioners say they use to write poetry, welgah a better understanding on some of
the ways experienced poets produce the poetrywhigs. Finally, the third purpose of
this study is to see what we may learn from poetiting that can be applied toward the
teaching of poetry writing in the collegiate saftiBy testing some of the strategies
experienced poets say they use to produce theypbety write, we may not only
improve our poetry writing, but we may also impremne of the ways poetry writing is
currently being taught in the university setting.
1.4 Background of the Study

Historically, self-reports from creative writers tireir writing have been
instrumental in helping teachers of creative wgtexplain and improve their teaching
and writing. Thus, in order to deepen our undeditajpmon some of the ways that poetry
writing is produced, it follows that we must takelaser look at the methods experienced
poets say they use to produce the poetry they vBitenalyzing the suggestions
extracted from expert-practitioners’ self-repontshmw to write poetry, we shall not only
gain experiential insight on what it means to wptetry, but we may simultaneously
begin the development of new pedagogies we mighlydpward the teaching of poetry
writing in the collegiate setting.

To date, there has been very little research otrypwogiting in creative writing

studies? Although research on writing processes is not teeeomposition studies,

! For a historical account of creative writing instion in the American university
setting, see Myersrhe Elephants TeacKee also Moxley' €reative Writing in
America

2 See Chapter Two for an overview of research omrpegiting in creative writing
studies.



applying a different approach to research on pogtiyng in creative writing studies has
the potential to inform our understanding of thehteques experienced writers say they
use whenever they sit down to write poetry. Wenah8p, one of the earliest pioneers
in creative writing studies, believed “writers’ ights can be joined to composition
research and theory to further clarify what it metmbe a writer and have a writing
process” Released8). In order to conduct research on poetry wrijtingnakes sense we
must use a research methodology well-suited faames on poetry writing in creative
writing studies.
In “Research and Reflection in English Studies: Bpecial Case of Creative

Writing,” Bizzaro argues:

[ ...]research methods employed by creativéargidiffer significantly

enough from methods used by scholars who condseareh in literary

study or composition or technical and professi@oahmunication to

merit courses of their own and that, in acknowladghis difference,

creative-writing programs must consider teachinglehtshow to obtain

these skills. (297, Bizzaro’s emphasis)
One important way we might help students learn tewabtain the creative skills Bizzaro
refers to is by conducting performance-based imegion experienced poets’ self-reports
on how to write poetry. By reading expert-practigos’ self-reports for strategies
experienced poets say they use to produce poeittipgyrit is possible for researchers to
test these strategies by writing poetry themselegg a writer’s journal to chronicle
the observations gleaned from three experiencet$’psedf-reports on how to write

poetry, we may gain a fuller, more accurate repried®n of the strategies experienced



poets say they use whenever they sit down to watdry. By testing what experienced
writers say they do when they write poetry, we aso demystify much of the “lore” that
has come to characterize the production and tegdfipoetry writing in the university
setting. Thus, in order to gain a deeper undergtgraf poetry writing—what it is and
how experienced writers perform it—we need to clulentest, and examine what
experienced poets say they do when they produgeabiey that they write. In doing so,
we may be able to improve some of the ways thatrpeegiting is currently being taught
in the university setting.

Since research on writing processes helped disgshgiomposition studies apart
from the field of Rhetoric in the 1960s and 19710 reasonable to assume that a similar
investigation on poetry writing will further estaédil the field of creative writing studies.
In “Writer's Self-Reports, (Com)positioning, ancetRecent History of Academic
Creative Writing,” Bizzaro begins his article byasihg a “readily observable” truth,
namely, “Creative writing has become a disciplimé&nglish studies” (119). However,
the status of creative writing as a discipline mgksh studies is one that may be
characterized as “a much-divided country, where¢engihave taken sides on issues
related to whether creative writing can, indeedtaught, and whether it should be
colonized by other closely related subject area9J. Importantly, the colonization of
creative writing by composition studies—what Bizzagfers to as “(com)positioning’—
has had a detrimental impact upon some of the wagative writing is studied and
researched in the university setting. Neverthef®gteaching skills unique to the
research creative writers do, teachers of creatiteng will function independently in

the English departments that house them” (Bizz&esearch” 297).



With the recent emergence of creative writing sgadis a discipline in the
academic setting, we are at the beginning of aerawn writing research in creative
writing. In “The Writer-Teacher in the United Stat@ he Place of Teachers in the
Community of Writers,” Bizzaro recognizes that “amgthod devised to help people live
in the new world at the beginning of time must fiegjindividuals to theorize paths
through wildernesses, all of which are new to ttzemd unique to their situation” (406-7).
With the recent emergence of creative writing stadn the academy, we are most
certainly at “the beginning of time.” ImportantBizzaro understands “the American
project of determining how to survive in the wildess that is the new world begins in
action and experience” (407). Indeed, “The develepnof a method for converting
action into transmissible knowledge is a fundamlesuggrowth of the Puritan mission”
(Bizzaro, “Writer-Teacher” 409). Beginning wittttion and experienceve may take
what “becomes generalizable as knowledge” andfeatisis knowledge to “others who
must traverse the same or a similar terrain toeaghsimilar ends” (407). One important
way we might be able to determine “how to survivéhie wilderness” that is creative
writing studies is by actually doing what experied@oets say they do when they sit
down to write poetry. According to Bishop Releasedthere is a lot of hyperbole and
self-contradiction to work through in writers’ sefports. So the issue becomes, How do
we determine what parts of what writers say thewidiobe useful in the poetry writing
classroom? Bishop insists that it is only througliexs’ self-reports that we know how to
teach creative writing. Thus, by chronicling anstiteg the advice experienced poets self-

disclose in their self-reports on how to write pgetve shall not only gain experiential



insight on what it means to write poetry, but weyrabso begin to improve some of the
ways poetry writing is currently being taught i thniversity setting.

Indeed, “scholars must find ofrom their experienceshat works and then pass
that information on to others” (Bizzaro, “Writer-deher” 407). Thus, if we define a
pragmatic education as “the process of transmikimgvn habits from the experienced to
the novice” (411), as Bizzaro has done, thenpbissible for a researcher to chronicle
and test the poetry writing strategies that expedattitioners’ say they use and thereby
transmit this experiential knowledge to others.ddynducting a series of performance-
based inquiries on expert-practitioners’ self-répon how to write poetry, we can take
what we learn from this experience and transfex khowledge by reporting on the actual
experience. In doing so, we may simultaneouslyrbeggearch on creative writing which
seeks an answer to the question, What can we fleamexperienced poets’ self-reports
that may be applied to the teaching of poetry wgiin the university setting?
1.5 Introduction to the Research Design

In order to capture an accurate representationeo$trategies three expert-
practitioners say they use to write poetry, theaesher in this study uses a reflective
writer’s journal to chronicle and test fifteen pgetvriting strategies extracted from three
experienced poets’ self-reports on how to writetpoéred Chappell’®low Naked
Richard Hugo’sThe Triggering Townand William Stafford’aNriting the Australian
Crawl. By analyzing three expert-practitioners’ selfaggp on how to write poetry, we
may find evidence to support the idea that poetiting is epistemologically different
from other forms of writing. In addition, by actlyatloing what expert-practitioners say

they do when they write poetry, it is possibledaresearcher to capture the act of



invention as it unfolds across the written pagehis way, we may further illuminate the
role of invention in poetry writing, a topic thag/intfully belongs to Rhetoric, creative
writing studies, and expressivishm.

Certainly, “The recent and continuing emergencereétive writing provides a
unique opportunity for us to study how and why hject area becomes established in
English studies, much as rhetoric-composition aetirtical and professional
communication already have” (Bizzaro, “Research)28y reading what experienced
poets have to say about writing poetry, and in otolsee how experienced poets
produce the poetry they write, it is possible faesearcher to chronicle and test the
strategies that experienced poets say they useawvbethey sit down to write poetry. By
chronicling what experienced poets say they do vthey write poetry, we shall have a
written account of the researcher’s experiencasggusie strategies that three experienced
poets say they use to produce the poetry they viwdang poetry writing as a research
method, we may further illuminate the role of intien in poetry writing* However,
before we can see what we might apply from reseamgboetry writing to the teaching of
poetry writing, we must first “develop research hoets designed to figure out how to
teach writing based upon what writers actually dewthey write” (Bizzaro,

“Workshop” 48).

% Borrowing from Cross’ definition of holistic pedagy, | define expressive pedagogy as
a teaching philosophy centered upon “engenderivgtang experience that contributes
to the discovery, development, and healing of thieewis spiritual and emotionakelf

(70, Cross’ emphasis). For a definition of rhetpsiee Chapter Two on Aristotle.

“ In Poetry as Researchianauer conducts a quantitative and qualitativéyson poetry
writing performed by second language learners.(Septer Three for a detailed
description of the methodology used in this study.



After reading and distilling what three expert-giiaaners (e.g., Fred Chappell,
Richard Hugo, and William Stafford) say they ddheir self-reports on how to write
poetry, the researcher in this study writes poesing fifteen strategies these three
expert-practitioners say they use to write podtrynediately following the production of
a poem, the researcher logs a retrospective rapanteflective writer’s journal. Based
upon the researcher’s own experience and reflecbarfollowing the expert-
practitioner’s advice, the researcher argues whetheot the strategy would be useful
for teaching poetry writing in the academic settidier each poetry writing session, the
researcher: (1) identifies the activity and/or sgjpn being responded to, (2) reflects on
the experience of writing a poem based upon thergygactitioner’'s suggestion, and (3)
argues whether or not the strategy followed wowdieful for teaching poetry writifig.
Using observational analysis, a description of gaadm’s textual features (e.g., word
count, line count, number of drafts, and time speaiting) is reported for each poet.
Using conventional content analysis, the writeedf-seports on how to write poetry are
analyzed for: (1) strategies that experienced pgstshey use to produce the poetry they
write, and (2) strategies for producing poetry iwgtwe might apply toward the teaching
of poetry writing in the university settifg.

The research conducted here recognizes that thevewayderstand poetry

writing will have an important bearing upon the walyat poetry writing is taught,

> See Appendix A for a blank sample of the refleztivriter's journal entry.

® Angrosino and Rosenberg provide a synopsis oul#ssical tradition of naturalistic
observation, but they also address challengesthet arisen as a result of “the
postmodernist critique” (467). See also PerakylhRuausuvuori for an informative
article on analyzing written texts.

" Building upon Ericsson and Simon’s work on prolcaalysis, Greene and Higgins
highlight the benefits of retrospective reportiBge also Hsiu-Fang Hsieh and Sarah E.
Shannon for applications of content analysis orosgective reporting.



researched, and theorized in the academic seRorghis reason, | consider how
research on writers’ self-reports have influendetfteld of English studies, particularly
as the research pertains to: (1) the teaching etirpavriting, which falls under the
purview of creative writing studies, (2) the invieetact of composition, especially as
manifested in expressivist teaching and writingl €8) the methods by which
investigations and research on poetry writing magdnducted, now and in the future.
Therefore, this study aims to address these pigessincerns, and it does so by actually
doing (and reporting on) the things that experidnoeets say they do whenever they sit
down to write poetry.
1.6 Contextualizing the Study

In March 2012, the National Council of Teacher&nglish (NCTE) published an
article titled, ““Catching Tigers’: Bringing the €ative into Writing Instruction,” which
will help us contextualize a debate surroundingwiksue central to defining what it
means to write (or even teach) poetry in the cakegsetting. In an interview with Judith
Rowe Michaels, an instructor of graduate studendésmaFA program in New Jersey,
Michaels argues that on some level, “all writingisative” (Aronson 12). Michaels, who
is also a published fiction writer and poet, goesamsay, “You can'’t craft even a
business memo or a set of instructions without iimaginingyour audience €reatingin
your mind a vision of their needs and assumptitres; you must listen, an act that also
requires creativity” (Aronson 12). For Michaeddl, reading and writing is creative.

If we agree with the claim that all forms of wriiare creative, what are the
characteristics which distinguish the texts we evnit creative writing workshops from

the texts we write in composition classrooms? Divens use different kinds of writing

10



processes, and do these processes depend upanteg@ mode) of the text that a
writer is writing in? What are the criteria that keacreative writingcreative? In
(Re)Writing Craft: Composition, Creative Writingpéthe Future of English Studjes
Tim Mayers recommends we outline the differenceéséen composition and creative
writing in order to see the “theoretical, pedagagitistorical, and institutional points of
overlap between composition and creative writir2f8)( InNegotiating the Personal in
Creative Writing,Carl Vandermeulen rightfully states, “ldentifyindfdrences between
composition and creative writing would be a goaatplto start a course in creative
writing pedagogy” (12). What are the differencesngen teaching writing in
composition and teaching poetry writing in creatwing studies? How can the
structure of these courses inform our understanaiighat it means to teach poetry
writing? By examining the differences between t@agltomposition writing and
teaching poetry writing, we shall see how approadheesearch on writing have shaped
some of the ways we teach, research, and perfaratiee writing in the academic
setting.

There are at least three ways in which the teaabiipgetry writing differs from
the teaching of composition writing in the Unitet®s. To make matters more complex,
each of these differences varies according to thhoads that individual instructors use
in their classrooms to meet their intended goaéidxtheless, the general differences that
distinguish the teaching of composition writingrfrahe teaching of poetry writing can
be summarized in the following ways: how the clasets are structured, how the writing
is taught, and how the reading of (and respondgytiting is performed. Although | do

not wish to eliminate the likelihood there are otkey differences in the teaching of

11



writing within these two fields, these three chéeastics strike me as the most salient
features that distinguish the two disciplines freath other. In the analysis that follows, |
will provide a brief explanation on the differendetween teaching composition writing
and teaching poetry writing in the three areasvehdentified. Once we see the
differences on some of the ways these two courgestaictured in the university setting,
we will gain a better understanding on some ofwhgs that teaching composition
writing and teaching poetry writing are truly difémt from one another.
1.6.1 The Workshop Model

The first difference between teaching compositioitimg and teaching poetry
writing lies within the structure of the collegeiting classroom itself. Writing courses
built around workshop models are easily identitigcanyone familiar with the teaching
of English in the United States. Upon entering a&img workshop for the first time, an
outside observer would notice that students tyjyicabrk in groups, and the observer
would also notice that students spend most of tire& sharing and responding to each
other’s writing. Although many first-year composeiticlassrooms may be seen using
peer review groups and/or small discussion groopelp students develop and respond
to their writing, the workshop model has typicdligen the mainstay of courses in
creative writing’

In Released Into Languageacher-poet-writer-scholar Wendy Bishop proposes a
transactional workshop model for teaching creativiéng. In her important text, Bishop
draws similarities between the often segregatdddief teaching composition and

teaching creative writing. The transactional wodgsimodel Bishop proposes relies

8 See Donnelly and Vandermeulen for descriptiveistudn creative writing workshops
in the United States.
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heavily upon writing techniques and invention stgi¢s appropriate for teaching creative
writing, but they might also be used in any colkdgeel course that requires large
amounts of writing. Importantly, Bishop believea@th‘by adding strong components of
exploratory and instrumental writing to the undadyrate writing workshop, we better
help novice writers understand what it is to becameiter’ (Release@O).

Although Bishop refers explicitly to an undergratuariting workshop in
creative writing, the kind of exploratory and instrental writing Bishop recommends
might be used in any kind of classroom, particylad a means for students to generate
ideas and content on the subjects they have choserite about. Indeed, workshop
models are becoming increasingly common in freshoaamposition classrooms across
the United State$This being the case, a better question might bettvemm or not the
workshop as it is used in creative writing is aiffedent from the workshop as it is being
used in freshman composition.

In Joseph Moxley'€reative Writing in AmericaMoxley observes, “most
creative writing teachers at the undergraduategaaduate levels follow the same studio
method established at Oregon and lowa over ninedysyago” (xiii). Stephanie
Vanderslice points out that the first creative imgtworkshops were “designed as a kind
of ‘boot camp,” which would ‘toughen’ students sat they could withstand inevitable
adversity and criticism as an artist” (31). Stitle creative writing workshop offers a
time-worn solution to instructors of creative wridi According to Bizzaro, “Teachers of
creative writing, in the absence of any formal agsk on the effectiveness of the

workshop, have long relied on what Steven Nortlsclare’ to determine what they

® In National Healing Claude Hurlbert discusses the benefits of usiakshops in
composition classrooms.
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should do in instructing their students” (“Resedrz®6). And yet, “Despite the rapid
growth and popularity of courses and programs @ative writing, pedagogical
techniques [in creative writing] have not evolvéidizat much” (Moxley xiii). Presently,
the creative writing workshop remains “a modelradtiuction over a hundred years old
but basically unrevised” (Bizzaro, “Research” 296).

Certainly, the creative writing workshop must “resf to the educational
landscape in which it currently exists insteadnhaf dne in which it was conceived over
half a century ago” (Vanderslice 30). How might nedp the creative writing workshop
respond to the “educational landscape” of today@ Way we might improve the
workshop-model in creative writing studies is byidocting research on expert-
practitioners’ self-reports on how to write poetirydoing so, we may also discover new
information which may be vital to improving the ¢tbéng and researching of poetry
writing in today’s collegiate landscape.

In “Workshop: An Ontological Study,” Bizzaro poingsit that courses in creative
writing typically use workshop models for teachorgative writing because creative
writing is based upon epistemological assumptibas are different from other types of
writing courses. These assumptions then get trimusiato pedagogies for teaching
writing that get manifested in different ways. lihe words, the fact that creative writing
is taught differently from other writing coursegygests creative writing is most certainly
“a horse of a different color.” Thus, another kéyedence between teaching composition
writing and teaching poetry writing are the gerteagyht in these two courses.
Recognizing this difference may help us understahat traditionalists in creative

writing studies have known for years. Certainlyngdforms of writing are more creative
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than others. Thus, the use of the workshop in imeatriting is a strong signal that some
forms of writing are fundamentally (e.g., episteagptally) different than other forms of
writing.

Without arguing over the question, “What kind oftimg constitutes creative
writing?,” it is sufficient for the discussion tomcede that there are some degrees of
creativity in most forms of writing. However, theagnitude of this degree will determine
the manner in which assignments are written anghtiaim composition and creative
writing classrooms. The prevalent use of workshauglefs in creative writing (as
opposed to the minimal or infrequent use of worlshmmdels in composition
classrooms) is an obvious point of difference widah be seen when we look at the
teaching of writing in these two fields. What acene of the other differences that serve
to distinguish composition writing from poetry wnigg? How do instructors approach the
teaching of writing in their respective fields?

1.6.2 The Teaching of Writing

In Responding to Student PoerBgzaro acknowledges that “no course in writing
is more difficult to teach than poetry writing” fxin spite of this fact, “little scholarship
has been published in recent years concerning bdeath students to write poems”
(Bizzaro xi). It is somewhat telling that a pletaaf instruction manuals on teaching
composition can easily be found, but there arelfamdbooks on how to teach poetry
writing. For Bizzaro, a lack of scholarship on teiag poetry writing represents “our
profession’s lack of curiosity concerning what happwhen teachers read and evaluate

student poetry” (xi). Fortunately, Bizzaro’s impamt text,Responding to Student Poems
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“fills a yawning gap in pedagogical scholarshiptbe teaching of poetry writing”
(Simpson 226).

Undoubtedly more so than in composition, the qoesbf whether or not creative
writing can be taught is a question that hangs oxestive writing like a miasmic cloud.
In the “Introduction” to Kelly Ritter and Stephan#anderslice’sCan it Really be
Taught? Resisting Lore in Creative Writing Pedagdgjgter and Vanderslice propose
the following question: “If the subject can’t baitgnt, why (and to what ends) are we
teaching it?” (xvi). The purpose of Ritter and Varslice’s text is not to provide any
clear-cut answers to this difficult question. Ir&tethey intend to explore many of the
issues raised by the teaching of creative writha. instance, can creative writing be
taught? Are great writers born, or are they mad&atws the role of culture in creative
writing, and how does a writer’s culture help shdpetexts a writer writes? By re-
examining some of the ways that teaching creatineng has perpetuated composition
lore, Ritter and Vanderslice hope their text wilba “teachers to reconsider commonly
held assumptions about how student creative writeasn’ to write” (xvi). Although
Ritter and Vanderslice acknowledge “the prominehibgarship in creative writing has
focused on either practical lesson plans for ‘hoWwdach creative writing or has simply
catalogued the history of creative writing as &igigne” (xiii), Ritter and Vanderslice do
not provide a critical or theoretical perspectilattgrounds the kind of curriculum design
they call for. For Ritter and Vanderslice, “Creatwriting courses, as they exist today,
continue to be more difficult to puzzle out” (xi).

If so little is known about teaching creative wrdi what are some of the ways

instructors teach it? IResponding to Student PoeBgzaro writes that the work of
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Lucky Jacobs gave him “a point from which | miglepart in exploring the dilemma of
teaching students to write poems” (18). Accordm@izzaro, “Jacobs highlights three
methods for teaching poetry writing: the modelsrapph, the activities approach, and
the models-and-activities approach” (18). Altholihzaro finds “it is possible to teach
from Jacobs’ three approaches” (23), Bizzaro disped that the way he read student
poetry writing influenced the way he respondechtrtwriting. By applying reading
methods he learned from literary theory to his oeading practices, Bizzaro found that
the way he responded to student poetry writing lvagely influenced by the critical lens
he used to read, interpret, and respond to stwdetirg.

The ways that instructors read student texts cgndieas important as the reasons
why instructors ask their students to produce ¢héstthat they write. In “Writing in
Public: Popular Pedagogies of Creative Writing,’thBlle Cross outlines four
pedagogies that creative writing instructors tyllycase to guide their creative writing
instruction: literary, commercial, holistic, anerac (68-73). In literary pedagogy,
teachers focus on teaching one kind of genre lfeegature or poetry from a specific time
period) and then use a particular author as a nfoderoducing “good” literature (Cross
68). In commercial pedagogy, Cross identifies aXidampproach to the teaching of
creative writing, and she characterizes the creatinter as a kind of laborer that must
either “publish or perish” (69-70). A third type ofeative writing teaching philosophy,
holistic pedagogy, is one that “focuses on engendex writing experience that
contributes to the discovery, development, andihgalf the writer’s spiritual and
emotionalself (Cross 70). In holistic pedagogy, it is easy¢e s close correlation to the

expressivist movement in composition studies thayrhistorians (such as James Berlin
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and Stephen North) have identified. The fourth tgpereative writing pedagogy, iconic
pedagogy, is a teaching philosophy which reliesnugxperienced writers’ self-reports as
the primary means of creative writing instructi@ii{3). According to Cross, these four
pedagogies offer important ways that instructoasliecreative writing.

Getting students to write about their own writirande an important way for
students to refine their writing processes andgfioee, their writing. But writers’ self-
reports should not be used as the only method fibing instruction. According to
Bishop, “In the reports of creative writers on thaivn writing processes, there is some
unison, much contradiction, and a wealth of unsarigted yet intuitively accurate
knowledge” Released 7). Graeme Harper writes, “we have spoken ab@atiste
writing in one way while knowing, intuitively, humby, accurately, that it was another”
(xv). Natalie Goldberg, author ¥friting Down the Bongseports her writing processes
are different for every book she writes (Stewait By themselves, writers’ self-reports
are not “trustworthy enough upon which to basedagegy or curriculum” (Bizzaro,
“Writer's Self-Reports” 123). However, this obsetiea helps explain why it is
necessary for researchers to test writers’ selitsgdor the strategies that experienced
writers say they use to produce the poetry thetewri

By themselves, writers’ self-reports aren’t rel@khough to construct a theory or
pedagogy of writing. But it is precisely this olfjea to writers’ self-reports that explains
why it is necessary for a researching-writer tett¢hese self-reports for their usefulness
prior to their implementation in the poetry writiotassroom. Once these strategies are
tested for their utility (or effectiveness) in ptming poetry writing, only then should we

consider what we might apply from such an invesiogeto the teaching of poetry
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writing. Certainly, teachers and students neecktodgnizant of the fact that writers’
self-reports should “be read with the understantiag each writer is telling us,

primarily, about his or her own writing processhasor she understandsaitthat

momerit (Bishop, Released 8). Importantly, the “moment” that Bishop refersis
generally long after an author has written a tegt. this reason, writers’ self-reports are
often accused of being hyperbolic. Indeed, “Evenrdports of esteemed poets in various
craft interviews [ . . . ] are filled with guesswaand uncertainty” (BizzardResponding

15).

Despite some of the problems associated with ne¢xais/e reporting, we should
not reject writers’ self-reports as invalid fornfsdata research, mostly because “writers’
knowledge can illuminate why some writers succeddtiar art” (BishopReleased 8).
Identifying some of the “uncertainties” in experced writers’ self-reports may have the
potential to reveal important insights on the sigads that experienced poets say they use
to produce the poetry they write. In addition, thimgs that experienced writers say about
their own poetry writing may shed more insight omtiwg processes than the texts they
ultimately write. Capturing a fuller, more accuragpresentation of creative writing,
particularly the role of invention in poetry wrignoffers one important way we can
broaden our understanding of what it means to vokry. Thus, if we can inform the
poetry writing classroom “with the intuitive knovdge of professional writers, the
cognitive research of compositionists, and theritigzal problems of discourse theorists,
we introduce students more realistically to theld/of [interpreting and producing]
writing, writers, texts, and readers” (BishételeaseO0). In this way, we might also

help transform our students into better readersnartdrs.
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By analyzing poetry writing practices in creativatimg studies, we can more
readily see how experienced writers’ self-reportghhimprove the teaching of poetry
writing in the academic setting. According to BiphtByY looking at our own processes
and by studying current writing research, we cafdlaufoundational understanding of
composing that will help us choose and evaluateoaur pedagogy” (15). Similar to
Bishop’s call for more research on writing proces§danne Donnelly argues creative
writing “must undergo an inquiry into its field, i like composition studies did in the
middle to late 20th century” (Introduction 6). Hdonnelly, this also means considering
the “ways in which the field of creative writingset apart in its scholarship from
composition studies” (7), an aim that this chaptatly intends to address.

1.6.3 Reading and Responding to Writing

In (Re)Writing Craff Tim Mayers examines the institutional and disogaly
structures that have informed creative writing aedinds, “In most English
departments, the notion that literary study isd@eter and primary reason-for-being of
the discipline has demonstrated incredible stagmger” (4). Historically, the traditional
hierarchy of English studies has privileged litgranterpretation over production”
(Mayers xv). Because studies in English are emlztddlin this literary tradition, the
way that literature is taught draws largely upam thading and interpretation of literary
texts, as opposed to their production. Thus, thethvat texts are read in writing
classrooms offers another major point of differenegveen teaching composition
writing and teaching creative writing.

This raises an important question: How do instgcho creative writing studies

read and respond to the creative texts studenénsntrite? IrResponding to Student
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PoemsBizzaro takes what he learned from critical themmg conducts a meta-cognitive
analysis on some of the ways that he evaluatesempdnds to student poetry writing.
Using New Critical, Reader-Response, Deconstruipand Feminist reading
techniques, Bizzaro used a tape recorder to pl&ydad analyze his own responses to
student poetry writing. Ultimately, Bizzaro fourttht the way he read student poetry
writing determinechowhe responded to their writing. For Bizzaro, Newti€Cal response
methods that insist upon a “meaning in the texgrapch to interpreting student texts
tend to cause teachers to appropriate what a dtigleging to say (7). Bizzaro
concludes that teachers who use alternative apipesao New Critical response methods
return ownership of texts to the students who wiiogéen in the first place, without
appropriating any of their writing.

Teaching our students how to read is an importansideration in any writing
classroom. Indeed, “If students are to have annstaleding of the composing process
and a knowledge of a variety of composing stratedeachers must be conscious of the
variety of ways a single text can be read” (Bizz&espondingviii). According to
Bizzaro, “For nearly forty years, the New Criticisrtone has had a place of unquestioned
authority in its relationship to the reading andlemation not only of canonical literature,
but of student texts as well” (3). Since Englisktinctors are educated in the literary
tradition of New Ciriticism, it is a technique thmbst writing instructors are trained in
and familiar with. Importantly, New Critical apprd@es to reading and interpreting
student texts situate “meaning” within a text ikstdereby projecting notions of an “ideal
reader” or an “ideal text” onto the writer. In tk@me way that English departments have

(historically) prioritized literary interpretatiocover literary production, New Critical
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approaches to reading and interpreting studers texte generally dominated teachers’
reading and response methods. Certainly, the watyctillege institutions structure their
English departments and classrooms will have amitapt bearing upon some of the
ways that English writing instruction is theorizamld taught. However, by teaching
students (and teachers, too) how to read and rddpastudent writing using alternative
reading methods, we can avoid many of the problbaisNew Critical approaches on
reading and writing tend to propagate.

Although it is likely there are more differencesveeen teaching composition
writing and teaching poetry writing than the onésVe identified here (for instance, one
might consider the actual texts instructors ask gtadents to write), these three
differences—how the classrooms are structured, thewvriting is taught, and how the
writing is interpreted and evaluated—offer stronglence to suggest that composition
writing and poetry writing are two distinct formgwriting. At the very least, courses
where creative writing is taught are structurededéntly enough from other types of
writing courses. Thus, it follows that scholarshighin one subject area of a discipline
(e.g., creative writing studies) will be differdndm scholarship in a related but
completely different area (e.g., composition stagdi@&ruly, “any argument for the
improved status of creative writing at this pomthe subject’s history must first explore
the nature of scholarship in creative writing” (Bazo, “Research and Reflection” 300).
This is not a moot point. If teaching creative wgtrequires teaching methods that are
different from those used to teach writing in cosifion studies, then it is reasonable to
assume that researchers need different approamhesrniducting research on creative

writing in creative writing studies.
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In an essay by James Zebroski titled, “Toward aofhef Theory for
Composition Studies,” Zebroski recognizes that,&dity is not the opposite of practice;
theory is not even a supplement to practice. Theopyactice, a practice of a particular
kind and practice is always theoretical” (39). Eebroski, “Theorizing practices, then,
are related to writing practices, teaching prasticairricular practices, disciplinary
practices and professional practices” (39). Creatmiting, “as a field and discipline,”
has “disciplinary and professional practices,” dh@se practices ought to play some
role in our courses” (Zebroski 44). By doing whaperienced writers say they do when
they write poetry, we shall implement some of théimg practices experienced poets
say they use whenever they write poetry. In addlitiy testing the writing strategies that
experienced poets self-disclose in their self-regpon how to write poetry, we shall
further distinguish “fact” from “fiction” as it apgies to the production of poetry writing.
Since experienced writers’ self-reports are oftectuaed of being hyperbolic, testing the
strategies that experienced writers say they useasvay we can demystify some of the
lore that characterizes the teaching of poetryimgiin the university setting.

1.7 Significance of the Problem

In Clueless in Academe: How Schooling Obfuscatesiteeot.the Mind Gerald
Graff “examines some overlooked ways in which stfiand colleges themselves
reinforce cluelessness and thus perpetuate thenasption that the life of the mind is a
secret society for which only an elite few qualifit). For Graff, the way institutions
organize themselves (secondary schools and coliegesticular) explains how
“academia reinforces cluelessness by making itsideroblems, and ways of thinking

look more opaque, narrowly specialized, and beyond ablearning capacities than they
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are or need to be” (1). The institutional divisidaiaff refers to often create and
perpetuate a divide between academic and so-Caliext” intelligences. Unfortunately,
some of these divisions are easily recognizeddays English departments in colleges
across the continental United States.

For Graff, “unresolved debates over academic diseotend to reach students in
the form of curricular mixed messages rather themghtforward discussions of the
problem” (246). Graff summarizes this argument lyieghen he writes:

The issue of academic discourse has divided thek diewriting
instruction, where advocates of teaching persuasigement clash with
those who favor such “expressive” forms as persoaaktive,
autobiography, and creative writing. Whereas thst jiroup wants
students to acquire an academic voice, the secantswo encourage
them to find their own personal voices. (246)
Ever since the 1960s and 1970s, advocates of titiegywrocess movement (such as Ken
Macrorie, Peter Elbow, and many other “expresssVjdtave “urged student writers to
move toward the personal and away from the deadlad paper” (Graff 247).
Certainly, the issue of voice in academic writinguidebate that is central to defining the
field of English studies, and it remains a contrsia topic to this day’

As Graff demonstrates, the structures and values afistitution will have an
important bearing upon the way an institution neaaly defines, and therefore achieves,
its goals. Nowhere are the divisions that Graféreto more readily apparent than in the

field of English studies, particularly between ké&wrire departments, writing instruction

19 For additional reading on student voice in writinge Bartholomae, 1997; Bowden,
1999; Elbow, 1997, 2003, 2007; Macrorie, 1985; ¥and994.
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programs, and Teaching English as a Second Landii&gi )" In addition, the
institutional divisions Graff mentions help reinderthe notion that some types of writing
are clearly different from other forms of writingut for the purpose of this present
discussion on the differences between teaching ositipn writing and poetry writing, it
is sufficient to concede that the way these digogsl (e.g., creative writing, compaosition,
literature, and TESL) are structured in the acadasiiyhave an important bearing upon
some of the ways that creative writing is taugbsearched, and understood, both inside
and outside the acadertfy.

In “Writer's Self-Reports,” Bizzaro identifies agsiificant division between
writing instructors in English studies. On one sud¢his division, Bizzaro sees a group
of “compositionists” who “align creative writing ¥ college composition in an effort to
assert the similarities suggested by researchthetarea known as ‘composition
studies™ (119). On the other side of this divisi@izzaro identifies a second group of
writing instructors, “traditionalists,” and thessathers may be recognized by “their
continued employment of time-worn methods for t@aglereative writing, including
reliance on writers’ self-reports, methods we n@aogiate with the ‘lore’ of creative
writing instruction” (119). Bizzaro writes:

Many who believe creative writing can be taughadige on the
principles that inform their teaching, whether cibgrst or social
constructionist. Thus, the connection that Bishmgght so hard to make

has resulted in a rift between composition pedagogl/creative writing

1 To see how these divisions have impacted TESLrprog, see Matsuda.
12 See Lim for an informative account on a multiliabwriter's experiences in a creative
writing workshop.
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pedagogy, between those who continue to (com)paosttieative writing

and those traditionalists who continue to rely elfreeports in their

workshops. (125)
According to Bizzaro, the “(com)positioning” of atéve writing by composition studies
has caused a rift among instructors who teachngiilergely because the
“(com)positioning” phenomena he astutely descrhiees “solved the dilemma we have
all lived with: whether creative writing can be g¢gut at all or whether the particular skills
associated with creative writing are skills a wrigeborn with” (“Writer’'s Self-Reports”
120). Unfortunately, the ambiguity surrounding moélour understanding on creative
writing, particularly the purposes behind its instion, have translated into pedagogies
that are being used in today’s college-level wgtoflassrooms.

In Richard Fulkerson’s essay, “Composition at tkenTof the Twenty-First
Century,” Fulkerson identifies three axiologiestttiave approaches to teaching
composition writing in the United States: the sbeistemic, the expressive, and the
rhetorical (655). Returning to an analytical schdrealeveloped in the 1980s, Fulkerson
postulates that, “in order to have a philosophgahposition upon which you can
explicitly erect a course, you must answer foursgjoas” (657). Fulkerson argues that
debates in the field of teaching English are n@é&rbetween expressive and academic
writing camps. Instead, Fulkerson sees a majoddibetween “a postmodern, cultural
studies, reading-based program, and a broadly cattehetoric of genres and discourse
forums” (679). According to Fulkerson, “All comptisn perspectives assume some
view of the writing process; that is, any concdptamposing and/or teaching

composition must presuppose an answer to ‘Howeatts produced?’” (658). This is the
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second of four criteria that Fulkerson posits asteema that writing teachers must
answer, and it is a debate centered upon the questiow do written texts come into
existence?” (657).

Toward the end of his essay, Fulkerson lamentfattte“as a field we no longer
do research into writing processes” (670). For Erdlan, we need to revive research on
writing processes, mostly because additional reseam writing can inform how we
should be teaching it in the twenty-first century*A More Spacious Model of Writing
and Literacy,” Peter Elbow writes, “Any theory ofit\ng needs to be complex, and in
particular to account for the contradictory behaviof people and the differing
conditions and experiences in which they write"qRByY re-examining some of the
ways poetry writing is produced, particularly thethrods that experienced writers say
they use to produce poetry writing, we can shethéusrinsight on the writing practices
that experienced poets follow when they produceptiedry that they write. And by
testing what experienced poets say they do whenwhiée poetry, we may further
illuminate the elusive role of invention in poetwyiting. After all, until writers begin to
analyze their own writing practices, there will tone to be “a genuine controversy—
within the field, not in the eyes of the public, the amistration, or the legislature—over
the goal of teaching writing in college” (Fulkersd@omposition Turn” 679).

1.8 Problem Statement
In the twenty-first century, very little is actuaknown about teaching poetry

writing, what it is, or how it is performed. Althgh many scholars agree there needs to
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be more research on writifignowhere is the need for more research on writingem
pressing than in the field of creative writing sed

Many of the core assumptions teachers and schoddiesse about creative
writing—and the most effective ways to teach it—&é@een shaped by the process
movement in composition studies that happened yé#y years ago. When
composition studies emerged as a field, it begarebgarching writers as they composed.
In fact, Peter Elbow’s influential tex¥yriting Without Teacherss based upon a journal
he kept on his own writing practices as he workedhis dissertation (xvi). But ever since
the publication and rapid dissemination of JameadirBge “Rhetoric and Ideology in the
Writing Class,” researchers on writing in compasitstudies have abandoned a research
focus on writers’ self-reports.

When composition studies shifted its focus frompracess to process-based
instruction, there was a simultaneous shift froseeeching written texts to an increased
awareness on the processes surrounding the prodwiftthese texts. But in the
transition from pre-process to process-based pegagaeaching focus on the thoughts
and feelings of individual writers (e.g., expressiv) was generally abandoned in favor
of a teaching focus centered on the life-circumstarsurrounding individual writers
(e.g., the social-epistemic). In turn, this shifiuenced the ways that teachers use writing
in their curriculum, what they use it for, and htwey think they know how to use it. But
after decades of research and scholarship on gritie inventive act of creative

writing—and by implication, the teaching of it—remgs an act shrouded largely in

13 Some scholars in English studies who have cadieddditional research on writing (in
general) and creative writing (in particular) indduDawson, 2005; Donnelly, 2010;
Elbow, 2003; Faigley, 1995; Fulkerson, 2005; Yakje2006.
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mystery. Does reading good writing help a studeotipce creative writing? Are students
born with a natural propensity for creative writh@an creative writing be taught? All of
these questions are debates central to defininfieladeof creative writing studies,
particularly the assumptions behind what it is,mger’s role in the process, and what it
means to teach (and even perform) creative writing.

Finally, and perhaps most importantly, most ofréearch in creative writing
studies has been purely historical and/or theaktio other words, there has been very
little research on poetry writing practices in ¢neawriting studies. This might be due to
the fact that, until recently, scholars in creatwriing haven't really known how to
conduct research on poetry writing in creative ngtstudies:* Although many scholars
(i.e., Bishop, Donnelly, Faigley, Fulkerson, Yag@lfrave made urgent pleas to
reinvestigate the inventive aspects of writing gsardifferent research methodology, not
many have answered this call. However, by condgdiperformance-based inquiry on
the strategies that experienced poets say thewlise they write poetry, it is possible for
a researching-writer to test these poetry writitngtegies for their effectiveness prior to
their implementation in the creative writing classm. In doing so, we may
simultaneously begin research on developing nevagagies we might apply toward the
teaching of poetry writing in the academic setting.

Although a brief history of research on writinggamposition studies is necessary
to contextualize this investigation on expert-pitawiers’ self-reports, my ultimate aim is

to chronicle and test the strategies that threemaipced poets say they use to produce

% For current applications of research methodologiesreative writing in creative
writing studies, see Kroll and HarpeResearch Methods in Creative Writirf§ee also
Harper and Kroll'SCreative Writing Studies: Practice, Research, aeda&yogy
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the poetry that they write: Fred Chappell, Richidtdyo, and William Stafford. Clearly,
no two writers will ever write alike. However, theethodology used in this study can be
replicated and improved upon by future researcinedgferent ways. After all, post-
process scholarship on theories of composition Bageessfully demonstrated that
chronicling the things that happen to writers canust as important as the text(s) they
ultimately write!® The act of composition does not reveal itself text after it has been
written, nor does it reveal itself in the persotegitimony of authors long after they have
written a text. Although writers’ self-reports ctatl us what a writer is thinking at a
moment in time, we need a fuller and more accuegieesentation of the choices that
experienced writers say they make. As many schbkwre demonstratedx post facto
accounts by writers on their own writing sometimeatradict themselves, and they do
not provide an accurate representation of the ngriihenomena as they describe it.
Nonetheless, despite some inconsistency in thesriats, writers’ self-reports have
proven to be an invaluable tool for creative wateoncerned with capturing, analyzing,
and improving their own writing. By keeping a weitt record of the strategies that
experienced writers say they use when they sit dowrrite poetry, it is possible to see
what poetry writing strategies we might apply te teaching of poetry writing in the
twenty-first century.

For these reasons, and in response to calls froimugascholars in English
studies for additional research on writing, thisdstproposes a new method for

conducting research on poetry writing in creativéing studies. Certainly, the method

15 For scholarship on post-process theories of coitippssee Dobrin, Rice, and Vastola,
2011; Enos, Miller, and McCracken, 2003; Kent, 1,996rry, 2000; Trimbur, 1994;
Vandenberg, Hum, and Clary-Lemon, 2006.
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used to conduct research on poetry writing mustroapproach that studies creative
writing as creative writingIn addition, the approach should be one based tipwories

of creative writing which originate from the diskie itself!®

By illuminating some of
the poetry writing strategies experienced poetgsisay use to write poetry, this study
will not only inform current and future researchwetry writing in creative writing
studies, but it will also contribute to a deepedenstanding on the choices that
experienced writers say they make whenever thejosih to write poetry.

Since | am interested in examining three expertifiraners’ self-reports for
strategies they say they use to produce poetryngria journaling approach to research
on poetry writing provides a unique method wheralvgsearcher may document and test
experienced writers’ self-reports on how to writefry. By testing what experienced
writers’ say they do when they sit down to writeeprg, we shall gain deeper insight on
the choices that experienced poets say they maka wiey actually write poetry.
Although the research conducted here may be ofgpyinmterest to instructors and
researchers in creative writing studies, this stuay implications for all teachers or
researchers who use creative writing as part of tuericulum and/or research design.
At the end of this performance-based study, | amhelwith a discussion on the
implications this research may have for teachingtyonriting in the twenty-first
century.

1.9 Concluding Remarks
It is unlikely that a simple answer to the questitihat is creative writing?”,

will ever be found. Nevertheless, responses toghestion have shaped notions of what

1® Hesse (2010) and Zebroski (1998) provide compebirguments for the
methodological approach adopted in this study.
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it means to be a creative writer, particularly wihaeans to teach poetry writing.
Currently, there is no systematic research on paeetiting that tests creative writers’
self-reports in creative writing studies. For theason, | propose that we need to conduct
additional research on poetry writing, particulaak/the research pertains to strategies we
might apply to the teaching of poetry writing irethcademic setting. In doing so, we

shall simultaneously aid the development of newagedies for teaching poetry writing

in the academic setting.

The research conducted hese’t simply about documenting and recording the
strategies experienced poets say they use whetieyesit down to write poetry. This
study also attempts to examine some of the depataingdivisions that have come to
characterize the teaching of writing within collsgend universities across the continental
United States. The construction of knowledge, yeugh like the act of composition, is a
recursive act that continually requires revisiontHis regard, the field of English studies
needs a new understanding of teaching writing,iamdist be an understanding capable
of recognizing the merits that each of the subigises within English studies has to
offer. In short, we need to deepen an old philogaphwriting—expressivism—and turn
the direction of research on writing processes anpost-expressivism. The field of
English studies needs a new philosophy on creatiiteng, one that is in a new key.

But before we can move any further on conductirsgaech on poetry writing in
creative writing studies, we must take a step lzacksee where research on writing has

been. Once we have revisited studies on writinggkamine writers who were writing,

17 Building upon the work done by Langer, Collins avifler construct a theory of
textual production that describes “presentation@rdourse and relations between them
as major components in the evolution of text friwouight to written language” (91).
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only then shall we be ready to lay the groundwaorkaf fresh, new look at one of the
ways that poetry writing may be used as a resaasthod. In this way, we can also
begin research into the subject of invention, acttmat rightfully belongs to Rhetoric

and creative writing studies. Conducting researclexperienced writers’ self-reports

will help establish creative writing as a discigliget apart from composition studies, and

it will also help us see how some forms of writerg truly “horses of a different color.”
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW
Where does the drama get its materials? From theriding conversation” that is
going on at the point in history when we are bamragine that you enter a parlor.
You come late. When you arrive, others have lorggied you, and they are
engaged in a heated discussion, a discussion taed&r them to pause and tell
you exactly what it is about. In fact, the discosshad already begun long before
any of them got there, so that no one presentatifopd to retrace for you all the
steps that had gone before. You listen for a whihti] you decide that you have
caught the tenor of the argument; then you pubur ypar. Someone answers; you
answer him [sic]; another comes to your defensettaan aligns himself [sic]
against you, to either the embarrassment or gratifin of your opponent,
depending upon the quality of your ally’s assistartdowever, the discussion is
interminable. The hour grows late, you must deget you do depart, with the
discussion still vigorously in progress.
—Kenneth BurkeThe Philosophy of Literary Formh10-11

Clearly, things are getting complicated these dayke profession of writing
instruction.

—Wendy Bishop, “Writing is/and Therapy” 152

2.1 Introduction to the Literature Review

The issues | discuss in this chapter summarizéieatrdebate happening in the
field of English studies, and it is a debate wittportant implications for the nascent
field of creative writing studies. In this chapteaddress the following question: What
are some of the methods a researcher might usmnthuct research on poetry writing in
creative writing studies? However, before we can identify some of the researethods
currently being used to conduct research on peetiting in creative writing studies, it

will be helpful if we examine some of the pivotgipaoaches to research on writers’ self-

18 Kroll and Harper's important texResearch Methods in Creative Writjrapswers the
pivotal question, “What methods might we use fgolexng creative writing as a process
as well as a product?” (6). See also Harper andl Knoapplications of creative writing
research methodology.
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reports in composition studies. By revisiting soohé¢he major approaches that have been
used to conduct research on writers’ self-reparéscan more readily see how research
on writing has influenced the teaching and reseagcbf poetry writing in English
studies. In addition, by reviewing some of the wtng research on writers’ self-reports
have been conducted in the past, we may see hearokson writers’ self-reports in
creative writing studies is different from reseaochwriter’s self-reports in composition.
A review of the scholarship that helped set contpwsstudies apart from the field of
Rhetoric will allow us to see how research methodi@s in creative writing studies are
distinct from research methodologies used in cortipas

Applying a new approach to research on creativéngrcan have important
implications for the field of English studies, esjadly as the research pertains to the de-
emphasis of expressivism in teaching college lexging, but also as the research
pertains to the teaching of creative writing, patarly poetry writing. Collectively, the
literature presented in this chapter lays the fatiod for a new approach to test research
on writers’ self-reports in creative writing stuslidBy keeping a written record of the
strategies that experienced poets say they useawvbethey sit down to write poetry, a
researcher may test these poetry writing stratdgretheir efficacy prior to their
implementation in the creative writing classroomtHis way, we may be able to improve
some of the ways that poetry writing is current®yrig taught in the academic setting.

Chapter Two has been divided into three sectiamd.each section informs a
reader on historical conceptions of writing. In thist section of this chapter, | present a
brief outline of ancient Greek views on writing. Spée Aristotelian rhetoric’s heavy

influence on teaching composition in the United&{aAristotle is not generally credited
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for having a similar influence on teaching creatnriting. This is surprising, largely
because Aristotle’s rendering of literature in Bueticsoffers one of the earliest
examples scholars have on poetic interpretatioraaiaty/sis. In section two of this
chapter, | examine some of the seminal researchrivers’ self-reports in composition
studies, and | consider the impact cognitive redehad on writing research and
pedagogy in the United States. In doing so, | idtendemonstrate that we need to re-
visit research on writer’s self-reports, particlyas the research pertains to research on
poetry writing in creative writing studies. In thiard section of this chapter, | review
some of the research methods currently being wsedrduct research on poetry writing
in creative writing studies.

Since most of the research in creative writing igsithas been historical and/or
theoretical, a new approach to research on poeitiynawill have important
implications for English studies, particularly &g tresearch pertains to: (1) the de-
emphasis of expressivism in teaching college lewging, and (2) the role of invention
in producing poetry writing. Because | partly indeio demonstrate that the way we
understand creative writing has an important bgaupon the ways we teach and
research creative writing, this study proposes/sed method for conducting research
on writers’ self-reports in creative writing stuslidlthough | have tried to limit the
scope of my literature review to a discussion seegch on writers as they were actually
writing, the literature examined in this chapterslahe foundation for a researcher to test
experienced poets’ self-reports for strategies wghtrapply to the teaching of poetry
writing in the academic setting. In the chaptet tbows, | outline a method for

conducting research on creative writing using ahoeblogy appropriate for research on
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poetry writing in creative writing studies. Howeybefore we can answer the question,
What are some of the methods a researcher migho ussduct research on poetry
writing in creative writing studies?, it will be Ipéul if we examine some early

viewpoints on writing espoused by the ancient Gse8y examining early conceptions

of writing, particularly the role of invention irratory and persuasion, we shall be in a
better position to see how Plato and Aristotle@ufhts have influenced the teaching and
researching of creative writing in the Western acaid setting.

2.2 Plato and Avristotle on Invention in Writing

Most scholars in the field of English studies agrest composition studies
emerged from traditional Rhetoric and became andistdisciplinary field sometime
during the early-to-middle twentieth centd\But as Stephen North mentionsTihe
Making of Knowledge in CompositiogtAny date chosen to mark the beginning of
‘modern’ Composition is bound to be arbitrary” (Fhis being the case, one might argue
that composition studies has its roots much edtign the middle-half of the twentieth
century. If we turn our academic gaze in the dioecbf the ancient Greeks, we find that
the first person to speculate on some of the thingswriters do is Plato.

In Plato’s “Phaedrus,” Socrates lameatsurgeoning text-based culture, a place
where “every word, once it is written, is bandidbat alike among those who
understand and those who have no interest indttjtdanows not to whom to speak or not
to speak” (38). According to Plato’s Socrates,dhly purpose in writing is “to treasure
up reminders for oneself,” particularly “when [ore®mes to the forgetfulness of old

age” (39). Although Socrates concedes that writiaug be “a noble pastime,” he believes

19 For pivotal texts on the history of compositiondies, see Berlin, 1987; Brereton,
1995; Faigley, 1995; North, 1987.
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that writing on the things we care about is frivedpmostly because “serious discourse”
can be achieved only “when one employs the diaeogthod” (39). For Socrates,
dialectical conversation is an activity much noltlean the solitary act of writing things
down. In order to gain true knowledge, one mustgegn “serious discourse” with other
people through dialectical conversation. By the ehBlato’s dialogue, Socrates adopts a
negative stance on writing, but Plato’s accourBacrates is the earliest record we have
on a person who speculated on some of the thingsrg/do whenever they sit down to
write.

In Book X of The RepublicPlato expresses a concern about education, $ut hi
argument extends to all writers who lived in anti@reece. For Plato, poets are
particularly dangerous because they are “by nahiré from the king and the truth, as
are all other imitators” (268e). Plato’s conceroatbnriting stems from the idea, “an
imitator has no worthwhile knowledge of the thirngs|[sic] imitates,” but his concern
also stems from the idea that, “all the tragic ppehether they write in iambics or
hexameters, are as imitative as they could posbisiy273b). Since “imitators don’t
even have the kind of insight that makers do, theye only opinion—sometimes true,
sometimes false,” imitators are not reliable teasloé virtue and, therefore poets,
“because of their disturbing influence even on gpedple, should not be admitted into
Kallipolis” (Reeve 2643° In this way, Plato expresses a deep concern rieggitie
social impact poets might have on the citizenKalfipolis. Although Plato should be

commended for being the first person to recogrheegpsychological and social

2O Kallipolis is Plato’s conception of the perfect city-statepasiined in Book X ofThe
Republic
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dimensions of writing, Plato eschews this emergauipnology (e.g., writing) for fear of
the collateral damage poets might cause to society.

It is unlikely Aristotle was ever curious abougtthings that might happen to
writers whenever they sit down to write. Nonethg]esristotle’s conception of rhetoric
has been (and largely remains) tleefactostandard for teaching rhetoric in the Western
college landscape, bar none. Aristotelian rhetdmcthe most general sense, is the
energy inherent in emotion and thought, transmititedugh a system of signs, including
language, to others to influence their decisionaations” (Kennedy 7). Although
Aristotle is primarily concerned with a speakersewf rhetoric in the public sphere, he
recognizes the powerful influence of rhetoric oa finoduction of literature and writing
(Kennedy 7).

In Book One of Aristotle’®Rhetoric Aristotle introduces his conception of
rhetoric, and he outlines the “means of persuadioat’ are available to orators whenever
they address an audience. According to Aristotie nheans of persuasion in argument
are thdogos(persuasion from logicgthos(persuasion from personal character), and
pathos(persuasion from emotion). In the first half of Bobwo, Aristotle addresses a
need for understanding the role of emotion andaattar in persuasion, and he explains
some of the ways a speaker might arouse emoticas audience. But throughout his
Rhetorig it is clear that Aristotle downplays the roleeshotion in favor of a predilection
toward “the logical side” of persuasion (Kennedy 9)

George Grube, a prominent scholar in the fieldnaient Greek literature, writes,
“The Greek wordhetoriké had “a much wider significance than our word tidrec™

(xxix). For both Plato and Aristotle:
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The desire to be able to speak in public had pexVitie original stimulus
for the study of language, and ‘the orator’ alwesimained, in classical
times,theprose artist, just as for Aristotle the writer cidedies wathe
poet. But the study ohetorikéwas conceived as the art of language,
especially in prose. We should not forget thathmPoetics Aristotle
himself refers us to thRhetoricfor the means by which to express
thought even in verse. (Grube xxix)
For most (if not all) of the ancient Greeks, theaic'reading” was never distinguished
from oral performance. In other words, poetic texése often listened to, but it is
unlikely these texts were ever “read.” Accordingaube, “the written word was always
heard This helps to explain the emphasis in ancieticem upon the sound of words
and the importance attached to prose rhythm” (xstmportantly, the ancient Greeks did
not make a distinction between reading silently egadling out loud. This might also
help explain why some contemporary poets belieetrgas a performance, and it is one
that must be spoken—performed—in front of a livdiance.

Given the critical influence of Aristotelian rheitoon teaching composition
writing in the United States, it is somewhat swgimig there hasn’t been any research on
invention until the emergence of expressivism imposition studie&" Aristotle’s
influence on teaching writing cannot be undereditzand the account presented here
on ancient Greek views toward writing is bound éaréductive. Aristotle does well to

describe the ways an orator might invoke thoughteaings in an audience, but

1 According to Kennedy, Aristotle “offers no geneteim” for describing invention until
the end of Book Two, and here Aristotle uses thedwd@anoia, or “thought,” to describe
invention (25).
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Aristotle’s emphasis on logic preempts the otheamseof persuasion. Over the centuries,
Aristotelian rhetoric took hold in Western thouglmid culture, and it replaced the
Platonic notion that the ideal form of a thing éxis the thing itself.

Like most of his peers, Aristotle believed thatad®riginate from our sensory
perceptions and our experiences with the world.ABigdtotle also believed that ideas
originate from logical conclusions (e.g., syllogidbgic). Importantly, logical ideas will
always be better than ideas which simply reflectsminsory experiences. For Aristotle,
logical ideas are better, mostly because ideashndecive from logic can be
demonstrated by way of the dialectic, but also bseaur senses can “trick” us into
believing false ideas. For these reasons, logmatiasions will always serve a higher
purpose teleog than ideas that simply reflect our sensory imgimss. Aristotelian logic
eventually substituted the Platonic form of a thiogits content, and the mind slowly
became the true seat of knowledge. Plato’s “idetah$” weren't that ideal any longer,
and the means of persuasion eventually becamd thad@n orator could use in order to
ascertain Truth. Slowly, over time, the standardvbych things were judged moved into
the realm of cognition.

Aristotle presents a rigorous and systematic ambro@ constructing arguments
in hisRhetori¢ and he presents an equally systematic rendefilitgm@ture in the
Poetics As with Aristotle’sRhetori¢ “The influence of théoeticsupon European
literature and criticism since the Renaissanceheadly be exaggerated” (Grube xxvii).
Indeed, Aristotle’dPoetics‘contains the first formulation of some extraordihaseminal
ideas which are at the very root of our appreamtibpoetry, and of tragedy in

particular—ideas which have continued to grow aedetbp” (Grube xi-xii). In Book
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One of thePoetics Aristotle begins his systematic analysis of pgétwvith basic
principles,” and he accomplishes this by expoundipgn poetry’s “different genres, the
specific effects of each genre, the way to consstaries to make good poetry, the
number and nature of its constituent elements afirather matters which belong to this
particular inquiry” (3; bk. 1 1447a).

Early in thePoetics Aristotle recognizes that “the art which imitatgsmeans of
words only, whether in prose or verse, whethemia meter or a mixture of meters, this
art is without a name to this day” (4; bk. 1 144Umfortunately, there was not a
“common name” Aristotle could use to describe the€try” he writes about (4; bk. 1
1447Db). For Aristotle, this is due to the fact “pkojoin the word poet to the meter and
speak of elegiac poets or epic poets, but theytheesame name to poets merely because
they use the same meter, and not because of theer@dttheir imitation” (4; bk. 1
1447b). According to Grube, Aristotle mentiangnesige.g., imitation) at the beginning
of hisPoeticsto make the argument that “the different genrgsagtry should be
differentiated by the nature of their imitation’iXx Ultimately, Aristotle believes poetry
writing is distinguished by its degree of imitation

For Aristotle, one of the defining characteristiégoetry is its degree of
imitation. In Book IV of Aristotle’sPoetics Aristotle discusses two causes that have led
to “the birth of poetry” (7; bk. 4 1448b). The firsause which led to the birth of poetry
lies in the belief, “all [people] take pleasuranmtative representations” (7; bk. 4 1448Db).
Aristotle posits that imitation is “natural” fronchildhood,” and he proves his point by
stating people enjoy things because “they leatheglook” (7; bk. 4 1448b). The

second cause which led to the birth of poetry seldeon an innate idea: “imitation and
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melody and rhythm are ours by nature,” therefoigpfeeare “naturally gifted [for poetry
writing] from the beginning” (8; bk. 4 1448b). Aacting to Aristotle, “Poetry developed
in different ways according to [people’s] charastdB; bk. 4 1448Db). In the evolution of
poetry writing, “The more serious-minded imitatbe nhoble deeds of noble men; the
more common imitated the actions of meaner menlatier wrote satiric verse while the
former wrote hymns and encomia” (8; bk. 4 1448l8réHwe can easily see Aristotle’s
disdain for satiric verse, and this is likely afluence he adopted from his teacher, Plato.
Aristotle provides a thorough analysis on the dptige features of poetry and
tragedy in hidoetics In fact, Aristotle uses Sophoclég3edipusas an “ideal text”
against which all other tragedies must be meas@wbrisingly, this idea is similar to
New Critical approaches which writing instructofsea use to measure the success of
students’ writing. However, Aristotle does not adatgly explain how poets get their
ideas in the first place, except for a “naturaldige imitate?” For Aristotle, people are
“naturally gifted” with imitation “from the beginng,” but he does not attempt to
describe how people create poetry “out of theidoan utterances” (8; bk. 4 1448b).
Plato considers the idea that people get theitratspn from the gods in “lon,” but it is
accepted as a given truth that the gods act upets o mysterious ways (41). Indeed,
Aristotle’s rendering of literature in theoeticsparallels a similar criticism that English

studies has been charged with, namely, there has/albeen a central focus within

%2 In Book X of The RepublicSocrates ably convinces Glaucon that “makersbatter
people than “imitators.” Unfortunately, Socrategslimot identify a “prime maker,”
someone whom Sophocles may have gone to for asséstath his prose.
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English departments on literary interpretation diterary productiorf> According to
Grube:
The question is sometimes raised whether we shHoaldupon the
Poeticsas a handbook of rules telling tragic poets how steuld
proceed in order to write good tragedies, or wheithe rather a collection
of musings, often extraordinarily illuminating, bygreat thinker on the
subject of tragedy. (xviii)
Ultimately, Aristotle’s primary focus in thReoeticsis on explaining the descriptive
features poetic texts should have, and he doesomsider the ways an author might
use—or even be used by—invention while writingx.te
Aristotle’s rendering of poetry in tHeoeticsraises an important question: How
does one go about studying writing processes? Hawane capture the elusive act of
invention in creative writing? If we can discovbetelements required for writing a
particular kind of text, and if we can teach thesments, then creative writing
instructors don’t have to worry about teaching tweawriting processes. Unfortunately,
research on invention in poetry writing did not cem Aristotle, nor is it likely that he
had the right means to investigate the questiopgsty. In the words of Earl Buxton, it
would be centuries before anyone would attempésearch “the student’s feelings,
attitudes, and self-concepts which form the invesitimmponents of the ‘composition’
that the teacher perceives as an arrangement dswsgntences, and paragraphs to be
read, criticized, and evaluated” (v). A focus oa tipe of research that attempted to

examine writing processes from a writer’'s perspectvould not happen for a long time,

23 For an important history on teaching writing i thmerican university setting, see
Berlin’s Rhetoric and Reality
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and research on writers’ self-reports would notgeapuntil significant developments
were made on writing research during the lattef-bfathe twentieth century.
2.3 Research on Writers’ Self-Reports in Compositio Studies

In order to see how research on writers’ self-reppbas been studied in the past, it
will be helpful if we examine some of the pivotakearch on writers’ self-reports in
composition studies. From the late 1960s to the 18@0s, cognitive approaches to
research on writing relied heavily upon writerdfgeports as a means to conduct
research on writing processes. However, accordilgjghop, “cognitive researchers
moved beyond writers’ self-reports to observe wsitgs they composedRéleased9).
Inevitably, the “movement” Bishop refers to “fordotne research direction that would
enable scholars to discover the decision-makingge®es of experienced writers when
they write” (Bizzaro, “Workshop” 47). This is untonate because “the fallout from the
undoing of cognitivist methods of inquiry” meantisthissal entirely of what writers say
they do when they write” (Bizzaro 48). What happeteresearch on writers’ self-
reports in composition studies? How come reseasciren’t relying on writers’ self-
reports to conduct research on writing? Part ofatwver to this question has to do with
the social turn composition studies took in the-1®@0s. In order to see how this social
turn impacted research on writers’ self-reportsmuest take a closer look at some of the
ways writers’ self-reports have been used to condsearch on writing processes.

There are at least two major causes which haveibated to the undoing of
research on writers’ self-reports in compositiardgts. The first cause can be attributed
to James Berlin’s critique of cognitivist rhetor&ince the 1987 publication of Berlin’s

“Rhetoric and Ideology in the Writing Class,” thdras been very little research on
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writers’ self-reports in composition studies. Tisidikely because Berlin’s conception of
social-epistemic rhetoric instigated the developnoéma post-process theory for
composition studies which tended to exclude exprsss from research, theory, and
practice®® As a result, writers’ self-reports are used byosats and researchers in
English studies in different ways, and they areduseachieve different aims.

The second cause which led to the undoing of rekear writers’ self-reports can
be attributed to Wendy Bishop’s unsuccessful (altfiowell-intentioned) attempt in the
early 1990s to align creative writing with compasitstudies. Unfortunately, Berlin’s
critique of cognitivist rhetoric, and Bishop’s attpt to merge creative writing with
composition, have both contributed to the dismissdirely of research on writers’ self-
reports in composition studies. In order to see hesearch on writers’ self-reports fell
into disrepute among scholars and researchersmpasition studies, we must examine
some of the pivotal approaches that researcheesusad to conduct research on writing
processes. In doing so, we shall also see howrasea writers’ self-reports in creative
writing studies is different from research on wisteself-reports in composition studies.
2.3.1 Berlin’s Critique of Cognitivist Rhetoric

Before we discuss the impact that Berlin’s critiqieognitivist rhetoric had on
researching writers’ self-reports in English stsdiewill be helpful if we start with a
brief outline of research on writers’ self-repartcomposition studies. Janet Emig’s
research on writing is particularly important besaghe is one of the first

compositionists who used writers’ self-reports asemns to conduct formal research on

24 For additional reading on post-process theorieofposition, see Dobrin, Rice, and
Vastola, 2011; Enos, Miller, and McCracken, 2008nK 1999; Trimbur, 1994;
Vandenberg, Hum, and Clary-Lemon, 2006.
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writing processe$: At the beginning of her influential study, Emigilds an argument
for a cognitive approach to research on writingdose “descriptions of what occurs
during [composing in writing], not to mention attpts to explain or analyze, are highly
unsatisfactory” (1). For Emig, “An investigator wattempts to characterize the
composing process fully and accurately finds thatdources available are too disheveled
and contradictory to provide a coherent characaé&on” (1). In order to address these
deficiencies, Emig adopted a “think-aloud” appro&zihesearch on writing by observing,
recording, and analyzing student writers’ self-mpas they actually composed.
According to Emig, the participants in her studyetfour times with the
investigator” (29). During two of the meetings wilmig, participants were asked to
“think-aloud” while they wrote (29-30). Importantlthe participants in Emig’s study “sat
in a position where it was possible for the invgestior to observe and make notes on
[their] actions” (30). In addition, Emig used a¢agcorder to record the “composing
aloud” participants engaged in as they were bebsgived. In this way, Emig observed
and recorded the thoughts of eight high schooloserffrom six local-area high schools
in Chicago) while they were actually engaged inghgsical act of composition writing.
A critical moment happened in English studies whemg published her
influential study According to Emig, “the probable values of a caselhg approach” can
“illuminate the psychological dimension of methaatpy in composition” (2). The impact
Emig’s research had on writing pedagogy was pradoand it helped kick-start the

process-oriented movement on teaching writing mpasition studies. In addition,

25 For landmark research on writing processes in @sitipn studies, see Britton et al.,
1975; Flower and Hayes, 1997; Hayes, 1996; Haydd$-wwer, 1980; Loban, 1976;
Perl, 1997; Rohman and Wlecke, 1964.
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Emig’s research helped pave the way for futureaneseon writers’ self-reports as a
means to investigate what writers think about wkienéhey sit down to write. By
capturing student writers’ thoughts as they wetaally writing, Emig attempted to
“illuminate the psychological dimension of methaalpy in composition” (2) by
observing writers as they actually compo&&d.

Early in her study, Emig references the work ofthebimportant compositionist,
James Britton. Published in 1975, Brittoiilse Development of Writing Abilities (11-18)
recognizes “there has been very little systematactobservation of fluent writers at
work” (19). For this reason, a team of researchisiding James Britton, Tony Burgess,
Nancy Martin, Alex McLeod, and Harold Rosen settoutonduct “a developmental
study of the processes by which the written languafgyoung children becomes
differentiated, during the years eleven to eight@®o kinds of written discourse
appropriate to different purposes” (50). Ultimatehe aim of Britton et al. research on
writing abilities was to find “a system of categwiwhich would overarch the
disciplines,” regardless of “function, audienced @ontext” (9). By analyzing student
writing over an extended period of time, Brittotémm of researchers developed a
system of categories “to trace the stages at watblol students acquire the ability to
modify their writing to meet the demands of diffietrsituations and thereby move from
one kind of writing to another” (9). Britton et &bngitudinal study on writing is an

important one, especially when we consider how t@ceptualized their research on

2 For important scholarship on cognitive approadhessearch on writing using talk-
aloud protocols as the method of data analysisBsezell, 1997; Cooper and Holzman,
1983; Ericsson and Simon, 1993; Flower and Hay@85;1Hayes, 1996.
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writing, particularly their focus on invention, vdhi they believed happens through the
expressive function of language.

In “Expressive Pedagogy: Practice/Theory, TheoadBee,” Christopher
Burnham writes, “[By] locating participant and sfsor roles at either end of a
continuum, Britton introduces a third mediatingerahe expressive, in which the writer
functions as both participant and spectator” (B6A Theory of Discoursgames
Kinneavy argues, “it is by language that man [Bidls both his [sic] self and his [sic]
thoughts, and since self is emotionally groundefibliows that all discourse is
emotionally grounded” (403). For Kinneavy and Bnitf “being is grounded in a
situational context,” and because of this, “allcdigrse is based on expression”
(Kinneavy 404). Drawing upon Britton et al. congeptof writing, Emig argues “the
notion that all student writings emanate from apregsive impulse and that they then
bifurcate into two major modes is useful and ad&iré87). Emig simplifies the model
proffered by Britton et al., and she renames Britonodes of student writing; but Emig
retains the idea that the expressive functionmmjul@ge is the focal point where all
writing originates (37). The view that all languag&inates from an expressive impulse
was an important development in research on writargely because it had an
overarching influence on the ways writing woulceldbe taught and researched in
universities across the United States (see figure 1

Expressive writing
/N
Transactional writing Poetic writing

Fig. 1. Britton’s theoretical model on written larage.
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No longer were researchers focused on researchittgnvend-products, but they
became increasingly focused on the processes svtited to generate the texts they
wrote. However, a focus on writing processes aleamhconsidering the ways written
texts came into existence in the first place. Aftigrif writing is composed of multiple
processes, what are the thoughts that instigase thcesses? According to Britton et
al.:
It is tempting to think of writing as a processnadiking linguistic choices
from one’s repertoire of syntactic structures anddal items. This would
suggest that there is a meaning, or something expeessed, in the
writer’s mind, and that he [sic] proceeds to che&sen the words and
structures he [sic] has at his disposal, the dmasltest match his [sic]
meaning. But is that really how it happens? (39)

Britton et al. consider the possibility that lexiead semantic choices govern the way

writers think, but they are right to question ifstis how writing actually occurs. Britton

et al. conception of expressive writing is an intaot one, and it is one that Linda Flower

and John R. Hayes consider in their essay, “A GognProcess Theory of Writing.”

In their research on developing a cognitive protlesery of writing, Flower and
Hayes believe, “the best way to model the writingcess is to study a writer in action,
and there are many ways to do this” (254). Unfaataly, Flower and Hayes do not
suggest any of the “many ways” researchers mightl{sa writer in action” (254).
Nonetheless, Flower and Hayes acknowledge thar gfie-factjntrospective analysis
of what [writers do] while writing is notoriouslyaccurate and likely to be influenced by

their notions of what they should have done” (2%%). Flower and Hayes, “thinking
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aloud protocols capture a detailed record of whgbing on in the writer’'s mind during
the act of composing itself” (255).

In their research on modeling cognitive procesBksyer and Hayes propose “a
theory of the cognitive processes involved in cosapg in an effort to lay groundwork
for more detailed study of thinking processes iiting” (252). In part, Flower and Hayes
develop their cognitive process theory to answermiestion, “What guides the decisions
writers make as they write?” (251). Based on theork with protocol analysis over the
past five years,” Flower and Hayes believe theynitbta good deal of evidence to
support” their “working hypothesis” as a “springbador further research” (252.
However, Cooper and Holzman point out, “modelsagjrative processes cannot, in
principle, be valid as literal descriptions” (28B)xcording to Cooper and Holzman,
Flower and Hayes’s work on developing a cognitivadel “ignore its status as a model
and consequently ignore the question of whethenialid” (284-5). This is one of two
problems Cooper and Holzman identify with Flowed &fayes’s research on writing.
The other (and more serious) problem Cooper andriih identify with Flower and
Hayes'’s research on writing has to do with thearotf replicability. In other words,
Flower and Hayes research “is too underspecifidgettestable” (287

Almost seven years after the publication of Floamed Hayes’s research on a

cognitive process theory of writing, James Berliblshed “Rhetoric and Ideology in the

2" In Protocol AnalysisEricsson and Simon discuss “how giving verbal repaffects
subjects’ cognitive processes,” and they also dsc¢the validity and completeness of
such reports” (xi). See Greene and Higgins forvesesl approach on retrospective
reporting.

28 For a description of Flower and Hayes'’s cognipvecess model, see Hayes and
Flower’s “Identifying the Organization of Writingrécesses.”

29 See Flower and Hayes's “Counterstatement” forsaaase to Cooper and Holzman’s
methodological critique.
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Writing Class.” In his influential essay, Berlintaues what he considers to be three
types of rhetoric that occupy “a distinct positiaritheir] relation to ideology” (680).
Based on the idea, “Ideology always carries wistnbng social endorsement” (682),
Berlin examines three transactional rhetorics Heles have come to characterize the
teaching of college level writing in the United @& the cognitive, the expressionistic,
and the social-epistemic.

Toward the beginning of Berlin’s critique of cotine rhetoric, Berlin writes,
“Cognitive rhetoric has made similar claims to lgegtientific, although the method
called upon is usually grounded in cognitive psyobg’ (683). Here we can easily see
Berlin’s apprehension with regard to cognitive drit, cognitive psychology, or perhaps
even both. Berlin references Emig’s work as an etaraf research on writing that
“attempted an empirical investigation of the waydgints compose, calling on the
developmental psychology of Jean Piaget in guitieigobservations” (683). However,
Berlin does not mention any of the reasons why Emsgg writers’ self-reports to
conduct her research on writing processes. In iadagiBerlin incorrectly identifies the
number of participants in Emig’s study. AccordiegBerlin, “In studying the cognitive
skills observed in the composing behavior of twéligh school students, Emig was
convinced that she could arrive at an understanofitige entire rhetorical context”
(683). It is easy to forgive Berlin (and the edstof College Englishtoo) for his mistake
on identifying the actual number of participant&immig’s study, but Emig is forthright in
her belief that, “this report does not claim toebeefinitive, exhaustive, nor
psychometrically-sophisticated account of how\a#lfth graders compose” (4). In the

twenty-first century, it is difficult to find any@who believes, “the structures of the
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mind correspond in perfect harmony with the strregwof the material world, the minds
of the audience, and the units of language” (B&88).

In the same way Berlin pigeon-holes Emig’s redearc writing as pseudo-
scientific, Berlin defines cognitive rhetoric asset of structures that performs in a
rational manner, adjusting and reordering functiorthe service ofhe goals of the
individual’ (685, emphasis added). Indeed, any argument &lnaoa) which purports to
be scientific will necessarily ascribe to a posstic epistemology. Erroneously, Berlin
contradicts himself by stating, “the business ajrative psychology is to enable us to
learn to think in a way that will realize goals weliberate their value” (685). But Berlin
is adamant that “any examination of a rhetoric nfiust consider the ways its very
discursive structure can be read so as to favoverston of economic, social, and
political arrangements over other versions” (6T®)Considering Values: The Poetic
Function of Language,” Art Young, who paraphrasagd et al., states that, “The
poetic function of written language becomes impdrt@hen individuals attempt to relate
new knowledge to their [individual] value systen(#8)° And here we see Berlin fall
into his own ideological (rhetorical?) trap.

Berlin bases his critique of cognitive rhetorictbe grounds that Flower and
Hayes claim scientific objectivity and thus avdig ideological question. However, it is
quite plausible the “discursive structure” Berlafars to is inextricably linked to
individual conceptions of value. After all, Berlboncedes that cognitive rhetoric

“adjusts” and “reorders” cognitive functions acdoglito “the goals of the individual”

%0 1n Personal KnowledgePolanyi argues that all acts of knowledge requéesgnal
subjectivity. See also Berthofffsorming, Thinking, and Writingnd Elbow’sWriting
with Power
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(685). Flower and Hayes do not claim, nor do tmsyniuate in their study, that their
approach is the only way to characterize—or eveaarkh—conceptions of writing
processes. According to Flower and Hayes, “the wayhich people choose to define a
rhetorical problem to themselves can vary greatynfwriter to writer” (257). No less

are the ways researchers might “choose to defrhetarical problem to themselves”
(257). David Bartholomae reminds us that studentstrinvent” the university “by
assembling and mimicking its language while findsagne compromise between
idiosyncrasy, a personal history, on the one hand,the requirements of convention, the
history of a discipline, on the other” (590). Bat‘iThe Rhetorical Situation,” Lloyd

Bitzer argues, “situations are not always accongzhby discourse” (2). For Bitzer, “itis
the situation which calls the discourse into exis& (2). Although Flower and Hayes
reference Bitzer's work on defining rhetorical sitions, Flower and Hayes are not
entirely correct when they say, “Bitzer argues gp@ech always occurs as a response to
a rhetorical situation” (251).

As coghnitivists, Flower and Hayes were interestethe cognitive operations of
the brain during the composing process. Interelstitgower and Hayes decided to
collect writers’ self-reports, which creative wnigj teachers have long held as valuable in
determining how to teach creative writing. HoweVegsearchers went further than self-
reports by devising methodologies” which “enablat@tevs to comment on their decision
making as they wrote” (Bizzaro, “Writer's Self-Refs3 122-3). A cognitive approach to
research on writing was (and still remains) araative approach to many scholars in

English studies, but at the same time these appesasuggested “the viability of a
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composition studies approach to developing creatweng courses” (Bizzaro, “Writer’s
Self-Reports” 123).

Historically, cognitive approaches to research oivg have relied upon
protocol analysis as the best method to analyzessriself-reports for the “inner process
of [a] person producing [a text]” (Flower and Hays3). But as Bizzaro points out,
“creative writers tend to be skeptical about resledinat intrudes into their writing
practices” (“Writer's Self-Reports” 123). This reasalone is enough to account for the
lack of formal research on creative writing, partaly poetry writing. Still, for research
on the creative strategies experienced writergtsayuse to produce the creative texts
they write, it is not necessary to capture andhadyze writers’ inner, cognitive
processes. On the contrary, it becomes necessaayrésearcher to test the poetry
writing strategies experienced writers say theyinseder to see if the strategies would
be useful for implementation in a poetry writinggdroom. In fact, Patricia Bizzell
recommends that research on writing “should foqenpracticewithin interpretive
communities” (387, emphasis added). Precisely Xaynening the writing strategies
expert-practitioners say they use to write poetryy,may shed insight on some of the
ways that poetry writing “conventions work in thend and how they are transmitted”
(Bizzell 387).

Ultimately, Berlin criticizes Emig and Flower anéyes for reducing “the
rationalization of the writing process” to “an em$é#on of the rationalization of economic
activity” (“Rhetoric and ldeology” 686). In “A Pauit of the Student as a Young
Writer,” Stephen Schreiner writes, “Emig’s influezitnotions about authorship limited

composition scholarship and pedagogy because sana apply well only to a limited
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number of students” (103). Nevertheless, “At thet mf Emig’s study is an author whose
composing process has less to do with studentsposing practices than with a notion
of literary authorship based on a modernist agstpetvalent in an academy shaped by
new critical methods” (Schreiner 88). Thus, “[Ensigtonviction that the processes of
established writers—principally poets—reveal howdvriting works in general
underlies her observations of the composing presesktwelfth graders” (88).
Importantly, composition studies originated witsearch on writers’ self-reports. In a
different turn, Berlin criticizes FlowerBroblem Solving Strategies for Writifgy its

lack of attention to “artists,” and he chastisemar for “focusing instead on ‘real-
world’ writing” (“Rhetoric and Ideology” 684). Buds Bizzaro points out, none of the
cognitivists “actually studied writing as it wasrdoby creative writers. Instead, findings
of writers in the act of writing expository prosere applied to the situation of creative
writers writing creatively” (“Writer's Self-Reportsl24). Sadly, Berlin does not
commend Emig or Flower and Hayes for any of therdmutions they made to research
on writers’ self-reports, but it is unlikely Berlthought these were particularly important
contributions for the field of English studies heit.

Berlin’s critique of cognitivist rhetoric had stag power, and this had a
significant impact upon some of the ways that redean writers’ self-reports has been
understood and conducted in English studies, bothand in the past. Fortunately,
Stuart Greene and Lorraine Higgins frame theirpsr8ve on writing research in the

following way:
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A decade ago, researchers (e.g., Flower & HayeXl )MWere using

protocols to describe whether and how novice parémrce differed from

that of experts. Today researchers are buildingognitive research] by

asking why such differences exist, why writers grape and attend to

some strategies but not others [ .. .]. (117)
Astutely, Greene and Higgins ask why some writattehd to somstrategiesbut not
others” (117, emphasis added). In their discussioapplications of retrospective
reporting to writing research methodology, it ithex telling that Greene and Higgins use
the word “strategies” as opposed to “writing pr@ass” This is an important insight, and
it is one that lends credence to the ideawnréding strategiesare radically different from
writing processesindeed, thetrategieshat writers use to generate writing of any sort
(e.g., poetic or expository) should not be contlateth thecognitiveprocessesvriters
use when they produce said writing. Thus, in otdeaxamine thatrategieghat
experienced poets say they use to produce theypbely write, we must analyze
experienced writers’ self-reports for the poetrytiwwg strategies expert-practitioners say
they use to producareativewriting.
2.3.2 Bishop’s Merger with Composition Studies

In “Writer's Self-Reports, (Com)positioning, ancetRecent History of Academic

Creative Writing,” Bizzaro argues that Bishop’ssdpline-defining bookReleased Into
Language provides a point of departure for understandimegway creative writing has
evolved as a discipline in English studies” (11&)cording to Bizzaro, “when cognitivist
approaches to research in composition fell intéaglr among those contemplating a

poststructuralist pedagogy for first-year writifishop’s theorizing irReleased into
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Language because it too was rooted in cognitivist methody| fell as well” (122).
What exactly happened as a result of Bishop’s thimgyin Released How did Bishop’s
work in Releasedmpact research on writers’ self-reports? Certaialipok at Bishop’s
Releaseds not only “essential to the work of any Englisadses historian,” but it will
also help us see “how creative writing grew intscgplinary stature in English studies
over the past 15 years” (Bizzaro, “Writer's Selfgees” 120).

Given the fact that creative writing has evolveiia distinct discipline under the
English studies umbrella, it makes sense that therémportant reasons which led to this
development. According to Bizzaro, “Bishop examindtat we knew of creative writing
pedagogy in the late 1980s in light of what we kreévwwomposition theory then and
offered a rationale for doing so” (“Writer's SelleRorts” 121). By drawing upon the
similarities between teaching composition and teagchreative writing, “Bishop
intentionally ‘(com)positioned’ creative writing dnfor better or worse, influenced the
way CCCC has thought of creative writing ever sir{8zzaro, “Writer's Self-Reports”
121). Unfortunately, the “rapid ascension” of corsition studies in American
universities has contributed to a “hypercorrectiaiich Bizzaro refers to as the
“(com)positioning” of creative writing (“Writer-Tezdner” 412). As an unintended
consequence of Bishop’s attempt to align creatikigng with composition studies,
Bishop inadvertently contributed to the dismisddbomal research on writers’ self-
reports in composition studies.

Certainly, Bishop’s well-intentioned effort “resett in unprecedented dialog
between those who view writing as a teachable stibjed those who believe creative

writing, in particular, is something people eitltan or cannot do” (Bizzaro, “Writer’s
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Self-Reports” 121). Unfortunately, Bishop’s attertpalign creative writing with
composition studies had an unforeseen consequeacely, Bishop’s work on bringing
the two fields together cemented a split betweendifferent groups of creative writing
teachers. According to Bizzaro, the split that Bigk work solidified is represented by
creative writing’s evolution “in its two most suptige organizations—Conference on
College Composition (CCCC) and Association of Watand Writing Programs
(AWP)—into one subject but with two different empha” (119). Unfortunately,
“several important figures in composition studi@stluding Bishop herself), have
“conflated what James Britton called ‘the poetindtion of language’ with poetry itself”
(Bizzaro, “Writer-Teacher” 416). In turn, the caatfbn of poetry with “the poetic
function of language” had a negative impact on sofrtee ways that writers’ self-
reports are theorized, researched, and undersiabe iacademic settirig.

Collectively, the conflation of poetry with “the gtic function of language” had a
detrimental impact upon the emerging status oftereavriting studies within the
academy. In addition, the “(com)positioning” of atige writing by important scholars in
composition studies had a deleterious impact o that writers’ self-reports are
used to conduct formal research on writing in EstgBtudies. Although writers’ self-
reports are currently used as an important wawfders to reflect on their writing
processes, the meta-cognitive writing generatea fitese self-reports are rarely (if ever)
shared with other writers. This is unfortunategédy because aspiring writers miss an

important opportunity to see what other writers g@y do whenever they sit down to

31 For an important discussion regarding the imp#titeyary theory on teaching poetry
writing in the academy, see Donald Hall's “Poetngl & mbition.”
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write. Certainly, “tonot pay attention to writers’ self-reports is to dehg tontributions
of many of our most important writers” (Bizzaro, fifér's Self-Reports” 131-2).

Berlin’s critique of cognitivist rhetoric, coupledth Bishop’s well-intentioned
(but ill-fated) attempt to merge creative writingfhvcomposition studies, have both
contributed to a negative impact on researchingeapced writers’ self-reports. This is
unfortunate because, after years of cognitive rekean writing processes, there is much
we still do not understand about writing (in geheaad poetry writing (in particular). In
“Radical to Many in the Educational EstablishmeRgbert Yagelski concedes, “After
three decades of the process movement and whasidss to be the related emergence
of critical pedagogy within composition studiesjtimg, as defined in schools and
sanctioned by tests like the SAT, is as narrowaraimscribed as ever” (532). After
decades of cognitive research on writing proceseesact of writing is still commonly
understood as an “organized, formulaic, rule-gogsdymand relatively straightforward, if
not always easy” process (Yagelski 532). Althouglelt-intentioned writing teachers
have long debated composition’s function in relatio the larger sociopolitical arena,”
teachers “continue to struggle with the questiopwpose” in teaching writing (Yagelski
533). For Yagelski, a new investigation on writfimgay have more urgency now than at
any time in recent memory” (533).

In the Introduction to Sharon CrowleysTeacher’s Introduction to
DeconstructionW. Ross Winterowd writes, “Every English teachets on the basis of
theory” (ix). As Winterowd points out, “the Englishass is guided by theories of
language, literature, and pedagogy. That is, imstkgdeachers choose readings and plan

instruction, they aranplementinga theory” (ix). Now this is a reassuring thought.
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Teachers should build curriculum based upon thedhiat guide their instruction. This is
especially important because the goals that teaatefme for the students in their
classrooms will help determine the method(s) theyto achieve them. According to
Winterowd, almost all of the theories which guidetivg instruction can be placed into
three general categories:
It is defensible (though hardly neat and incisive$ay that composition
theories and practices can be classed as textredntuthor-centered, or
transactional. The images are clear: that of pagas open book; that of
a lone writer producing text; and that of a wrib@rone side, a text in the
middle, and a reader on the other side. (xi)
This particular conversation in the Burkean pardogenerated and reified by unresolved
debates within the field of English studies. CdrtvaVinterowd’s classification of
composition theories and practices are epistemmdbgissumptions surrounding the
subject-identity position(s) of writers engagedha act of composition. For Bizzaro,
“the decision to employ literary-critical methodgioin evaluating student writing,
poetry or otherwise, is a commitment to make chamgé¢he classroom’Responding).
Certainly, “Any solution we offer to these probleml alter not only the tools of
evaluation, but methods of pedagogy as well” (BiaZzg. Indeed, “pedagogical concerns
in the teaching and reading of writing increasingggm to be driven by how we locate
meaning in a text” (Bizzaro 7). Simply put, what teach filters down—and permeates
through—how we teach it.
In Fragments of Rationality: Postmodernity and thej&ctbof Composition

Lester Faigley observes, “many of the conflictswt/English studies] concern larger
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cultural conflicts over the question of the subjé225). Judith Cofer, a contemporary
poet, author, and creative writing instructor, exh&aigley’s sentiment when she writes,
“the process of creation begins with the identtima of the Subject” (12). In an essay
written by Jeffrey Gray titled, “In the Name of tBebject: Some Recent Versions of the
Personal,” Gray sees “the Return of the Subject’asd'a matter of excluding the
personal from writing [ . . . ] but of the endswbich the ‘personal’ is put — that is, of the
claims to be made in the name of the Subject” (B&Jortunately, there is a great deal of
ambiguity in English studies over what that Subjeag., creative writing) is, and how It
should be taught. For Faigley, the ambiguity sunthag the teaching of writing is a
symptom of the postmodern age: “The diversity ofefitan culture, the speed of
cultural change, and the multiplicity of the massdma demand that we find new ways of
studying the possibilities of rhetoric” (71). Onayfaigley’s goal might be achieved is
by conducting research on poetry writing usingreeveed approach to research on
writers’ self-reports in creative writing studies.

As Faigley rightfully observes, the “question oé tbubject” has already been
“foregrounded within composition studies” (225).ébheless, Faigley’s concern over “a
conflation of the author as a rational subject tr@dautonomous individual” (225-6)
suggests we need to revisit the “question of thigest’ in order to see how we may
extend responses to the following questions: Deading creative writing help a student
produce creative writing? Are students born witihatural propensity for creative
writing? What about the nature of the creative mwgtassignments teachers ask their
students to perform, and how can these assignrbergequenced in a way that will help

students produce the best kind of creative writirey possibly can? All of these
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guestions are debates central to defining the Géldeative writing studies, particularly

the assumptions behind what it is, the writer'® ol the process, and what it means to

teach—or even perform—the inventive act of creatwiing. However, by conducting

research on experienced writers’ self-reports @atve writing studies, we shall be in a

better position to examine some of the ways expeeé poets produce the poetry they

write. In doing so, we shall also see what we magly to the teaching of poetry

writing in the twenty-first century.

2.4 Research on Poetry Writing in Creative WritingStudies

To date, there has been very little research otrypwogiting in creative writing

studies. According to Donnelly:
[ ...]the lack of empirical data and investigatstudies into creative
writing’s teaching praxes leaves much of what gmes the creative
writing classroom unexamined, untheorized. Conseilyyecreative
writing continues to operate from a base of assiomgthat is situated
more on practice than on research. However, ifteteavriting
practitioners can agree on the principle thiatthey teach in their
creative writing classes filters downliowthey teach their creative
writing students, then it is possible to break thypothesis down further
to conclude that methods of pedagogy are drivea t@acher’s perception
of wheremeaning liesn the context of the writing proces&stablishing
Creative Writing19)

Perhaps Donnelly’s observation answers why Graearpéi states, “we have spoken

about creative writing in one way while knowingtuitively, humanly, accurately, that it
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was another” (xv). For Harper, creative writingtmstors intuitively know something is
amiss in the teaching of creative writing. Whatctleis wrong with the ways creative
writing is being taught? Is there a problem inwsg/s we teach creative writing, perform
creative writing, or both? Harper’s indictment nago be attributed to the fact that
formal research on writers’ self-reports is virtyalon-existent in the field of creative
writing studies.

In “Research and Reflection in English Studies: Bpecial Case of Creative
Writing,” Bizzaro recognizes that some scholarsvthattempted to establish [creative
writing’s] unique status in English studies” (300nfortunately, “these studies have not
asserted the epistemological differences betwesatige writing and other disciplines in
most English departments” (300). For Donnelly, thisans that “creative writing
continues to operate from a base of assumptionsstBauated more on practice than on
research” Establishing Creative Writing9). However, by testing experienced writers’
self-reports in creative writing studies, we maygibeo fill a noticeable void in the body
of scholarship on writing research in creative wgtstudies. After all, until further
research is conducted that attempts to captureltiseze act of invention in creative
writing, particularly poetry writing, the field afreative writing studies will not come any
closer to understanding some of the ways poetryngris produced, and therefore, how
poetry writing might “best” be taught. As post-pess theorists in composition have
demonstrated, the places authors write from magrawhe—and may be just as
important as—the processes writers use to prochectekts they write. But before we

can begin an examination on some of the ways ttpgreenced poets produce the poetry
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they write, it will be helpful if we take a look abme of the methods researchers have
used to conduct research on poetry writing in oreatriting studies.

Clearly, there are acute differences between thtbads that creative writing
studies and composition studies use to conducares®n writing. In “The Writer-
Teacher in the United States: The Place of Teachéh® Community of Writers,”
Bizzaro points out that a “‘methods of literaryeasch’ course which is most often
taught by professors of literature [will] emphasskdls quite different from the research
skills creative writers are most apt to employ”Z31For research in literature and
literary criticism, “Rarely do we study literary m@ds without reading poetic and
aesthetic documents written by authors to expldiatwhey have set out to do” (Bizzaro,
“Workshop” 41). Indeed, these aesthetic documengisrésent self-reports that the
teaching of writing, especially of creative writing based upon” (Bizzaro 41). Thus,
“the fact that [writers’ self-reports] continuehelp us in creative writing suggests that
creative writing is taught from a different epistaogy altogether than are courses in
literature or composition” (“Workshop” 41). Certhin“The epistemology that gives rise
to creative writing is based upon the primacy @f tdacher’s experiences as a writer or,
at the very least, the primacy of other writergpesiences as writers” (“Workshop” 47).
Given the assumption that poetry writing is epistéagically different than other forms
of writing, where does research on poetry writingvithin the research paradigm? What
are the methods that researchers use to condeetrcbson poetry writing in creative
writing studies?

Despite a dearth of empirical research on poetigngt there have been some

noteworthy exceptions. IRoetry as Researcibavid Hanauer situates poetry writing as
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“both a research question to be investigated amgearch methodology that can be used
to explore subsequent questions within the realsooial research” (4). Hanauer thus
“develops an approach that uses poetry writingiwighbroader framework of qualitative
research” which “aims to explore whether poetrytvwg can be used as a research
method for the explorations of questions relatmgecond language learners” (3). For
Hanauer, “A different direction has been enactealregg the backdrop of a series of
developments within qualitative health and sociatkwesearch” (5§ Hanauer's
research on poetry written by second language éesuia particularly informative, not
only with regard to the discoveries he makes irrésearch on second language writing,
but especially when we consider how Hanauer oierew direction for the use of poetry
writing in quantitative and qualitative researcisidas.

In Dianne Donnelly’s essay, “If it Ain’t Broke, DdrFix it,” Donnelly outlines a
survey she conducted of 174 creative writing progran the United States, and she
finds, “creative writing programs still rely on thedition of the workshop” to
accomplish their goals (3). Megotiating the Personal in Creative WritinQarl
Vandermeulen confirms Donnelly’s claim. In ordeisee how creative writing teachers
were negotiating personal relationships in thetoreavriting classes they were teaching,
Vandermeulen conducted a survey on teaching ceeatiting and received responses
from 150 creative writing instructors in the Midwes United States (xvii). Some of the
instructors who responded to Vandermeulen submitted syllabi to him. Thirty-five of

those who responded to Vandermeulen’s survey agoegersonal interviews, but only

%2 1n Poetry and the Meaning of Lifelanauer argues that poetry writing should be gfart
English literacy programs because poetry writing meaning-making tool that can
enhance our understanding of the world we live in.
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nine of the teachers who agreed to an interviewadlgtinvited Vandermeulen to observe
their classes (xvii). Three-fourths of all teachet® responded to Vandermeulen said
they place “much emphasis” on workshopping andgeiihg student drafts (23).

According to Bizzaro, “Teachers have always bearcemed about how to
respond to [ .. .] personal writingRésponding6). Bizzaro’s meta-cognitive analysis
on responding to student poetry sheds abundartdigkhe issue of how to respond to
highly personal student writing. According to Biraa‘Text-based commentary, of
course, tends to diminish the student’s experieas¢he tools employed in such a
reading insist that meaning is expression and fgaei (83-4). Using alternative reading
techniques as the critical lens to read and respmstlident poetry writing, Bizzaro
found that student writers retained their voicghatship, and ownership on the things
they wrote, particularly when they set out to reuiseir work. Of particular interest for
this study, Bizzaro made these discoveries wheamhéyzed his reactions to reading
student poetry writing. By using a tape-recorderetmord and play-back his own
reactions to student writing, Bizzaro was ablertalgze, modify, and thereby improve
some of the ways he taught creative writing. Imailar vein, by researching and
applying what experienced poets’ say they do iir gedf-reports on how to write poetry,
we may also be able to improve some of the wayspwoeiting is currently being taught
in the university setting.

In Can It Really Be TaughtKelly Ritter and Stephanie Vanderslice recognize
that “the prominent scholarship in creative writimags focused on either practical lesson
plans for ‘how to’ teach creative writing or hamply catalogued the history of creative

writing as a discipline” (xiii). Indeed, D. G. My&rThe Elephants Teadffers an
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important history on creative writing instructianthe United States. Wendy Bishop and
Hans Ostrom’€olors of A Different Horsand Joseph Moxley'€reative Writing in
Americainclude essays written by experienced teacherseatige writing which explore
the historical, theoretical, and pedagogical faoéteaching creative writing in America.
Wendy Bishop’Released Into Languagoposes a transactional workshop model for
teaching creative writing. In her important texistp discusses a number of activities
for teaching creative writing at the collegiatede\&Similarly, Hans Ostrom, Wendy
Bishop, and Katherine Haakelgetro: Journeys in Writing Creativelpffer writing
prompts for writers to get started on their owratiree writing. Tim Mayers{Re)Writing
Craftis a fine example of theoretical research in cveatiriting. In his important text,
Mayers adopts a position initially proposed by Bisln Releasedand he argues creative
writing must align with composition studies if & o survive as a distinct discipline in the
collegiate setting.

In Creative Writing Studies: Practice, Research, aed&jogy Graeme Harper
and Jeri Kroll offer a collection of essays whi@ntbnstrate the kind of research on
creative writing typically conducted in creativeitivrg studies. For example, in a
contribution by Nessa O’Mahony titled, “That was #hnswer: Now What was the
Question?”, O’Mahony outlines the research she gotadl on women'’s lives in
nineteenth century Ireland. Once O’Mahony discoddéviargaret Butler’'s archive, “a
collection of 22 letters and assorted fragmentsodés and letters that were written
principally by Margaret Butler” (41), O’'Mahony wmt verse novel based on the
discoveries she made while reading Butler's archildhough some critics might object

and argue O’Mahony’s work does not constitute “amal” research, O’Mahony’s work
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is particularly important because her verse noeptesents the type of research and data
analysis that is generally produced from createg.( literary or artistic) research
methods.

According to Kroll and Harper, “advocates of actresearch, educational
research, and arts-based research in educatiomesdcial sciences have championed
new methodologies that can uncover knowledge irsstiske to quantitative methods
alone” (Introduction 2). For Kroll and Harper, raseh in creative writing “is distinct in
being primarily focused on the production of newrkgy and in the understanding of the
processes as well as the ideas and actions tlatire project” (2). For this reason,
“methods of creative writing research sometimesvdiaectly, and quite naturally, on
notions surrounding written expression or text"dKand Harper 3). Kroll and Harper
thus define creative writing as “an art using woadsdl producing artefacts made up
primarily of words” (3). By analyzing expert-praatners’ self-reports on how to write
poetry, and by situating a researcher within anyogtiting research design, it is possible
to develop a research methodology that allows @xpbore “creative writing aa
process as well as a prodti¢Kroll and Harper 6, emphasis addéd).

In “Modeling the Creative Writing Process,” MargiteiMacRobert sees creative
writing as a cognitive process, and she recognimgs‘getting into someone’s skull is
not easy” (57). MacRobert begins her article withriaf review of Flower and Hayes’s
research on writing, and she points out, “thisaesewas conducted in an artificial
laboratory environment, and was not aimed spedlfiea creative writing” (56).

According to MacRobert, research methods which oelyhink-aloud protocols as a

33 Banks and Banks write fictional narratives basgdnudiscoveries made by scientists
in social science research.
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method of data analysis have “the opposite prokiteimterviews and biographies, as it
tends to lean towards ‘context stripping’ and ashstiwas challenged by Berkenkotter”
(59). In order to investigate “the process of aregptextual worlds in a particular
context” (57), MacRobert interviewed four succekgfublished authors in Africa about
their professional, fiction-writing practices.

Researchers in creative writing studies have usetiaty of approaches to
conduct research on creative writing. As noted ioresty, some (but very little) of the
research in creative writing has been positivistitl therefore empiricaf.Alternatively,
researchers in creative writing studies generally on context-driven research methods,
such as interviews, content analysis, and, morentbg textual productiof®
Importantly, how we conduct research on writing(ehow a researcher approaches
research on creative writing) will have an impott@aring on what a researcher collects
and represents as data. By merging the producfipoaetic texts with the context of a
writer’s rhetorical situation, we may capture dduylmore accurate representation on
some of the strategies experienced poets say geetoyroduce the poetry they write.

As many scholars in English Studies have rightfalbyed, no one has been more
intimately involved with the connections betweeritwwg, teaching writing, and creative
writing than Wendy Bishop. In “Writing Is/And Thgrg?: Raising Questions About
Writing Classrooms and Writing Program Administoati’ Bishop writes:

I've often wished that | had been given more enagement for

investigating the personal, therapeutic, and affecspects of our field.

34 For examples of empirical research on creativéivg; see Donnelly, 2010; Hanauer,
2010; and Vandermeulen, 2011.

% For examples of context-driven research on creatititing, see Bizzaro, 1993;
MacRobert, 2013; O’Mahoney, 2008; and Wirtz, 2Q2@] 1.
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Dalily, I find I need to know more about the leadkéd about and least
researched areas of writing — how writing included celebrates the
personal and how authoring, writing instructiongd gmogram
administration are thoroughly connected to our gaaties. (143)
As a pioneer in exploring the connections betweasnposition and creative writing,
Bishop was particularly concerned with the polawgioles that writing-teachers
perform. In “Places to Stand: The Reflective Writeacher-Writer in Composition,”
Bishop argues that teaching and writing are pelsmtavities, and they are ones that can
be characterized by “a need to explore the spast@gebn [a writer who teaches] and [a
teacher who writes]” (14). In “Writer-Teacher,” Baro follows Bishop’s lead, and he
makes a compelling distinction between self-idécdtion and self-representation.
According to Bizzaro, “teachers experience solitmthe problems students confront as
writers, reflect upon those experiences, and tharestheir insights with the larger
community” (413). Bishop and Bizzaro believe we tzarn a lot about writing by
studying what experienced writers say they do whew sit down to write. Importantly,
the kind of meta-cognitive reflections on writingsBop calls for will necessarily impact
(and hopefully improve) some of the ways instrusteach writing.

Despite a recognized need for more research omgiit English studies,
particularly on poetry writing, Bishop senses “afpssion-wide uneasiness regarding the
connection of self to writing, and from this uneess springs a substitution of attention”
(“Writing 1s/And Therapy?” 145). Truly, “If all wting is autobiography, a life in writing

must of necessity consider writing as a proceselbfdiscovery and the writing
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classroom as a site of such exploration” (Bisho) 2By conducting research on
experienced poets’ self-reports in creative writitigdies, we might improve some of the
ways that instructors navigate the creative writtagsroom “as a site of such
exploration.”

In Bizzaro’s essay, “Writers Wanted: A Reconsiderabf Wendy Bishop,”
Bizzaro claims that one of Bishop’s most importemitributions to English studies “was
to argue for the interconnectedness of creativengrand composition studies. By doing
so, Bishop insisted on the importance of studyimgtwriters do when they write”
(258). Over time, Bishop “became an advocate af@ihaphic inquiry, a research
method designed to give voice to writing practiemst (258). According to Bizzaro,
Bishop became an advocate of ethnographic inq@cabse she believed that “the
teaching of writing should reflect what writers @ty do and that our research methods
should permit us to collect that information bydsting writers at work” (258). In
Ethnographic Writing ResearcBishop writes that “the human mind of the [reshar]
should be ‘fed’ data in the way that best suitg1t7-18). Unfortunately, “attacks on
cognitive research, especially on the work of Likttaver and John Hayes, were
indirectly attacks on Bishop, who used that infotiorain designing her pedagogy of
writing instruction” (Bizzaro, “Writers Wanted” 2§.3For Bizzaro:

[ ...]the point of contact between Flower aralyek as researchers and
Bishop as theorist was epistemological, all of thesleving that writing
instruction would improve if teachers taught inexgeced writers what

experienced writers do when they write. But theegerxconsequences for

% n an essay by Donald Murray, Murray argues thatiting is autobiographical.
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this change in thinking; the shift in the dominaptstemology further

distanced first-year writing from creative writiagd both from courses in

literary study, professional writing, and even wgtintensive courses in

Writing across the Curriculum programs. (“Writerakited” 263)
According to Bizzaro, “this downfall occurred dugithe rise of a writer-based
methodology — ethnography, an approach that preposstudy the activities of a
convened culture” (263). Unfortunately, this predioamt “change in thinking” had a
negative impact on some of the ways scholars a&hrehers understand and conduct
research on writers’ self-reports in English StadMevertheless, we need more research
on writing and writing practices, particularly ine@tive writing studies. Importantly,
Bizzaro recognizes that “reconsideration of Bislsopéw of the profession may very
well serve as a call for the development of neveaesh methods in English studies,
methods that find a way to study the writer at W@#66). Testing the self-reports from
experienced poets in creative writing studies sffare important way we can study the
things experienced writers say they do. By actuakying the strategies experienced
poets say they use to produce the poetry they wrigecan further illuminate the role of
invention in poetry writing practices.

In an essay written by Jason Wirtz titled, “Taka@ue from Wendy: A
Qualitative Interview Analysis of Poets on InvemtiobWirtz draws upon Bizzaro’s
scholarship and argues, “the development and atjgic of new research methods in
English Studies has the potential to further dgvg@edagogies of writing” (177). For

Wirtz, “This is the place — the location within wimnig studies — that has been foundational
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for my own research” (177).Responding to a need for more research on poettipgv
in creative writing, Wirtz conducted open-endecemiews with two practicing and
professional poets. After collecting and transagpinterview data, Wirtz analyzed
“pages of interview transcripts for categories tnatped make sense of the information |
had acquired” (“Taking a Cue from Wendy” 178). Afemalyzing the data he collected,
Wirtz organized his findings into categories on savhthe ways that successful poets
and practitioners report on their writing and intien processes. Ultimately, Wirtz
found:

[...]the connection between a writer’s reestor writing and invention

is that one’s reasons for writing serve as the iogpbehind facing the

blank page again and again. Without strong reafwngriting — what

writing gives back to the writer — there is no @aso begin writing, no

reason to continue writing, no reason to contiryualent. (184)
By capturing, analyzing, and describing what thigt other writers get back from their
writing, Wirtz argues that “reasons for writing aheectly connected to how they invent
through writing” (184)*® This is an important discovery, and it is one wahian inform
the reasons why—and the methods how we might refseahe strategies that
experienced poets say they use to produce theypbeatrthey write.

In Negotiating the Personal in Creative WritinQarl Vandermeulen begiss

book with a concern that, “the becoming of persdmracterizes composition more than

37 See also Wirtz, “Poets on Pedagogy.” In ordee®what aspects of pedagogy could
be transferred to the creative writing classroonrtx\¢onducted interviews with five
experienced poets on their creative writing prastic

3 For a poetic description on a poet's advice oative writing, see Bukowski's “So
You Want To Be A Writer?”
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creative writing” (x). Here we see a stark conttasiveen teaching creative writing and
teaching composition writing. Shouldn’t the teachaf creative writing be just as
concerned with “the becoming of persons” as comjwswriting? How does attention to
this concern shape approaches on teaching cremtitneg? Without sounding too
esoteric, how can teachers access the creativensegiudents write from? Toward the
beginning of the twentieth century, progressivecadiors (such as John Dewey) were
interested in the ways creativity was being utdize education classrooms. According to
Bizzaro, many of these progressive educators beiéthe goal of education was to use
creative outlets—specifically writing [ . . . ] asway of helping students develop in
directions the teacher deems appropriate” (“Conoéftontrol” 272). Emig, Flower, and
Hayes believed writing processes could be resedrsheising think-aloud protocols to
analyze their observations on studying writershay tomposed. Britton believed a
system of categories could be developed by anayaiting samples written by student
writers over a long period of time. But since thiblication of Berlin’s “Rhetoric and
Ideology,” research on writing in English studieshaken a different turn. By
chronicling the strategies experienced poets sayulse when they sit down to write
poetry, we can gain a more accurate representafithre strategies that experienced
poets say they use to produce the poetry they .write

In (Re)Writing Craft Tim Mayers references the work of Emig and writes,
“Given the fact that literary study was well estshéd by 1964 as the conceptual center
of English studies, it makes sense that a piongénorist like Emig might turn to
‘literary’ writers to help develop a theory of coogation” (102). Not only would it have

made sense for Emig to turn to literary writergnform her theory of composition then,
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but it makes perfect sense for someone to do ihagav, especially while creative

writing studies is being shaped as a new disciphrtée field of English. Until teachers
and scholars are cognizant of the reasons why&atle disciplines exist independently
of the others, those in the field of creative wgtiare in serious jeopardy of remaining
under the dominate influences of composition. T$n& because English departments
have asked some of the “elephants” to teach ceeatriting, but it is because research on
writing processes in composition studies has leé im the middle of the room.

Before we can attempt to improve some of the wayry writing is being taught
in the academy, we must know what it means to beedyg engaged in poetry writing.
Once we have a firm understanding on the strategypsrienced poets use whenever
they sit down to write poetry, only then shall weeready to examine the intimate
correlation between the writer as subject, the($@xhat a writer produces as the writer is
writing, and the implications this research mayentor teachers who are teaching—and
the students who are takingary course in the university setting which might requi
creative writing from its students.

Research on experienced writers’ self-reports @éaitve writing studies offers
one important way we can demystify much of the tbit surrounds the production and
teaching of poetry writing in the academic settidgtil a study is conducted that tests
what experienced poets say they do when they sithdo write poetry, many of the
controversial assumptions surrounding the teacantgproduction of poetry writing will
remain unresolved, particularly as the researctaperto the burgeoning field of creative
writing studies. In addition, research on poetritimg practices will simultaneously

illuminate the least known areas on this subjeately, the deep and personal recesses

76



authors write from. Ultimately, and in alignmenthvconclusions drawn from arguments
made by Bishop, Bizzaro, and Wirtz, | argue foggmse, and follow a new methodology
for conducting research on how to write poetryneative writing studies.

2.5 Concluding Remarks

In spite of Berlin’s critique of cognitivist rhetor and in spite of the unforeseen
consequences which derived (in part) from Bishop'successful yet well-intentioned
attempt to align creative writing with compositistudies, research on experienced
writers’ self-reports remains a viable way we carttfer illuminate the role of invention
in creative writing, particularly as the researehtains to the poetry writingtrategies
experienced poets say they use to produce theypbely write. A new approach to
research on writing has important implicationsEmglish studies, particularly for the
nascent field of creative writing studies.

When composition studies emerged as a field, iabdyy conducting research on
writing processes. However, “Studies in compositiame shifted during the past 20
years, from analyzing written texts to understagdiow texts are constructed” (Greene
and Higgins 117). Ever since the mid-1980s, re$esgiscon writing in composition
studies have shifted their focus away from researcivriters’ self-reports. Although
cognitive approaches to research on writers’ sgbrts may be able to tell us what
writers think about as they write, research mettibdsuse protocol analysis as a method
of data analysis are unable to explain the reastnysuthors make the choices that they
do. In other words, it is necessary to developva agproach to research on writers’ self-
reports, one that researches writers’ self-repgsisg an approach suited for conducting

research on the practices creative writers’ say #utually use. By incorporating the
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methods that experienced poets say they use taicoresearch on poetry writing, we
will come closer to understanding some of the wanestry writing is actually produced.

Despite an urgent plea expressed by many schola@duct more research on
writing, research on experienced writers’ self-mpds virtually non-existent in the
landscape of English studies today. However, bylioimg a novice poet’s reflections
on how to write poetry with the self-reports ofdlrexpert-practitioners on poetry
writing, it is possible to capture a fuller, moiearate representation on the creative
writing strategies experienced poets say they usmwhey write poetry. Given the
recursive and dialogical nature of poetry writihgrgue that research on experienced
poets’ self-reports on how to write poetry is parkarly suited for conducting research on
invention and writing ircreativewriting studies.

Although the research conducted thus far by schafacreative writing studies
can inform the teaching of creative writing in innfamt ways, it is time to lay the
foundation for a new approach to research on paeiiting in creative writing studies.
Indeed, it is my contention that we need more mesean poetry writing in creative
writing studies, and this must be done before weatkequately describe the things that
might happen to writers whenever they sit down tibenpoetry. By using a researcher-
as-participant research design, it is possiblecérgne, first-hand, what a writer might
“get back” from his or her writing. Therefore, thperformance-based study intends to
explore a more subjective understanding of poetriing, and it achieves this goal by
providing a complete and accurate representatiguoefry writing as it is performed

across a wide array of rhetorical situations byrdszarching-writer himself.
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Clearly, researcher-as-participant-based reseansbtiimmune to criticisms
based upon the claim that the data collected andiuged stems from the researcher’s
own history and culturaiabitus®® Nevertheless, this does not mean performance-based
research methods cannot provide valuable insightsrding, particularly as the research
pertains to invention in poetry writing. After altho is best suited to report on invention
other than the researcher/writer as the reseavetien invents while writing? This is one
of the positive benefits we can take away, not drdgn Flower and Hayes’s research on
writing, but also from Bizzaro’s approach on resgiog to student poetry as outlined in
Responding to Student PoerResearch on experienced poets’ self-reports has the
potential to “crack-open” the elusive and recursgeof invention in poetry writing, and
it may prove to be vital for future research ontpperiting in creative writing studies.
Once we have a firm understanding of the stratebesexperienced writers say they
follow whenever they sit down to write poetry, otihen shall we be ready to consider
the implications this research may have for teagpmetry writing in the twenty-first

century.

39 See Bourdieu'®utline of a Theory of Practice
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
[ ...]reconsideration of Bishop’s view of theofession may very well serve as
a call for the development of new research methho@nglish studies, methods
that find a way to study the writer at work, in é&ping pedagogies of writing
without giving rise to objections based on claasgr or gender.
—Patrick Bizzaro, “Writers Wanted” 266
[ . ..] aesthetic inquiry is different from othgualitative approaches in that it
does not describe another’s experience but radoeeates it for the
reader/observer. This reconstruction of experieneetually the practice-
process-product. Therefore, the actual experiehtgeaart work by the research
recipient is the understanding of the phenomenaleuimvestigation without the
need for subsequent analysis or explanation.
—David HanauerPoetry as Research
3.1 Introduction to the Methodology
In The Rhetoric of FictionWayne Booth reminds us, “In life we never know
anyone but ourselves by thoroughly reliable intesigns, and most of us achieve an all
too partial view even of ourselves” (3). This studiempts to shed light on these signs,
and it does so by conducting a participant-basadlysbn experienced poets’ self-reports
in creative writing studies. By doing what experagditioners say they do when they sit
down to write poems, we may test the strategiesetle&perienced poets say they use to
produce the poetry they write. In addition, byitegtvhat expert-practitioners say they
do when they write poetry, we may demystify soméheflore which characterizes the
production and teaching of poetry writing in th@demic setting. By exploring what
experienced writers say they do when they writdrngpa/e may begin to develop new

pedagogies which we might apply to the teachingoaftry writing in the university

setting.
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As discussed in Chapter Two, this study answegdlamade by scholars in
English studies to conduct more research on writkagticularly research on poetry
writing. Indeed, “we are at the start of researchreative writing and must develop
methods consistent with the values and emphadeseattive writing]” (Bizzaro,
“Workshop” 36). In this chapter, | outline a methiod conducting research on poetry
writing which allows for an accurate representatbpoetry writing, creative writing
practices, and the methods that experienced wstrshey use whenever they sit down
to write poetry. Using a participant-based apprdachrite fifteen poems based on
experienced writers’ self-reports on how to writepy, the researcher will: (1) read an
experienced poet’s self-report on writing poetg), Write a poem using a technique or
strategy that expert-practitioners say they userit® poetry, and (3) argue in a reflective
writer’s journal whether or not the strategy usexlild be useful for teaching poetry
writing.* In doing so, | hope to experience, first-hand, twha might apply to the
teaching of poetry writing in the university segfiin Chapter Four | will present the
results of this study, and in Chapter Five | wilaiss the implications this research may
have on teaching poetry writing in the academitirsgt

Given the assumption that the teaching of poetrtingris epistemologically
different from other forms of teaching writing, $h8tudy argues that research on poetry
writing requires a suitable methodology adapteddésearch on creative writing in
creative writing studies. In “Research and Reftatin English Studies,” Bizzaro
recognizes, “Academic independence for creativéingrequires an assertion of its

epistemological differences from other subjectEmglish studies” (296). Certainly, “if

0 See Appendix A for a blank sample of the jourmate
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creative writing is an autonomous field of studyyill differ in some fundamental ways
from literary and composition studies and rejechs®f what is taught in those classes, if
not their methods of instruction themselves” (BrmzdWorkshop” 38). Assuming that
creative writing is different from other kinds ofiting, it follows that research on
writing in creative writing studies requires resgamethodologies appropriate for
research on poetry writing. In “The Writer-Teachethe United States: The Place of
Teachers in the Community of Writers,” Bizzaro esit
Central to [these] epistemological differences [] is what a
creative writer construes as data or evidence. § n® advocate for the
necessity that we assert creative writing’s diffiees from other
disciplines in English Studies have found it difflicto assert those
differences because, in many graduate programagfhidh across
America, creative writing remains absorbed not dnyyiterary studies
but now by composition studies as well. (412)
As | have demonstrated in Chapters One and Twaoy#yean institution understands a
subject (e.g., teaching creative writing) will hareimportant bearing upon the ways a
subject is theorized, researched, and understonteds are the ways researchers might
construct data as “evidence” in a research studYWorkshop: An Ontological Study,”
Bizzaro writes, “literature and composition, likesative writing, are separate fields of
inquiry which address their problems in very diffiet environments and by use of very
different data” (37). By using poetry writing asvay to test expert-practitioners’ self-
reports on poetry writing, we may further illumiaahe role of invention in creative

writing studies. Arguably, the best way to achi#vs goal is by doing it oneself.
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3.2 Researcher Positionality

In an essay by Frances Giampapa titled, “The Esldf ‘Being and Becoming’ a
Researcher: Identity, Power, and Negotiating tleédiFi Giampapa explores some of the
methodological turning points she experienced wtoleducting a critical ethnography in
Canada. In her essay, Giampapa discusses “waylsiahm nesearcher identities are
constructed through the social practices and disesun which we are embedded”
(132). Ultimately, Giampapa discovered that the wagple positioned her within her
research, in addition to the way she positioneddiershaped not only her access to rich
data sites, but also the ways she gathered angrieted her data.

According to Giampapa, “Negotiating researcher iities across the diverse
spaces of the field and the impact that this hasatronly accessing field sites but also in
terms of the data produced together with partidpankey” (132-33). Noting that the
research process “refocused [her] researcher gahe possibilities and challenges” she
encountered, Giampapa was “able to co-construataount of the multiple identities
and experiences of the participants” (136). Art Ngyuts it differently when he writes,
“All functions of language assist in shaping oulidfs, but poetic language especially
helps us understand the now familiar dicta fromsits/and poetry that one cannot
separate the observer from the observed, the déwoethe dance” (78). Using poetry
writing as a research method, it is possible tdyspoetry writing as both a process and a
product. Certainly, “Recognizing and casting aeefle gaze on who we are as socially
constructed beings not only focuses the lens ont whaesearch but also on the ways in

which we research” (Giampapa 133).
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Giampapa’s research underscores the idea thatldesanot grow on a positivistic
bush, ripe and ready for the picking. On the cogir@iampapa believes data is
produced withher participants, natollected fromSimilar to Giampapa, Jason Wirtz
argues his “methodological stance views [his dasago-constructions” (“Poets on
Pedagogy” 63). For Wirtz, “the relationship betwéied researcher and the participant is
symbiotic” rather than formally structured (63).drgualitative research study on
experienced poets’ creative writing practices, ¥idund that the flexibility of his
research design allowed him to achieve “nuance@nstahding rather than
comprehensive explanation” (“Poets on Pedagogy.” %8lng, Giampapa, and Wirtz
recognize they don't collect data from the worltstead, they co-construct it. By
adopting a symbiotic stance on the data “collectedhis study, we may simultaneously
resist a transmission-based mode of banking knayeleparticularly as we “gather” (i.e.,
co-construct) and interpret our data.

While attempting to negotiate the generative aspeher identity as a researcher,
Giampapa references the work of Deborah Camerarglidth Frazer, Penelope Harvey,
M. B. H. Rampton, and Kay Richardson, who write:

Researchers cannot help being socially locatesbps. We inevitably
bring our biographies and our subjectivities torg\stage of the research
process and this influences the questions we askheways in which we
try to find answers . . . the subjectivity of tHeserver should not be seen
as a regrettable disturbance but as one elemdme inuman interactions

that comprise our object of study. (qtd. in Gianmgpaf3)
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For Young, Giampapa, Wirtz, and Cameron et al.r tostories, social and linguistic
forms of capital, and our identities position ugarticular ways in relation to
participants and the communities in which theyeardedded” (Giampapa 133). Each of
these identities will necessarily influence the moels researchers use to represent,
analyze, and interpret the data they collect. Sirara interested in writing poetry based
upon the poetry writing strategies experiencedgsay they use when they write poetry,
it will be particularly helpful if we view the dataroduced and analyzed in this study as
data that is co-constructét.

In Shaun Gallagher and Anthony Marcel’s essay, “$&E in Contextualized
Action,” Gallagher and Marcel write, “most theosistpproach the [self] in a manner that
is abstract or detached from behavior and actiomally embedded in pragmatically and
socially contextualized situations” (5). Unfortuelgt this approach “takes consciousness
and the self as objects and thereby fails to caghaeir role in the realm of action, where
they are specifically not objects” (5). Gallaghedaarcel suggest a different strategy
for developing conceptual models of the self, atetyy that looks at the self in action.

According to Gallagher and Marcel, “Psychologicgberiments are often set up
on the assumption that the test subject has aednifonsciousness” (14). Early
approaches to research on writing in compositiadiss, particularly cognitivist
approaches, hinge upon an epistemological assumibias research on writing provides
a linear and stable construct for writing reseaheladdition, researchers have generally
approached research on writing as a problem-soblatigity, an epistemological

assumption that poetry writing likely doesn’t shauigh other types of writing. In “Think-

1 See Jacoby and Ochs for additional reading oroostruction.
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Aloud Protocol Analysis: Beyond the Black Box,” BeSmagorinsky notes that
proponents of cognitivist protocol research “quastbly assume that writing is a
problem-solving task, when writing may be viewedadream-of-consciousness
activity” (4). In Protocol Analysis: Verbal Reports as Dak&arl Ericsson and Herbert
Simon confess, “Since the time of Aristotle, thimkihas been viewed as a temporal
sequence of mental events. A recent review of tiery of the study of thinking shows
that this assumption has never been seriously iguest’ (xiii). Most researchers assume
“subjects have direct access to their experiertmat,’they also assume, “the way
[subjects] report on that experience is immatedathat the experience is” (Gallagher
and Marcel 14). Since “different ways of reportimeye differential access to an
experience,” this “calls into question the exisept a unitary reflexive consciousness,
or a unitary subject of experience responsibledport’ (Gallagher and Marcel 15).

In their response to Flower and Hayes’s work oretigyng a cognitive process
theory, Cooper and Holzman acknowledge, “Whilecadiresulting from cognitive
processes can be observed (although such observaiiself not free of problems), the
processes themselves simply cannot be” (285). Hewdy coupling written accounts of
a writer’s poetry writing with the self-reports thiree expert-practitioners on poetry
writing, it may be possible to “capture the preeefive self, which, in any particular
situation, is caught up in a unity of action” (Gaher and Marcel 20). By placing the
researcher at the center of this study, we wilirtstloser to the level of the embedded
reflective access we have to our own action anémempce” (Gallagher and Marcel 26).

Thus, a self-reflective study on experienced wsiteelf-reports on how to write poetry
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will necessarily begin closer to the experiencg.(goetry writing) the researcher intends
to chronicle and analyze.

For the reasons outlined above, | have structureddsearch design to capture a
fair and accurate representation of the creativengrpractices a single writer might use
as poetry writing is performed over an extendedopenf time. Table 1 restates the
research question(s) from Chapter One and idestifie data collection methods used for

each data source.

Table 1

Research Questions with Corresponding Methods andc8s

Research Questions Collection Methods Data Sources

What are some of the methods a Textual analysis Research on poetry
researcher might use to conduct writing methodologies in
research on poetry writing in creative writing studies

creative writing studies?

How can we test experienced Poetry writing Fred ChappellBlow
poets’ self-reports in creative Naked Richard Hugo’s
writing studies? The Triggering Town

and William Stafford’s
Writing the Australian

Crawl
What can we learn from Journal writing Reflective writer’s
experienced poets’ self-reports that journal (e.g., the
may be applied to the teaching of researcher’s reflections
poetry writing in the university for teaching creative
setting? writing based on
experienced poets’ self-
reports)

To be clear: this study is interested in examirihrge self-reports from three
expert-practitioners for poetry writing strategibat may be tested for their usefulness
prior to their implementation in the creative wrgiclassroom. Although the essays

contained in these published self-reports may lhaes written at different times, the

87



self-reports will be read by the researcher asttuaified” wholes. Since my project is
interested in testing the poetry writing strateglesilled from the self-reports of three
expert-practitioners on how to write poetry, a egsber-as-participant based research
design is well-suited for investigating the stragsgexperienced poets say they employ
when they sit down to write poetry. By testing goeetry writing strategies experienced
writers say they use in a writer’s journal, we naaalyze these poetry writing strategies
in order to see what we might apply to the teacliingoetry writing in the university
setting.
3.3 Theoretical Framework
In “Toward a Theory of Theory for Composition Seg]” James Zebroski
presents “a theory of theory” that “emerges frophdosophy of internal relations” (32).
According to Zebroski, a “theory of internal retats” provides a means by which we
may “view research and teaching in relation” (38)r Zebroski, “Theory is not the
opposite of practice,” nor is it “even a supplemtenpractice” (39). Instead, “Theory is
practice,” and it is “practice of a particular kin@9). Zebroski writes:
Compositionists now must pursue their own kindhaory which arises
from the grassroots of composition, rather thamstilmg to what
amounts to re-colonization once again from liteNAte need to resist the
land rush in certain quarters of composition torappate postmodern
Theory and convert composition as quickly as pdéssowhat in literary
studies is already outdated. How can we consttepts that will allow
us to make use of insights of postmodern Theortythat still preserve a

space for us to learn about and teach writing? (32)
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Zebroski's work is important because he recognizastheory is practice, and practice
should reflect the things that people do. Zebroskiinds us that theories on teaching
writing should develop from the things that writextually do—in this case, the poetry
writing strategies that experienced poets say tiseyto write poetry. The conclusion
drawn from Zebroski’'s argument provides an impdrearenue for conducting research
on poetry writing in creative writing studies. Insmntly, Zebroski recognizes, “a
concept is seen as coming out of an environmesdcil formation with its histories,
and the concept retains traces of that ecology}. (3%torically, creative writers have
used writers’ self-reports as a way to generatedavelop the content they write. By
examining what experienced poets say they do wheyndit down to write poetry, we
may develop new methods for teaching poetry writireg “make the workshop an
activity that students can profitably participateoy employing innovative evaluation
strategies” (Bizzaro, “Workshop” 42).

Certainly, “cognitivist approaches to research,chlstudied what experienced
writers do when they write, have been rightly regdcas models of research because they
are fraught with problems related to race, clasd,gender” (Bizzaro, “Workshop” 42).
However, using poetry writing as a research methaoslpossible to conduct research on
experienced writers’ self-reports which circumverriicisms based upon race, class,
sex, or gender. In agreement with Bizzaro, | aklsltelse “an entire pedagogy could be
constructed for teaching creative writing basednuihe@ reports writers have made of
their own writing processes” (“Workshop” 42).

A research methodology that attempts to circumraeigriticisms based upon

objections to race, class, or gender, will reqakaminations on writing from a broad
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range of researchers, but it will also require aesle on writing from a broad range of
expert-practitioners’ self-reports on how to wtgetry. The fact that researchers cannot
be separated from their ovimabitusdoesn’t mean we cannot (or should not) forego
research on “real-world” writing practices. On ttentrary, this is an important reason
why we need to conduct more research on writingjquéarly poetry writing. Since our
cultural and socio-economic backgrounds impact sohtlee ways we actually live and
write, it becomes necessary to examine actualmngrpractices, particularly as these
practices are performed across a wide array obriwal boundaries and situations. Using
poetry writing as a research method, we may funtheninate the role of invention in
poetry writing. By re-examining the methods expg@detitioners’ say they use when they
write poetry, we may be able to improve some ofwags poetry writing is currently
being taught in the university setting.
3.4 Research Methodology

David Hanauer beginBoetry as Researdby stating, “There is a quiet revolution
going on at the outer margins of qualitative resie¢afl). For Hanauer, “recent
developments suggest that [artistic methods ofirlgcand representation are] reaching a
degree of maturity within the wider framework ofadjtative research” (1). Shaun
McNiff, an art-therapist and leading practitioner arts-based research methodologies,
defines arts-based research as “the systematiofulse artistic process, the actual
making of artistic expressions in all of the diéat forms of the arts, as a primary way of
understanding and examining experience” (qtd. indd@r 1). In “Expressive, Research
and Reflective Poetry as Qualitative Inquiry,” Racth Furman, Carol L. Langer,

Christine S. Davis, Heather P. Gallardo, and SHamitami corroborate McNiff's
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definition by stating, “Expressive arts researclsersk to present human phenomenain a
manner that preserves ltgednes’ (302). Using poetry writing as a research
methodology, “researchers are compelled to mova fronceptualizing those they study
as research ‘subjects’ to viewing them as co-gp#ids (with themselves) in the
research effort” (Furman et al. 302). Furman e¢xzllend their argument by stating:
As a document of social phenomena, poetry candweed as a vehicle
through which to communicate powerful and multifdeths’ about the
human experience. While poetry may not commonlthbeight of as a
source of knowledge, poems are powerful documéiatspossess the
capacity to capture the contextual and psycholdgioalds of both poet
and subject. (302)
According to Hanauer, there is a wide “range otigignes such as education,
psychology, counseling, expressive art therapyiagbaork, medicine, and nursing”
where “forms of art-based research are being ereplty explore disciplinary research
guestions” (1). Importantly, “art-based researchetlgps through the entry into an artistic
process of exploration resulting slowly over timéwhe production of a series of
artistic products that represent the collectedsqeal understanding of the phenomenon
under consideration” (Hanauer 2). By reading, Wiisgy, and actually using the methods
experienced poets say they use to write poetryGameexplore some of the important
methods that experienced writers say they useaduge the poetry they write. In doing
so, we may demystify much of the lore that has ctoraharacterize the teaching of
creative writing, particularly poetry writing. Indd, “Poetry has the capacity to express

both affect and context, or affaotcontext” (Furman et al. 303). In addition, “poelrys
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the capacity to express the lived experience oatlibor. Poetry is personal, yet it is the
goal of the poet to transform his/her personal agpee into that which is universal, or
in the vernacular of social research, generaliZgBlerman et al. 303). By testing the
strategies experienced poets say they use to poé@y, we may experience and
chronicle the lived experience of poetry writingitasnfolds across the written page. By
chronicling the strategies used to produce poetitng in a reflective writer’s journal,
we can more readily see what we might apply tae¢hehing of poetry writing in the
university setting.

In Poetry as Researchlanauer writes, “A distinction is generally madéwesen
using the arts in research and using artistic pseE®as research” (2). According to
McNIff, art-based research methods “are distingegsfiom research activities where the
arts may play a significant role but are essentiadled as data for investigations that take
place within academic disciplines that utilize muealitional scientific, verbal, and
mathematic descriptions and analyses of phenom@té”in Hanauer 2). Thus, “It is the
usage of the art process and the positioning oéxiperience of the artwork as a research
outcome that defines the core of arts-based rdse@tlanauer 2). However, there is an
implicit understanding here as to what, exactlgsth“artistic processes” are. In this
performance-based study on poetry writing, a sthdyemploys poetry writing as its
research method, a strong distinction is made @tWeognitive processes” and “artistic
processes.” In this research study, | intend taident and explore the creative writing
strategies (e.g., artistic practices) that thrgeearnced poets say they use often when

they sit down to write poetry. By examining whapexrenced poets say they do when
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they write poetry, we may gain a fuller, more aaterepresentation of the strategies that
experienced writers say they use when they writdrgo
3.4.1 Assumptions and Delimitations

The following assumptions and delimitations haekpld structure the research
design used within this study:

e Poetry writing is not a stable or linear construct.

e Poetry writing is a social activity situated witharrhetorical context.

e Poetry writing is epistemologically different thather forms of writing.

e Since poetry writing is epistemologically differahtan other forms of writing,
research on poetry writing requires different (iumique) research methodologies
for research on poetry writing.

In addition, the following assumptions and delirti@das have helped structure the
intended outcome(s) of this study:

e There is no substitute for experience.

e Poetry writing is a craft that can be taught.

e Experienced poets are skilled at writing poetry.

e Itis possible to follow the strategies that expecded poets say they use to
produce the poetry that they write.

e In order to see if the strategies that experiequezts say they use to write poetry
would be useful for teaching poetry writing, itnecessary for a researcher to test
these poetry writing strategies for their usefusngsor to their implementation in

the creative writing classroom.
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3.4.2 Research Site/Participants

Participant-based research necessarily implicatesasearcher within the
research design. In researcher-as-participant-biasedrch, the method of investigation
simultaneously becomes the object of inquiryPtretry and Narrative as Qualitative
Data: Explorations into Existential TheqrRRichard Furman conducts a reflective study
on his own poetry writing. After re-reading poelry had written earlier in his life,
Furman wrote narrative reflections on his own ppeifriting. Furman’s purpose in
conducting this study was to “contextualize [histgpnal insights into broader cultural
issues” (303). In a self-study of his own poetrytig, Hanauer discovered “aspects of
meaning in the real world experience addressetidpodem that he had not been aware
of prior to the writing itself” Poetry as Researclb). In each of these instances (e.g.,
Furman’s and Hanauer’s reflections on poetry wgitimoetry writing is used as part of a
method which “follows from the postmodern traditidvat views writing itself as a
method of inquiry” (Furman 303). Precisely, thdeefive nature of poetry and journal
writing makes participant-based research partiuiaell-suited for testing the strategies
that experienced poets say they use when they pogéy. By reading experienced
writers’ self-reports on how to write poetry, wealllsimultaneously explore how some
expert-practitioners produce the poetry they wétker all, who is in a better position to
observe, capture, and describe the inventive pseses writer might use while writing,
other than the writer/researcher as he or shelgctuates?

In a research study which set out (in part) to destrate “a methodology for
collecting and analyzing observations of experts@k,” Benjamin Kuipers and Jerome

Kassirer emphasize that, “a methodology of discpeppropriate to the undoubted
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complexity of human knowledge requires rich dataalindividuals rather than easily
analyzed data about a population” (365). Althoughresearcher hesitates to call himself
an expert-practitioner on poetry writing, the resbar recognizes that context-rich data
about participants can have an important bearimog tipe results in a given study. For
this reason, and in order to highlight the resear'stpositionality outlined earlier in this
chapter, the researcher has included a brief aadgodyphical sketch on his past
experiences with poetry writin.In order to minimize any factors that might have a
deleterious impact upon the data produced duriagthdy, and to keep the setting where
the data is produced as naturalistic as posshtestudy was conducted in the

researcher’s home office under normal writing ctinds (see figure 2).

Fig. 2. A black and white photograph of the reseaite.
3.4.3 Data Sources and Rationale

In “Once Upon a Time’: The Use of RetrospectivecAants in Building a
Theory in Composition,” Greene and Higgins writRgtrospective reports, used alone or
in conjunction with other methods, have enabledasshers to build a richer
understanding of the relationship among textsatinal factors, and writers’

constructive processes” (117). According to Gresm Higgins, “concurrent protocol

2 See Appendix B.
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analysis and traditional text analysis may not abimportant information that
retrospective accounts can provide” (117-18). Aligiotalk-aloud protocols can offer
deep insight into writers’ problem-solving abilgias writers are writing, protocol
analysis does not provide an accurate represemtatithe choices writers make as they
actually write. By chronicling an experience immegdly after it happens, we may
circumvent some of the problems presented by regypon events long after they have
already happened. Additionally, no study has yehb@nducted that seeks to chronicle
moments of invention that occur while poetry wigtiis actually being performed.
Clearly, no two writers will ever follow the sameiting processes, nor follow the same
writing process on different occasions. For thasan, this study does not compare or
contrast the writing processes of two or more wsiténstead, this researcher-as-
participant based, self-reflective study on poetrifing tests the writing strategies that
three expert-practitioners’ say they use to wraetpy. In order to accomplish this goal,
the researcher engaged in the act of writing pdatnself.

According to Greene and Higgins, retrospective repg can “take the form of a
writing diary or log. After each episode of thingiabout, reading, or composing for a
written task, writers create an entry, recording diate and details of their activity,
keeping a written account of what was done” (1Irf6portantly, “This method allows
researchers to collect data over a long periodrdd,tas the task unfolds” (Greene and
Higgins 116). Thus, “The form, focus, and the antaifrstructure in retrospective
methods can vary according to the researcher’'sé¢kieal orientation and areas of
interest” (Greene and Higgins 116). Given the regea’s subjective understanding of

the things that experienced writers say they dorvthey write poetry, it is necessary to
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use a data collection method which allows for #searcher’s subjective interpretation of
writers self-reports.

In a review ofResponding to Student Poerlvkegan Simpson recognizes that
Bizzaro’s work “suggests a new and interesting @figim which to read and assess
poets’ writings on poetics” (226). Using poetry tivig as a research method, this study
captures, tests, and examines the strategietieat ¢xperienced poets say they use
whenever they sit down to write poetry. By readexgerienced poets’ self-reports on
how to write poetry, one may actually do what elgrased writers say they do when they
write. In sharing this experience with others, \walkbe in a better position to see what
poetry-writing strategies might be applied to thadhing of poetry writing in the twenty-
first century.

Since the purpose of this study is to determing#daagogical usefulness of the
salient strategies that three expert-practitiosagsthey use to write poetry, this study
will incorporate observational and reflective arsadyas the tools for data analysis, both
during and after data collection. Table 2 illusteahow the data analysis methods
correspond to the data sources gathered, analgaddyroduced from poetry writing

research on experienced writers’ self-reports om twowrite poetry.

Table 2

Data Sources and Data Analysis Procedures

Data Sources Information Type of Analysis Procedure
Collected Analysis

Experienced Five (5) strategies Textual Close reading of experienced

poets’ (e.g., extracted from an poets’ self-reports to identify

Chappell, Hugo, expert- five strategies that experienced

and Stafford) self- practitioners’ self- poets say they use when they

reports on poetry report on how to write poetry

writing write poetry
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Fifteen (15) Textual features of Quantitative  -Record date, start time and
poems written each poem (e.g., end time (time spent writing)
using strategies  word count, line
that experienced count, number of
poets say they usedrafts, and time
to write poetry spent writing)

-Tally the number count on
each textual feature

Retrospective Researcher’s Qualitative/  -Content analysis of writers’
research writer's reflections on conventional self-reports to identity themes
journal strategies extractedcontent

-Data analyzed for strategies
we might apply to the teaching
of poetry writing

from experienced analysis
poets’ self-reports

In “Naked in the Workshop,” Simpson credits Bizzéwohis “call to demystify
the reading and writing of poetry” (226). Additidlya Simpson commends Bizzaro for
recognizing the importance of studying “expertgiigoners,” poets with national
reputations who make their living by teaching [ariting about] the art they practice”
(226). According to The University of Michigan Psesebsite (press.umich.edulpdets
on Poetrycollects critical works by contemporary poets, gaitg together the articles,
interviews, and book reviews by which they havecalated the poetics of a new
generation.” Simpson writes:

The Poets on Poetry volumes are similar in cordadtorganization: each

includes reminiscences of the poet’s childhood eartly experiences with

writing, commentary on other contemporary poetstaed work,

opinions about poetry and poetics in general, atetviews and essays

addressing a range of topics, including composilipnocesses. (229)
Indeed, the University of Michigan Press playsfiaical role in the teaching and
learning mission of the University by applying npadagogies to the development of

instructional materials that promote college susdesstudents” (“About - University of
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Michigan Press”). Although the researcher had stamaliarity with the poetry written
by these three expert-practitioners, the reseadidarot have any prior knowledge or
contact with the self-reports (or their authorsppto this inquiry on poetry writing. With
the assistance of his advisor, and by using’ibets on Poetrgeries as one criterion for
inclusion, two experienced poets—Fred Chappell\&fllam Stafford—were selected
from a wide range of expert-practitioners publisirethePoets on Poetrgeries.
Additionally, and in order to balance the rangguwblished writers’ self-reports used in
this study, a third poet, Richard Hugo, was setkfrtem a list of resources compiled by
Wendy Bishop"

By capturing and reporting on experienced writpetry writing strategies, and
by analyzing the artifacts that get produced froese methods, | intend to shed further
light on the elusive role of invention in creatiweting, particularly as the act of
invention is manifested in poetry writing. In tmegyard, the data sources produced in this
project (e.g., the poems and the reflective wistgsurnal) are connected to the expert-
practitioners’ self-reports on how to write poelgyvirtue of the researcher-as-
participant research design. A quantitative analgsithe poems written by the researcher
will provide insight on the textual features (ewgard count, line count, number of drafts,
and time spent writing) that help to characterimefinal draft of each poem. However,
the quantitative information reported in this stuslprovided solely to demonstrate the
amount of effort that went into the production atk poem. Conversely, a qualitative
analysis of the researcher’s writer’s journal pd@d context-driven insight on the

strategies used to write poetry. By illuminating #irategies that experienced poets say

*3 For a list of informative texts on creative wrijirsee Appendix B in Bishop’s
Released
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they actually use to write poetry, this study hmapoertant implications for teaching poetry
writing in the university setting.
3.4.4 Data Collection Procedures

Using a writer’s journal to chronicle and test sadf-reports of three experienced
poets in creative writing—Fred ChappelPtow NakedRichard Hugo’sThe Triggering
Town and William Stafford’dNriting the Australian Crawkwe may find evidence that
further supports the idea that poetry writing isseggmologically different from other
forms of writing. Certainly, “The epistemology thgives rise to creative writing is based
upon the primacy of the teacher’s experiencesvaster or, at the very least, the primacy
of other writers’ experiences as writers” (Bizzaw,orkshop” 47). By doing what
experienced poets’ say they do when they sit dowmrite poetry, we may also capture
the act of invention as it unfolds across the enitbage. Using poetry writing as a
research method, we will further illuminate creatwriting practices in creative writing
studies. In this way, we may also be able to imprewme of the ways poetry writing is
currently being taught in the university setting.

After reading, re-reading, and distilling what thexperienced poets (e.g., Fred
Chappell, Richard Hugo, and William Stafford) shgy do when they write poetry, the
researcher extracted five poetry writing strateffiesy each poet’s self-report on how to
write poetry. In an effort to establish “trustwartess” in the co-constructed data
analyzed in this study, the poetry writing stragsgivere sent to an independent, peer-
group mentor who verified that the poetry writiricgagegies were extracted from the three
self-reports read in this study. Once the reseamdoeived concurrence from the peer-

group mentor on the strategies he extracted frenséff-reports, the researcher wrote
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fifteen poems using the fifteen strategies thatdlexpert-practitioners say they use to
write poetry.

Two types of data were collected (i.e., co-congédcin this creative study on
poetry writing. Indeed, the co-construction of datight be one way research in creative
writing differs from research in composition, andsia method consistent with theories
on reading. The first type of data co-constructimese the poems themselves, written by
the researcher using fifteen strategies he didtilem expert-practitioners’ self-reports
on how to write poetry. An honest attempt was magdthe researcher to complete a
poem for each writing session. However, the res@snmakes no guarantee that each
poem was written to completion. Using observati@ralysis, the textual features of
each poem (e.g., word count, line count, numbeirafts, and time spent writing) were
tallied and represented for each writing session.

As soon as it was feasible for poetry writing toncoence (or resume), the
researcher made an honest attempt to write a pp@&sicompletion using the expert-
practitioner’s advice on how to write poetry. Aetand of a poetry writing session, the
researcher compiled the total time spent writingtpo In addition, the researcher tallied
the number of drafts he produced in writing eachpoOnce a poem was completely
written (i.e., “finished”), the researcher compikedist of the textual features (e.g. word
count, line count, number of drafts, and time speiiting) that help characterize the
textual features involved in the production of edaimal” draft. After each of the
activities for producing poetry writing was com@ef the researcher sent a record of the

co-constructed data to the peer group mentor fonpcehensive review.
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The second type of data co-constructions in thidystvere the researcher’s
reflections on poetry writing using expert-practiter’'s suggestions on how to write
poetry. Immediately following the production of angpleted poem, a reflective journal
entry was written by the researcher himself. Irhgaarnal entry, the researcher
responded to the following writing prompts: (1) mdié the activity and/or suggestion
being responded to, (2) reflect on the experieffieeriting a poem based upon the
expert-practitioner’s suggestion, and (3) arguethdreor not the strategy followed
would be useful for teaching poetry writifitUsing conventional content analysis, the
reflective writing journal was read for poetry wmig strategies that might be applied to
the teaching of poetry writing in the universityts®.

3.4.5 Data Analysis Tools

The tools of any research project should derivenftbe research questions being
asked® For this reason, and to facilitate the use otailfle research design that allowed
for a deep investigation of the research questdmat can we learn from experienced
poets’ self-reports that may be applied to thehewrof poetry writing in the university
setting?, observational and conventional contealyais were the requisite tools
necessary to conduct a full investigation on poetfrying strategies in creative writing
studies.

In “Three Approaches to Qualitative Analysis,” H$tang Hsieh and Sarah
Shannon begin their article by observing that catieeal content analysis “has come
into wide use in health studies,” and it has a 8n@amge of analytic approaches (1277).

In addition, conventional content analysis is ‘@&fble method for analyzing text data”

* See Appendix A.
> See Table 2 for the research questions investigateis study.
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(1277). Hsieh and Shannon define qualitative cdrdaaalysis as a method of data
analysis that allows for “the subjective interptieta of the content of text data through
the systematic classification process of codingidedtifying themes or patterns”
(1278). Hsieh and Shannon describe three main appes (e.g., conventional, directed,
and summative) to content analysis, and they ridtes specific type of content analysis
approach chosen by a researcher varies with tloegtieal and substantive interests of
the researcher and the problem being studied” (127 drder to demonstrate current
applications of content analysis, Hsieh and Shammowide three examples of situations
that call for the application of each specific tddltimately, the flexibility of qualitative
content analysis, particularly the kind conventia@ntent analysis calls for, is an ideal
approach to studying the research question, Whatvedearn from experienced poets’
self-reports that may be applied to the teachingoeiftry writing in the university setting?
In “Analyzing Talk and Text,” Anssi Perakyla andhdmna Ruusuvuori identify
“methods that can be used in analyzing and inteng¢ape-recorded interactions and
written texts, which probably are the types of dhtt come closest to the idea of
‘naturally occurring’ (529). Perakyla and Ruusuviu@cognize, “The difference
between researcher-instigated data and naturatiyrong data should [ . . . ] be
understood as a continuum rather than as a dichdt(g9). Perakyla and Ruusuvuori
examine one end of this continuum, namely, curagplications of tape-recorded
conversations and written texts. Perakyla and Ruusudiscuss contemporary trends in
content analysis research, and they argue therkedeasa recent movement away from
semiotic (e.g., linguistic) research toward a ngegeralized focus on narrative analysis.

Finally, Perakyla and Ruusuvuori discuss the bé&nefiusing informal approaches to
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content analysis, benefits that Wirtz recognizesemploys in his own qualitative
research designs on invention in poetry writing.

Perakyla and Ruusuvuori focus their essay on sdrttedaifferent methods used
to analyze two types of naturally occurring dagék aand text. Although their section on
analyzing text is especially informative, none'wé examples they give in their essay are
from researchers who examine their own writingadidition, Perakyla and Ruusuvuori
base their idea of conversation analysis on thargie there must be at least two
interlocutors. According to Perakyla and Ruusuvu@onversation analysis is a method
for investigating the structure and process ofaanteraction between humans” (534).
By modifying Perakyla and Ruusuvuori’s approacintdude the subjective interaction
between reading texts and writing them, it is dassio address the research question,
What can we learn from experienced poets’ self+tspghat may be applied to the
teaching of poetry writing in the university segfihin an effort to establish credibility
and trustworthiness in the data produced (i.ecastructed) over the duration of this
study, an independent, peer-group mentor verifiatl ¢éach of the poetry writing
strategies were extracted from the three self-tegbat the researcher read for the study.
In the section that follows, | outline the dutibs fpeer-group mentor performed over the
duration of the study.

3.4.6 The Peer-Group Mentor

An independent, peer-group mentor verified thahezdhe poetry writing
strategies were extracted from one of the expexttfioner’s self-reports by
independently reading a copy of the three publigedreports. After reading and

distilling what three experienced poets’ (e.g., g&ll, Hugo, and Stafford) say they use
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to produce the poetry they write, the researchet fiféeen strategies (five poetry writing
strategies extracted from each self-report) toplkeer-group mentor via e-mail for
concurrence and review.

The peer-group mentor who reviewed the data instudy earned a Master of
Fine Arts degree from the University of Pittsburgii996. In addition, the peer-group
mentor earned a Ph.D. in Composition and TESOL fileenindiana University of
Pennsylvania in 2009. Indeed, the peer-group mesitm experienced writing instructor
who has taught creative writing, playwriting, memwriting, literature, and composition
writing at the collegiate level. The researcher thetpeer group mentor at a conference
on creative writing, and the peer-group mentorimglly offered her assistance to
member-check the co-constructed data producedsrstirdy. Currently, the peer-group
mentor is a faculty member who teaches collegd lexigng at an accredited, four-year
college in the United States.

In order to reach agreement on the strategiesagttdrom each of the expert-
practitioners’ self-reports on how to write poetitye peer-group mentor independently
read each of the expert-practitioners’ self-reportdhrow to write poetry. As soon as the
peer-group mentor finished reading an expert-grangr’s self-report on how to write
poetry, the researcher sent a list of five poetrijing strategies extracted from the self-
report that the peer-group mentor read. On thrpara& occasions, five strategies were
extracted from an expert-practitioner’s self-remortl sent to the peer-group mentor for
review. On each occasion, the researcher and #regpeup mentor agreed that each of
the strategies on how to write poetry were propexiyacted from each of the expert-

practitioner’s self-reports on how to write poetry.
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After the peer group mentor verified that eachhef poetry-writing strategies
were extracted from one of the expert-practitionisglf-reports on how to write poetry,
the researcher wrote poetry using the strategigaazd from the expert-practitioner’'s
self-report*® Immediately prior to a poetry writing session, theearcher recorded the
start-time the poetry writing session began. Wheonem was “finished,” the researcher
recorded the stop-time when the poetry writing isessnded. In each case, an honest
attempt was made by the researcher to completafaadra poem using the expert-
practitioner’s recommended strategy on how to wadetry. In order to provide an
accurate representation on the amount of time #od ¢hat went into the production of
each poem, the researcher maintained a quantitatteed of the textual features that
went into the production (e.g., “drafting”) of eagbem. After the data co-construction
phase was complete, the researcher sent a comgtetel of the quantitative and
gualitative data to the peer-group mentor who ietithat the researcher did what he
said he was going to do.

3.4.7 Ethical Considerations

In “Once Upon a Time’: The Use of RetrospectivecAants in Building Theory
in Composition,” Greene and Higgins identify thenbits and limitations of
retrospective reporting. Greene and Higgins wtAa, valuable as retrospective accounts
can be in providing some insight into the cognitve social factors motivating writers’
choices and decisions, they are not, as we sugbeatier, without criticisms and
drawbacks” (119). Greene and Higgins point out fmaricerns with retrospective

reporting, namely: (1) limitations of short-term m@ry can have a deleterious impact on

¢ See Appendices F-H for the poetry written overdbeation of this study.
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retrospective data, (2) the constructive natunearking memory lends itself to
hyperbole, (3) the purposes and questions behadetearch project may influence
participant response, and (4) reader difficultp@nceiving the need to conduct research
using retrospective accounts (119-22).

Readers have a right to be skeptical about therityeof data produced from
researcher-as-participant-based research desigperformance-based research, the
researcher is in a unique position, one that hapdtitential to manipulate the results of a
study in a biased way. However, this does not gzadequate reason to reject
participant-based methods for conducting reseamnchrding, particularly for research on
writers’ self-reports in creative writing studiés.order to address the problems with
retrospective reporting that Greene and Higginatifie the researcher will, respectively:
(1) record a journal entry immediately after eaoktpy writing session, (2) number each
poem and each journal entry with a correspondifeyeat, (3) embrace the researcher’s
positionality by including an autobiographical siteof the researcher’s prior
experiences with poetry writidy and (4) argue that research on experienced wiriter
self-reports is both beneficial and necessarytfertturgeoning field of creative writing
studies. Additionally, and in order to facilitateettransparency of the researcher’s data
gathering and data producing processes, this stselg a peer-group mentor to member-
check the data as it was produced over the durafitme study. Using poetry writing as
a research method, coupled with a member-checkédctive writer's journal as the

method of data collection, the researcher has notstl a replicable research

*"In “Poets on Pedagogy,” Wirtz believes his dynamiolvement as a researcher

allowed him to capture a more accurate representafi his data.
8 See Appendix B.
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methodology which is suitable for research on wstself-reports in creative writing
studies.
3.5 Concluding Remarks

In the research and scholarship on creative wrdimd) poetry writing practices, it
is necessary to conduct research on writers’ sglbits in order to see what we might
learn, and therefore apply, to the teaching of iyostiting in the university setting. This
is precisely what Zebroski calls for when he arghes scholars must theorize from
creative writing’s grassroots. In addition, theeagh presented here may prove to be
vital for creative writing studies if it is to suwe as an autonomous field of study in the
academy. A post-structural position on the resepacthdigm can inform the creative
methods that instructors on creative writing migbe in fundamental ways. Indeed, it
has been my goal to demonstrate that we need aperwach for research on poetry
writing in creative writing studies, one that igpeéle of exploring the choices that
experienced poets make as they actually reportadang them. Testing creative writers’
self-reports may prove to be crucially informativard formative—not only for the
nascent field of creative writing studies, but di®oany future study that employs poetry

writing as part of its research design.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS
Not having an ideological agenda in regard to poethave not been able to hold
to abstract fixed standards. Probably | would rsedo do so anyhow; each
separate work of art implies its own aesthetic@ples and | take the discovery
and elucidation of these to be part of the job téaeptive reader. What | say
about one poet in one place may be contradictediffgrent responses suggested
by a different poet. | am not proud of my incorsigties, but regard them merely
as data.
—Fred ChappelRlow Nakedl
When you start to write, you carry to the page ohtvo attitudes, though you
may not be aware of it. One is that all music nmasiform to truth. The other, that all
truth must conform to music.
—Richard HugoThe Triggering Tow:3
[ ...]!1would rather be wholehearted and becarie about anything | write.
The correct attitude to take about anything youens “Welcome! Welcome!”
Once you get yourself into the position of feelthgt something that occurs to
you is unworthy, well that's tough—because thatgsas to be whdtasoccurred
to you.
—William Stafford, Writing the Australian Crawl17
4.1 Introduction to the Results
This performance-based study tests and examines éxpert-practitioners’ self-
reports for poetry writing strategies we might gpward the production and teaching
of poetry writing in the collegiate setting: Freddppell’'sPlow NakedRichard Hugo’s
The Triggering Townand William Stafford’dNriting the Australian CrawlAs noted
previously, scholarship in post-process theoriesoofiposition have demonstrated that
the writing processes writers use are necessafigrent between writers and writing

situations. Nonetheless, it is possible for a nedesa to capture an accurate

representation of the poetry writistrategiesexperienced poets say they use to produce
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the poetry they write. Although creative writingopesses diverge between writers, the
strategies that experienced poets say they usdtmpoetry may be used by any given
writer (at any given time) to produce poetry wigtiBy testing the strategies that expert-
practitioners say they use when they write poetymay transfer this experience to
others in order to see if we can improve some @fthys that poetry writing is currently
being taught in the academic setting. Thus, byingadnalyzing, and testing the
strategies that three expert-practitioners say tseyto produce the poetry they write, we
may begin to develop new pedagogies for teachimegrpaovriting in the university

setting.

In this chapter, | provide a detailed account efitirethods used to collect and co-
construct the poetry data produced using fifteegtqyonriting strategies that may be
applied toward the teaching of poetry writing i ttollegiate setting. In the chapter that
follows, | discuss the implications this researciyrhave for teaching poetry writing in
the twenty-first century. Using poetry writing asesearch method, it is possible to
research what experienced writers say they do whensit down to write poetry. In this
way, we may also begin to improve some of the wmyetry writing is currently being
taught in the university setting.

4.2 Poetry Writing as a Research Method

Between August 27, 2013, and December 31, 2013e8warcher in this study
examined three expert-practitioners’ self-repootsstrategies that may be applied toward
the production and teaching of poetry writing ie ttollegiate setting: Fred Chappell’s
Plow NakedRichard Hugo’'sThe Triggering Townand William Stafford’3Nriting the

Australian Crawl After reading (and re-reading) an expert-pramti¢ir's self-report on
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how to write poetry, the researcher extracted $ivategies from an expert-practitioner’s
self-report on how to write poetry. In total, fiéte strategies for producing poetry writing
were extracted from three expert-practitioners!-gports on how to write poetf{.The
details of this method are provided in Chapter €hre

Based upon the co-constructed poetry data collestddoroduced in this study,
the researcher argues that we can improve theitepcehpoetry writing by reading,
testing, and analyzing what expert-practitioneay they do when they write poetry.
Importantly, this method offers a solution to thielgems Bishop identifies with writers’
self-reports, namely, “there is some unison, muwitradiction, and a wealth of
unsubstantiated yet intuitively accurate knowled@sleased 7). What's more, these
self-reports, without any determination of thehility, constitute the grassroots of
creative writing instruction, and they have fouhdit way into numerous textbooks and
classrooms that feature creative writing instruttio the section that follows, | represent
poetry writing research as both quantitative analitptive data.
4.2.1 Poetry Writing as Quantitative Data

Drafts between poetry writing sessions were noaggicontiguous. In other
words, poetry writing sessions were sometimesnapted by internal and external
factors beyond the researcher’s control. Theser@mviental factors necessarily shaped
the poetry data being collected, produced, andocsteucted in this study. For this
reason, the researcher defines a poetry writingj@ess “a contiguous period of time
dedicated solely to the writing of poetry.” In teeent a poetry writing session was

interrupted (voluntarily or involuntarily), the marcher recorded the time spent writing,

9 See Appendices C-E for a detailed account of terp writing strategies extracted
from the three self-reports analyzed in this study.
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and he recorded the poem as a “draft.” Table 3igesva textual overview of the poetry
data co-constructed over the duration of the study.

Table 3
Textual Overview of Poetry Written Over Length afi®y

Total Number of Total Word Total Line  Total Number of Total Time Poetry
Poems Written  Count Count Drafts Written Writing

15 1,517 277 43 12 hrs. 20 min.

4.2.2 Poetry Writing as Qualitative Data

After writing poetry using an expert-practitionerscommended strategy on how
to write poetry, the researcher logged an entry anteflective writer’s journal. The
writer’s journal thus serves as a qualitative aotda.g., a retrospective report) on the
strategies we might apply toward the teaching @ftiyowriting in the collegiate setting.
In the reflective writer’s journal, the research@). identifies the activity and/or
suggestion being responded to, (2) reflects orexiperience of writing a poem based
upon the expert-practitioner’s suggestion, ancagues whether or not the strategy
followed would be useful for teaching poetry wrgii\fter completing the process
fifteen times (once for each strategy used to predhoetry writing), the researcher
chronicled a written account (e.g., a retrospeatgort) on the poetry writing strategies
expert-practitioners say they use to produce tietrpohey write. In this way, the
reflective writer’s journal serves as a retrospecteport on some of the strategies we
might apply toward the teaching of poetry writimgtihe collegiate setting.

Over a period of time lasting four months, the agsker read (and re-read) the
reflective writer’s journal for “themes” or “conteareas” which might be applied to the
teaching of poetry writing. A conventional, contéxatsed analysis of the reflective

writer’s journal reveals three subject areas wehtnagpply to the teaching of poetry

112



writing in the collegiate setting: strategies feathing invention, strategies for
developing content, and strategies for working viatfm. In addition, a content-based
analysis of the expert-practitioners’ self-repamshow to write poetry shows that
instructors of poetry writing might adopt three eggehes on teaching poetry writing in
the university setting: Formal, euphonic, and egpiree. These three approaches are
grounded upon three distinct philosophies (or agms) which might help poetry
writing instructors decide what methods to usénapoetry writing classrooms they
teach. The results from a conventional, contenethamalysis of the fifteen strategies
extracted from three expert-practitioners’ selferep on how to write poetry are outlined
below.
4.3 Expert-Practitioners’ Self-Reports on How to Wite Poetry

In lieu of reproducing the co-constructed data regabin Appendices C-E, a
summary of the strategies extracted from eacheoéipert-practitioners’ self-reports on
how to write poetry are outlined in the sub-seaibelow. By examining expert-
practitioners’ self-reports for strategies on howwite poetry, and by using poetry
writing as a research method, it is possible tohsse we might improve the teaching of
poetry writing in the collegiate setting.
4.3.1 Fred Chappell's Formalism

Toward the beginning of Chappell’s self-report @wito write poetry, Chappell
states he has not formulated a “settled philosafippetry” (1). Nevertheless, Chappell
proceeds to define “best poetry” as “lines with liest use of language, [lines] that most
honestly engage the poet’s feelings and intell&t’Upon analysis of Chappell’s self-

report, it is rather telling that Chappell defirfbsst poetry” as “lines with the best use of
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language” (2). By prioritizing a poem’s “best uddamguage” over a poem’s ability to
“honestly engage the poet’s feelings and intellé2}; Chappell positions himself as an
experienced poet who emphasizes poetic form amaaflocontent, and this characterizes
Chappell as a Formalist on poetry writing.

Chappell’'s approach to discovering “best poetrg’r@ading or writing) hinges
upon an implicit belief that “the best use of laaga” in poetry writing is achieved by
finding “new combinations of words and new arrangata of such poetic materials as
rhyme, meter, caesura, and metaphor” (26-7). Fap@éll, it is important for a poet to
have “something to say,” but equally important—et more so—is how a poet “best”
says it (26). Ultimately, Chappell prioritizes theest use” of language over a poem’s
ability to “honestly engage the poet’s feelings artdllect” (2), and this observation
serves to distinguish Chappell from Expressivisthiow to write poetry.

Although Chappell does not explicitly label himsa#f a Formalist, Chappell’s
self-report on how to write poetry positions hinthim a Formalistic tradition of poetry
writing.”® In an important passage on reading poetry, Chhppelesses, “For the
purposes of my writing, for the purposes of my teag of literature, [an ideal] reader
does indeed exist” (39). If an “ideal” reader exjst seems reasonable “ideal” texts exist,
too. For this reason, Chappell supplants his sgért on how to write poetry with
literary analysis and formal criticism on a numbgexperienced poets, including Donald
Hall, Randall Jarrell, Carolyn Kizer, Octavio P&ibbons Ruark, Louis Simpson, and he

includes examples of his own poetry writing, aslwel

*0 See Fulkerson’s “Four Philosophies of CompositiGee also Abrams$he Mirror
and the Lamp
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In order to see what strategies might be appligteédeaching of poetry writing

in the university setting, the researcher analyzed Chappell’$’low Nakedand

extracted five strategies (e.g., activities) on lowvrite poetry’* Upon close reading of

Chappell’s published self-report, the followingagégies (e.g., activities) were extracted

from Chappell’s self-report on how to write poetry:

Activity #1 — For this activity, pick a line from@oem you have recently read.
Use this line as the first line of a poem you w(2é).

Activity #2 — For this activity, “trudge” to the clionary and write a poem using a
classical trope (i.e., amphibrach, capriccio, cesesar zeugma) you do not
understand (24).

Activity #3 — For this activity, write a poem in gplets. Next, re-write the poem
into three-line stanzas or quatrains. Does the mganf the poem change (131)?
Activity #4 — For this activity, “scout” through see poems until you feel inspired
to write a poem of your own (39).

Activity #5 — For this activity, write a poem thadesnot “deal with

disintegration, disconnection, and loneliness” (90)

In order to see if the strategies extracted frorapgplell’s self-report would be

useful for producing poetry writing, and in ordersee what strategies we might apply

toward the teaching of poetry writing in the colkdg setting, the researcher wrote poetry

using these five strategies extracted from Chajspstlf-report on how to write poetry.

Table 4 provides an overview on some of the texXeetures of poetry written by the

°1 See Appendix C for a detailed record on the fivatsgies extracted from Chappell’s
self-report.
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researcher using five strategies (e.qg., “activijiegtracted from Chappell's self-report
on how to write poetry?

Table 4
Textual Overview of Poetry Writing Using ChappeBslf-Report

Title of Poem Activity Used Word Count Line Count Drafts Time Spent

(Appendix F) (Appendix C) Written  Writing
“Apollo’s Chappell 120 20 5 43 minutes
Reign” Activity #1

“Ode to Chappell 137 16 5 145 minutes
Bardot” Activity #2

“The Blessed Chappell 19 (couplet) 2 (couplet) 2 3 minutes
Fall Activity #3 78 (quatrain) 12 (quatrain) 3 48 minutes
“The Chappell 31 18 2 12 minutes
Capacitor” Activity #4

“Pocket Chappell 100 16 3 37 minutes
Change” Activity #5

Importantly, Chappell believes a poet should “keeputing faithfully through the
poetry books, the good old ones and the good olMdames,” because “there are more
things in heaven and earth than can be dreameuelguilard, the barbarian, and the
postmodern literary theorist. And not only morentis, but better ones” (39). Certainly, if
“better” things (e.g., poems) can be “dreamed”.(evgitten) based on reading poetry
written by other poets, it seems likely a novicetgaas a lot to gain from reading
published poetry written by expert-practitionerghe field. Although Chappell does not
specifically recommend using a line from a publdpeet in order to write poetry, a poet

might “borrow” the first line from a published poeand use this line as a starting point

2 See Appendix F for poetry written by the researcising five strategies extracted
from Chappell’s self-report.
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from which to write poetry (see Appendix C, Activtl). Using the first line from Billy
Collins’ poem, “More than a Woman,” the researchsste the following poem:

Apollo’s Reign

When | woke up this morning

a single thought of you

broke my fast, it left me

hungry for more, so

instead of lying back down on

the mattress where we slept,

| stepped outside, naked, and |

watched Apollo drag his starry orb

across the morning sky. And | wondered:

“Why does the sun blot-out the

light from all the other stars?”

He shoulders through the solar system

like a pig eating slop from a trough,

yelling, “Make way!”

Still ravenous from the night before,

| plucked the sun from the sky

and consumed him whole.

Satisfied, | went back inside. But in my loneliness

| envied the star for knowing how to share
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all that he could give.
For Chappell, it is especially important for a pteetfind new approaches to old
subjects” (26). Using Collins’ line, “Ever sincevbke up today” as a “new approach” to
an “old subject,” the researcher wrote “Apollo’sigr€ using this strategy extracted from
Chappell’s self-report. Once “Apollo’s Reign” walinfished,” the researcher revised the
first line of the poem to say something differenaini Collins’ poem. Thus, by reading
and “borrowing” lines from poetry written by othgoets, it is possible for a beginning
poet to “find new approaches to old subjects” (26).

Chappell believes it is necessary for poets to egmtishare their poetry writing
with other practicing poets. In this way, Chapellieves poets can further develop and
refine their craft. In a description of his own atige writing practices, Chappell
confesses that Reynolds Price “would use techiecals to criticize rhythms and tropes
and | would never admit that | didn’t know what slederms meant” (23). In an attempt
to understand what Price meant when he critiquegp@éll’s writing, Chappell often
“trudged to the dictionary and looked amphibrach [trudged] to the library and
checked out Read and Scott” (24). In fact, theeenaany instances in Chappell’s self-
report where Chappell (just like Price) uses fororaicism to describe the poetry he
critiques in his self-report. For instance, in agage devoted to Carolyn Kizer, Chappell
reprints a stanza from “Pro Femina,” and he ndtedast line is “a nifty example of that
classical trope called ‘zeugma™ (109). Althoughappell doesn’t explicitly define
“zeugma,” he (thankfully) provides a clear examipten Kizer's work: ‘incense, musk,

andblackmail’ (Chappell 109).
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Using Chappell’'s example of “zeugma” as a starfiomt, one of the strategies
extracted from Chappell’s self-report on how totevpoetry asks the respondent to
“write a poem using a classical trope you do natarstand” (see Appendix C, Activity
#2). In an attempt to understand what “zeugmaénsl in an attempt to understand how
zeugma is used in poetry writing, the researchetevhe following line of verse:
“Brigitte Bardot, Marilyn Monroe, and B-52 bomb ds€ Beginning with this line, the
researcher wrote the following poem:

Ode to Bardot

My wife found a black and white photograph of

a wicked French woman from the 1960s

| hid between the queen-size mattress and
box-springs of the bed where we slept.

A radiant glow on her face, mine too

when she makes her debut from the covers

drawn tightly across her framed stage.

She twirls her skirt around and a round she goes,
runs like an engine with a loose fan-belt stuckigh gear,
circles around until one end eats the other, Ouxasbo
She never gets dizzy from the tress and the spin,
never needs to loosen the corset she doesn’t weagy
takes a break from the fantastic madness of hendpt.
Brigitte Bardot, Marilyn Monroe, and B-52 bomb dkel

don't ever talk back, they don’t ask to come over,
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never nice to let them in.
Similar to the first activity described earlier, &ipell does not specifically recommend
this strategy to produce poetry writing. Nevertks|dy reading and discussing what
other poets have to say about the poetry theyaeddvrite, Chappell admits he “learned
a great deal, perhaps as much about literatureweear llearned from anyone” (24). For
Chappell, reading poetry written by other poeteiafan important way for novice poets
to get ideas—and therefore develop—their poetryingi After all, Chappell believes it
is possible to recognize and identify “ideal” pgdtr what It is (e.qg., “best” poetry). By
reading poetry written by experienced poets, we megtify formal elements of style
which serve to characterize the poetry that expeead poets write. By analyzing what
experienced poets have to say about their writhagtires, we may learn the stylistic
elements experienced poets use to discuss andleswir poetry writing.

Chappell admits he isn’t sure how to respond tagtiesstion, “Does an ideal
reader exist?” (39). Nevertheless, Chappell befig¢liat reading and analyzing poetry
written by experienced poets offers an importang wa(1) develop ideas and/or
inspiration for poetry writing and (2) help begingipoets get started on poetry writing of
their own. In the fourth activity extracted from &ipell’s self-report, the respondent is
asked to perform the following task: “‘Scout’ thglusome poems until you feel inspired
to write a poem of your own.” In order to accompltbis activity, the researcher read
poetry from William Blake and William Carlos Wilias until he felt “inspired” to write
the following:

The Capacitor

There is
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a house

in Dublin

| bought

eleven

years

ago

today

| wish

to sell

each brick

and blade

| worked

and worked

until

| saw

how it

was made.
For this task, the researcher initially read sextitvom Blake’s “Marriage of Heaven and
Hell.” However, due to the researcher’s familiastith Blake, he gave up on reading his
Selected Poemand he read poetry by Williams instead&fter reading a few of
Williams’ poems, the researcher tried to write ampausing ideas inspired by Williams’
poetry. By writing a long poem free of punctuatieith short lines in a single stanza,

“The Capacitor” resembles Williams’ clean, flowiragd “ribbonesque” style.
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Certainly, locating a “good” poem is not withowg ¢hallenges. Equally difficult
(if not more so) is the Herculean task of writinggaod” poem—or for that matter,
defining what constitutes a “good” poem. Indeeds important for a poet to “find new
approaches to old subjects” (26). For Chappell,wag a poet might accomplish this
goal is by using “new combinations of words and r@emngements of such poetic
materials as rhyme, meter, caesura, and metapP®7). By locating formal elements of
style in poetry writing, students might “model” vilguccessful poets do in the poetry
they write. Once a formal style or technique isitfeed, then it is possible for a writer to
mimic, or imitate, the forms and/or arrangemenisegienced poets actually use in their
poetry writing.

The use of formal or stylistic elements in poetmtiwg (i.e., amphibrach,
capriccio, caesura, or zeugma), or even the abdityiscuss these elements with other
poets, does not guarantee a poet will always p@tymod” or “successful” poetry
writing. According to Chappell, he generally hasidaea of the poetry he wants to write,
but whether Chappell is “actually able to writ@iitnot is impossible to predict” (131).
Nonetheless, Chappell believes, “it is possiblalisorb technique without being fully
aware of it, to become proficient by dint of expexe rather than by intellection” (145).
In fact, Chappell says he “learned to write [poetnpre or less in the same manner that
[he] learned to type: by doing it so dreadfully wgathat now and then [he] would hit
upon something acceptable by merest accident. [ffiegrhad to recognize what made
[his] discovery useful, to try to repeat it andotald upon it” (14). For Chappell, “an eon
of trial was followed by an infinitude of error”4). Although creative writing processes

are different between writers, the strategies agpeed writers use in their creative
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writing practices, particularly the use of stylséilements in poetry writing, offers one
important way novice poets can get started on farider develop) the poetry they write.
As mentioned previously, many of these techniq@e® lalready found their way into
numerous textbooks and creative writing classroBusby actually doing what
experienced poets say they do when they write poet can identify some of the
reasonsvhy experienced poets make the choices that they @o Wiey write.

In an interview conducted by poetry editor MeliSsannon, Chappell
emphasizes the importance of form in poetry writiangd he states, “change of form
changes the material entirely” (131). For Chapgelhat seems to be kind of the same
experience turns out not to be the same” (132keSmpoet must “delineate, dramatize,
and heighten a simple emotion by the use of commleans,” the poet “must choose a
form and a manner in which to ply his [sic] blarmireents upon his [sic] subject matter”
(28). In this way, Chappell believes a poem’s “fomacessarily determines its
“meaning.” By altering a poem’s form, it is posglib see if a poem’s “meaning”
changes. Importantly, by experimenting with forna atructure in poetry writing,
Chappell believes it is possible to find “new condiions of words” and “new
arrangements” for poetry writing (26).

In order to see if a change in poetic form altexggbem’s meaning, the researcher
wrote the “The Blessed Fall” as a couplet:

Where my soul has led me, my body has obeyed,
but everywhere my body’s been, my spirit has betlay

Next, the researcher re-wrote “The Blessed Fatli amquatrain with three stanzas:
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Born from our mother’'s womb,
we enter in a different tomb.
Leave the safety of our nest,

when Life does part, then we rest.

Go through life and never see,
troubles lie in front of thee.
Nor do we know what stands behind,

years of strife, the daily grind.

Heed these words, they're aught but true,

time-worn secrets, we all once knew.

The dint of life, the price we pay,

hard work and trust, ‘tis no other way!
Interestingly, “The Blessed Fall” was written treere day the researcher finished writing
“The Capacitor” (see Appendix C, Activity #4). Whraakes this observation so
interesting is the idea that “The Blessed Fall” maye been inadvertently influenced by
reading William Blake’s “Marriage of Heaven and Hestill, the purpose of this
activity was to see whether or not an alteratioa pbem'’s form changed its meaning.
Whereas the first version of “The Blessed Fall'dgéke a lament or an injunction, the
second version of the poem is more optimistic, ianeads like sound advice or counsel
on how to live properly. In this case, a changtheapoem’s form had a radical impact on

the poem’s meaning. Admittedly, this activity wolldve worked better if the researcher
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re-wrote the couplet into multiple (various) forwfspoetry writing. Still, it is likely the
“meaning” or “content” of a poem will stay the sarhaothing but a poem’s form is
changed. Re-writing “The Blessed Fall” into thddaling form has an impact on its
readability, but it is unlikely the “meaning” ofélpoem has changed:
The Blessed Fall
Where
my soul
has led me,
my body has obeyed,
but everywhere
my body’s been,
my spirit
has betrayed!
In this case, the initial form of the poem has geh but none of the content has been
altered or re-written. Arguably, it is more likedlypoem’s “meaning” derives from its
content, not its form.

A large section (roughly two chapters) of Chapgedklf-report on how to write
poetry is dedicated to a theoretical exploratiopaétry writing. In these sections,
Chappell addresses the nature of poetry writind,l@considers what it “means” to be a
poet. Early in his self-report, Chappell outlinke social responsibilities of the poet, and
he says the first responsibility of the poet istéach by delighting” (32). However,
Chappell later states, “it is the first duty of frgeo entertain” (81-2). Once a poem

achieves “entertainment” status, then the poeraady to “enlighten, ennoble, and
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perform all the high-minded feats of intellectuatlanoral gymnastics that it ever has a
yearning to perform” (82). Above all else, Chapalieves “best” poetry must
“instruct” and “entertain,” and we may attributestbelief to the fact, “there are certain
readers” who find poetry appealing, and “it isliede readers that poetsistaddress
themselves” (82, emphasis added). For Chappeltspoast appeal to these “ideal”
readers because “American culture, for all its-galinting anti-intellectualism, still does
not consist entirely of pizza and rock and roll’h@ppell 82).

In his analysis of modern epic poetry (such as €sarhe Bridgeor Eliot’s
Wastelang, Chappell’s “ideal” reader re-surfaces, and wetald the poet “must find the
form, the story, and the poetic idiom that willreigize [the] conflicts and concerns that
underlie and animate his [sic] own time” (83). Is hnalysis of epic poetry writing,
Chappell clearly prioritizes poetic form over canttd=or Chappell, a poet musist
“find the form” (83). A poem’s “story” is importanbut even more important is finding
the “right” form for the poet’s “blandishments” (8

Since the “modern poet” has “rejected the traddaldorm and some of the
traditional goals and methods of the epic poene™fioet feels that [ . . . ] our modern
age requires a different sort of object, a varratipon the ancient form” (88).
Historically, “the traditional epic form took thestorian’s narrative and shaped it into the
simple grand architecture of a plot” (90). Howevéne modern epic takes the historian’s
narrative and, in a spirit of heated distrust, pukes it into a dust of separate and
discrete moments” (90). For Chappell, “Whateverdhbject matter of the modern epic,
and whatever the ostensible and announced themes] fhe modern epic poem will

deal with disintegration, disconnection, and lomesis” (90). In order to see if all modern
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poetry writing deals with these three themes (éigintegration, disconnection, and
loneliness), the researcher wrote a poem that wloegeal with the themes Chappell
identifies (see Appendix C, Activity #5). For tlastivity, the content of the poem
(initially) took precedence over its form:

Pocket Change

Change is old, change is new,

so here’s a tip, just for you!

Look for dates that came before,

years on coins, in your drawer:

Pennies are fifty four,
nickels add one year more.
Dimes and quarts are sixty-four,

these are the coins we watch for!

Keep this change, you'll wish you had,
gold and silver make us glad.
Coins worth more than what they say,

their value goes up each passing day.

So keep these coins, now you know,

they're sure to make your wallet grow.

Take these coins and put them away,
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save them for a rainy day!
This activity could have tested Chappell’s theanyepic poetry if the researcher had
actually written an epic poem. Nonetheless, th@@se of this activity was to see if it is
possible to write a poem that does not deal witkiftegration, disconnection, and
loneliness” (90). Although “Pocket Change” does ael with any of the
aforementioned themes, there is a heavy relianderan and the poem follows a
specific structure: AA-BB-CC, and so on. What mattes activity particularly
interesting is the interplay between content amchfm poetry writing. By focusing on
the content of the poem, there was a simultandafts@ an emphasis on form. In other
words, by writing the poem a particular way (eitgrhymes), the researcher was able to
circumnavigate the themes (e.g., content) Chajgetitifies. Admittedly, this strategy
for producing poetry writing would have been beit¢he strategy were modified in the
following way: “Write a poem that teaches by detigh” (32). Nonetheless, the activity
as it is written proved to be useful for experinmegtwith content and form in poetry
writing.

Chappell’'s emphasis on reading poetry written neopoets, and Chappell’s
confession that “ideal” readers (and by implicatidbdeal” texts) exist, serves to
establish Chappell’s position as a formalist inpheduction of poetry writing. For
experienced and inexperienced poets alike, Chappetigly recommends reading poetry
written by other poets. Despite Chappell’s limistnce on “ideal” texts, Chappell’s
belief that “ideal” readers (sometimes) exist posg him within a New Ciritical,
formalistic tradition of poetry writing. By identiing the stylistic elements experienced

poets use in the poetry they publish and writes, [ossible to develop strategies on
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poetry writing which experiment with poetic formdaformal elements of style. Using
literary and formal elements of style to discusgigtie, and produce poetry writing,
instructors of poetry writing might focus on invemt, modeling, and experimentation
with formal elements of style in teaching poetryting. In this way, Chappell'®low
Nakedoffers a formalistic approach to the production seathing of poetry writing in
the collegiate setting.
4.3.2 Richard Hugo’s Euphonicism

Hugo’s self-report on how to write poetry diffeigraficantly from Chappell’s
approach on poetry writing. Whereas Chappell’'s-ssgbrt tends to be more theoretical,
Hugo’s advice on how to write poetry is more pragoand he offers a number of
practical suggestions on how to write poetry. A beginning of Hugo’s published self-
report, Hugo clearly states his position on howtide poetry. According to Hugo,
“When you start to write [poetry], you carry to thage one of two attitudes, though you
may not be aware of it. One is that all music nwastform to truth. The other, that all
truth must conform to music” (3}.For Hugo, the way a word sounds “is infinitely mor
important than what is being said” (10). Thus, wheoet sits down to write poetry,
Hugo believes a poet should “use words for the sélkieeir sound” (5), and nothing else.
Indeed, Hugo thinks it is imperative for a poetdepend on rhythm, tonality, and the
music of language to hold things together” (5).itdétely, Hugo's insistence on the way
certain words “sound” together positions Hugo ag@phonicist in the production of

poetry writing.

%3 See Walter Pater’s “The School of Giorgione.” Hygwaphrases Pater, who writes,
“All art constantly aspires towards the conditidmuusic” (111).
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In the Preface to Hugo'’s self-report, Hugo confe3see Triggering Towis “not
intended as a textbook” (xi). However, Hugo’s selbort on how to write poetry could
easily be used as a companion text in any poetitingyiclassroom. Importantly, Hugo
considers himself to be “a poet of process,” anzhbse of this, Hugo “unavoidably”
offers his “way of writing” (xii). By offering hisdvice on poetry writing processes,
Hugo hopes “the student will be able to developdniser own [processes] later on” (xii).
Still, Hugo is adamant that, “You’ll never be a paatil you realize that everything | say
today [ ...]is wrong” (3). For Hugo, “the mastportant things a poet will learn about
writing are from himself [sic] in the process” (38)ke Chappell, Hugo views poetry
writing as a process of self-discovery, a procégmding what “works” best for the
poet.

After receiving concurrence from the peer-group toean five poetry writing
strategies extracted from Hugd'siggering Townthe researcher wrote five poems using
Hugo’s advice on how to write poettyThe following strategies (e.g., activities) were
extracted from Hugo's self-report on how to writeepry:

e Activity #6 — For this activity, write a poem infarm that belongs to you and

conforms to your own sense of rhythm (4-5).

e Activity #7 — For this activity, write a poem usimgultisyllabic words that show

“‘compassion, tenderness, and tranquility” (8). Al&ively, you may write a

poem using monosyllabic words that “show rigidignesty, and toughness” (9).

>4 See Appendix D for a detailed record on the fivategies extracted from Hugo's self-
report.
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e Activity #8 — For this activity, “take someone yemotionally trust, a friend or a
lover, to a town you like the looks of but knowtlét about, and show your
companion around the town in the poem” (13).

e Activity #9 — For this activity, use five nouns,ree, and adjectives from three
lists and write a poem using Roethke’s “rules” (30)

e Activity #10 — For this activity, write and/or reeg@ a poem you have previously
written using one or more of Hugo’'s “rules” from &pter Five (“Nuts and
Bolts”).

Table 5 highlights the textual features of poetritten by the researcher using five
strategies extracted from Hugo's self-repdrt.

Table 5
Textual Overview of Poetry Writing Using Hugo's EBleport

Title of Poem Activity Used Word Count Line Count Drafts Time Spent

(Appendix G) (Appendix D) Written  Writing
“Office Hugo Activity 34 19 3 35 minutes
Hours” #1

“‘Red Hugo Activity 77 (mono) 15 3 55 minutes
October #2 71 (poly) 15 1 13 minutes
“Mercer Hugo Activity 137 22 3 32 minutes
County” #3

“Roethke’s Hugo Activity 71 18 1 23 minutes
List” #4

“As We Lay  Hugo Activity 108 15 2 30 minutes
Dying” #5

%> See Appendix G for poetry written by the researcising five strategies extracted
from Hugo’s self-report.
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In order to write poetry, Hugo believes it is nesggy to “assume that the next
thing you put down belongs not for reasons of lpgand sense, or narrative
development, but because you put it there” (5)h@digh Hugo admits he can’'t defend it,
he believes, “when [a] poem is coming on with inmagive honesty, there is some
correspondence of the form to psychic rhythms engbet” (31). Hugo equates
“imaginative honesty” with “music,” and he believé@saginative honesty” takes priority
over content or form: “say nothing and just makesimand you’ll find plenty to say”
(31). In an attempt to write a poem with “imaginathonesty,” the first strategy
extracted from Hugo’s self-report asks the respohd®Vrite a poem in a form that
belongs to you and conforms to your own senseyshr’ (see Appendix D, Activity
#1). Using this strategy to produce poetry writitigg researcher wrote the following
poem:

Office Hours
| used to
work in an
office with
sixteen small
cubicles
occupied

by seven
syllables

cut short

whenever
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a student

or teacher

stood in the

doorway and

decided

to enter

the large,

yellow

room.
Hugo’s empowering strategies on how to write poetjgcts the notion of an “ideal”
reader, and Hugo explicitly informs the young polgver worry about the reader, what
the reader can [or cannot] understand” (5). In, fAcigo asks the novice poet to perform
the following task: “When you are writing, glanceeo your shoulder, and you'll find
there is no reader. Just you and the page. Fegly®Good” (5).

Unlike Chappell, Hugo does not believe “ideal” reexor “ideal” texts exist.
Additionally, Hugo doesiot believe, “reading and writing have a close andartgnt
relationship” (xi). For Hugo, “a writer learns froreading possibilities of technique,
ways of execution, phrasing, rhythm, tonality, pag8. But beyond these learned
“possibilities,” Hugo is doubtful that, “by studye [can] discover and ingest some secret
ingredient of literature that [will] find its wayto one’s own work” (xi). Certainly,
“reading is important,” but reading is importamtly “if it excites the imagination” (xi).

For Hugo, “one learns to write [poetry] only by tmg” (xi). This is an important
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deviation from Chappell’s formalism, and it posit®oHugo’s approach to poetry writing
in a manner far removed from Chappell’s advice ow ko write poetry.

When writing, Hugo believes a poet should focushen“sound” of language,
particularly the ways that certain words “soundjether. For example, Hugo notes that
“a student may love the sound of Yeats’s ‘Stumblipgn the blood dark track once
more’ and not know that the single-syllable wordhna hard consonant ending is a unit
of power in English” (32). According to Hugo, “thfebne reason ‘blood dark track’ goes
off like rifle shots” (32). For Hugo, the “soundg.g., phonetic structure) of the English
language plays a pivotal role in poetry writing.gébelieves that monosyllabic words
have a tendency to “show rigidity, honesty, tougsneelentlessness, the world of harm
unvarnished” (9). Conversely, “multisyllabic workdave a way of softening the impact of
language. With multisyllabic words we can show casgon, tenderness, and tranquility.
With multisyllabic words we become more civilize@). Thus, in order to experiment
with the “sound” of language, the researcher weop@em using mono- and poly-syllabic
words. First, the researcher wrote a poem usingosydlabic words that “show rigidity,
honesty, toughness,” and “relentlessness” (9):

Red October

She stood near the door and
smoked fags while she
listened to jazz, her bathrobe
slightly open, lean against
the frame. In one hand she

held a black coffee cup, with

134



the other she reached for
the crown molding
stuck between the living
room and the kitchen floor.
She arched her back and
bent down, but on the trek
back up she lost a thought
in a large crack filled with
lint and dust on the floor.

Next, the researcher re-wrote “Red October” usindtisyllabic words, thereby

“softening the impact of language” (Hugo 8):
She stood in the doorway and
listened to Beethoven while she
smoked cigarettes, her bathrobe
slightly open. One arm held
a black coffee cup, the other
positioned loosely on her hip,
contrapposto, lean against the
frame. She arched her back and
bent down, reached for the
extension cord, but on the journey
back up she lost a thought

somewhere between a
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voluminous crack filled

with lint and dust

on the floor.
Without “arguing” which version of “Red October” Ietter (admittedly, neither version
is very “good”), Hugo believes the “sound” of larage plays a pivotal role in the
production of poetry writing. Thus, the way thaepg “sounds” is vitally more
important than its content, or its form. For Hutee “sound” of a word should lead a
poet from one word to the next.

Despite Hugo’s conviction that “sound” is more imaot than poetry’s content

or its form, he nonetheless recognizes the impoeah form in poetry writing. Although
Hugo believes, “Formal verse can help the yound lomate things to say,” he also
believes formal verse can “obligate him [sic] tg #angs he [sic] wouldn’t say except to
fill out the form” (46-7). Hugo writes, “Some trditinalists seem to think that forms exist
to be solved for their own sake, as if the poean®ngineer”’ (31). However, “If a poet
finds himself [sic] solving the problems of a fosimply for the sake of a challenge,”
then “he [sic] has the wrong form” (31). Nonethslddugo believes “forms can be
important,” and he points out that Roethke “alwsstsirned to them” (31). In his self-
report on how to write poetry, Hugo reprints anreis® he “borrowed” from Roethke,
and Hugo admits that he (sometimes) gives theviatig exercise to his beginning poetry

writing students:

Nouns Verbs Adjectives
tamarack to kiss blue
throat to curve hot
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belief to swing soft

rock to ruin tough
frog to bite important
dog to cut wavering
slag to surprise sharp
eye to bruise cool
cloud to hug red

mud to say leather

Use five nouns, verbs, and adjectives from the alists and write a

poem as follows:

1. Four beats to the line (can vary)

2. Six lines to the stanza

3. Three stanzas

4. At least two internal and one external slant rhyaestanza (full
rhymes acceptable but not encouraged)

5. Maximum of two end stops per stanza

6. Clear English grammatical sentences (no trickd)sé&htences must
make sense.

7. The poem must be meaningless. (30)

Using the above strategy to write poetry, the nesea wrote the following poem:
Roethke’s List
He stood on the

red tamarack and
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waved the blue clouds
goodbye, bled the clowns
down with a mighty

sharp, important bite.

The slag in his eye
bruised his throat,

left him wavering
between a rock and

a tough belief that there

are no more surprises left.

When he fell, he

curved to the right,

hugged the mud all

through the night,

stayed til dawn and kissed

the soft, morning light.
Hugo is quick to remind us that form-based poetaymot work for some poets because
the forms they use may not “belong” to them (31i)l, $Hugo admits this exercise works,
and he says many students end up writing “their p@sm of the term” (31). This is
largely due to the fact that a poet will inevitablyandon Roethke’s “rules” and focus on

the “sound” of language instead. During the prouncof this particular poem, the
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researcher initially followed Roethke’s rules aglioed in the exercise. However, as
soon as the researcher felt like he had somethisgy, he abandoned the “rules” and
wrote a poem which focused on the “sound” of timgyleage instead.

In his approach on poetry writing, Hugo carriesrargy conviction that, “the
relation of the words to the subject must weakenthe relation of the words to the
writer (you) must take on strength” (11). In otkesrds, poets “must switch [their]
allegiance from the triggering subject to the wodrd). For Hugo, a poet’s familiarity
with a subject can act as a hindrance, and thégely due to the fact that, “At home, [a
poet has] complicated emotional responses thatsteting out” (12). Indeed, the
strategy used to write “Roethke’s List” is a sustebkstrategy for producing poetry
writing, partly because “real problems go awaydanoment simply because they are
ignored, and with the real problems gone the &tk to say what he [sic] never
expected and always wanted to say” (31). By follmyiRoethke’s “rules” in the above
exercise, Hugo believes it is possible for a poehove closer to a poem’s “real” subject.
However, the transition from a poem’s “triggerimgvh” to its real subject can be
difficult because, “The poem is always in your heomen” (12). For this reason, Hugo
recommends the following strategy on how to writetpy: “Take someone you
emotionally trust, a friend or a lover, to a towsuylike the looks of but know little about,
and show your companion around the town in the p¢&B8). Hugo uses the term
“town” symbolically, and it may (or may not) refter an idea or an “actual” location.
Using this strategy to write poetry, the researaetr@te the following poem:

Mercer County

| kissed my wife as we drove through
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the winding roads of Mercer County.
Never been a stranger, always knew
when to be receptive, when to give love,
when to listen, who to speak to,
always knew when you shouldn’t talk back.
The children on Butterworth Boulevard
never learned how to look both ways
when they cross the street,
down in Mercer County.
Never knew a stranger that worried
them or their folks out late at night,
card games at the grange, bets and
poker hands traded like baseball cards
the kids exchange in the town park
where all the people go, down in
Mercer County. They sing songs that
echo through the hills and the boroughs,
echoes through the break between
the rocks and the falls where
all the young lovers go,
down in Mercer County.

According to Hugo, “Our triggering subjects, likeravords, come from obsessions we

must submit to, whatever the social cost” (14). Hago, poetry writing is a process of

140



experimentation and discovery, and it is a prooéssilocking the imagination: “Real
experimentation is involved in every good poem bseahe poet searches for ways to
unlock his [sic] imagination through trial and efr(33). Fortunately, Hugo'’s self-report
offers a number of useful strategies that noviegtpmight use to experiment and
“unlock” their imagination in poetry writing.

Although Hugo recognizes his “rules” (39) for wnigg may not work for
everyone, he nonetheless offers a number of hedpiydestions in his self-report on how
to write poetry. Using one of the suggestions dutiuwgo’s “Nuts and Bolts,” the
researcher revised a poem he had previously wuigerg Hugo’s “triggering town” as a
strategy on how to write poetry (see Appendix DtiAty #5):

As We Lay Dying

When | listen closely | hear the

English walnuts fall from homes in

tops of trees that tower above a seasoned,
six-foot privacy fence weathered from

too much time in the sun. They drop like
pellets of hard rain in a bucket left outside
from late work in the yard, the patter of
little children’s feet running across an
unmopped linoleum floor, little seeds that
throw themselves to the Earth, commit silent
suicide, drop one by one to the ground,

thick-thud thick-thud thick-thud
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like the way we talk to one another, like

the way we don't talk, the silence broken by

these nuts that fall to the ground.
This particular poem was written using Hugo's “téging town” as a strategy for
producing poetry writing. After the poem was wiitt¢he researcher tried revising the
poem according to the following advice: “End mdrart half your lines and more than
two-thirds your sentences on words of one syllat8g). After “[reading the] poem
aloud many times” (39), there didn’t seem to betlaimg “wrong” with the way it
sounded (39).

Hugo’s Triggering Towroffers a number of useful strategies on how toewrit
poetry which might be used in any collegiate poetriging classroom. Whereas
Chappell’s self-report on poetry writing has a temcly to focus on poetic form and
formal elements of style, Hugo believes it is neaeg for a poet to focus on the “sound”
of language instead. Although forms can be impaortdago believes it is necessary for a
poet to approach poetry writing in a way that doetsconsider “ideal” readers, or even
the “quality” of the poet’s “finished” product. Bgcusing on the way certain words
sound together, Hugo positions himself as an euplsbin the production and teaching
of poetry writing.

4.3.3 William Stafford’s Expressivism

Stafford’s approach on poetry writing differs raallg from Chappell’s
Formalism or Hugo'’s euphonicism. Whereas ChappsdliEreport on how to write
poetry tends to focus on poetic form and the fored@nents of style, Hugo’s approach to

writing is centered on the way certain words “sduedether. Stafford, however, offers
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a third approach to the production and teachingoetry writing, and it is an approach
that hinges upon “experiences that resonate wehstudent’s] self, with the being we
have become amidst our apparently random encountitrshis alien world” (4). For
Stafford, poetry writing “can touch into life a patn in our feelings, a pattern not
ordinarily roused by events that justppen because what just happens is too random to
bring about sustained feelings” (4). According tafford, a poet’'s “mental events are
primary, and all explanations must accommodatbemt (5). Ultimately, Stafford’s
belief that a poet’s thoughts, feelings, and exges are of “primary” (5) importance
serves to position Stafford as an Expressivishéproduction and teaching of poetry
writing.
In order to see what strategies might be appligtédeaching of poetry writing
in the collegiate settinf, the researcher extracted the following five sg&s (e.g.,
“activities”) from William Stafford’s self-reportrohow to write poetry:
e Activity #11 — For this activity, stare out of ardow with a friend until you feel
inspired to write a poem based upon the thingssgmy think, and feel (5-6).
e Activity #12 — For this activity, wake-up early ihe morning, before anyone else
is stirring. During this quiet interval in the mang, write a poem about “anything
that occurs to [you]” (17).
e Activity #13 — For this activity, experiment withreew form of poetry writing. To
get started on this task, try writing six tercetkted by their subjects (98).
e Activity #14 — For this activity, write an Engliskersion of a poem that has been

translated from a different language (102).

%% See Appendix E for a detailed record of the fitrategies extracted from Stafford’s
self-report.
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e Activity #15 — For this activity, sit down and ree a poem you have previously

written, one you consider to be “finished” (105).

After the researcher received concurrence fronpdee-group mentor on the
poetry writing strategies extracted from Stafforsédf-report, the researcher wrote poetry
using Stafford’s strategies on how to write poetigble 6 provides a textual overview of
the poetry written by the researcher using fivetpyoeriting strategies extracted from
Stafford’s self-report on how to write poefty.

Table 6
Textual Overview of Poetry Writing Using Stafford3eIf-Report

Title of Poem Activity Used Word Count Line Count Drafts Time Spent

(Appendix H) (Appendix E) Written  Writing

“Periscope Stafford 112 14 4 165 minutes

Down” Activity #1

“Dog Days” Stafford 109 21 2 41 minutes
Activity #2

“‘Roman Stafford 163 18 3 35 minutes

Soldiers” Activity #3

“Diana’s Stafford 103 17 1 23 minutes

Demesne” Activity #4

“Simon Says” Stafford 47 19 n/a n/a
Activity #5

In his self-report on how to write poetry, Staffariéws poetry writing “as an
exploration, a discovery of process” (114). Accagdio Stafford, the place where
“words come from, into consciousness, baffles npeaRing or writing, the words
bounce instantaneously into their context, and hatimized by them, rather than

controlling them” (57). Stafford doesn’t think wedntrol” poetic language. On the

" See Appendix H for poetry written by the researclsing five strategies extracted
from Stafford’s self-report.
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contrary, Stafford believes poetry reading andimgitontrols the reader and/or writer,
respectively. Thus, when a poet sits down to wdetry, a poet “does not draw on a
reservoir” (17). Instead, a poet must “accept angtthat occurs” (17). For Stafford, “A
writer is not so much someone who has somethisgyas he [sic] is someone who has
found a process that will bring about new thindgk?)( Similar to Chappell’'s and Hugo’s
approaches, Stafford sees poetry writing as a psoskdiscovery, and it is a process
which will inevitably “bring about new things” (17)

Early in his self-report on how to write poetryaord compares reading a poem
to “looking out a window” with a friend (5). Accoirt to Stafford, reading or writing
poetry is a lot like “a series of mental incidemtst predictable, never to be fully
anticipated without the experience that comes atbwatigh following the sequence
onward, point by point” (5). Indeed, Stafford viepmetry writing as a “mysterious” (19)
and “reckless encounter with whatever comes al¢dg). When reading and writing
poetry, Stafford believes it is important for a ptwerealize, “It is not all your own ideas,
and not all the other person’s ideas. You tossapfiback and forth against a live
backboard” (6). For Stafford, poetry reading anding is a social activity, and it will
always be “richer—more would happen—than if you badn alone” (5-6). For this
reason, the first strategy extracted from Stafs#lf-report asks the respondent to
“stare out of a window with a friend until you faabpired to write a poem based upon
the things you see, think, and feel” (see AppemgiActivity #1). Using this strategy to
write poetry, the researcher wrote the followingpo

Periscope Down

| looked out the bedroom window and
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struggled to see through the half-closed blinds,

struggled to see an elderly couple hold hands and

find their way together, struggled to see

a tough group of high-school kids

cross the street to smoke cigarettes, or

tell dirty jokes behind the dumpsters near the yard

| sat naked on the metal bedframe, sheets in tisa,wa

and | struggled to see my neighbor do the same,

struggled to see him watch me and say, “See, yoldso,”

struggled to see how neighbors struggle, too,

especially when they sit naked on the frame,

look through their window, and

struggle to describe what they see.
According to Stafford, “Poetry is the kind of thiggu have to see from the corner of
your eye” (3). Indeed, poetry writing is a lot likaoking out a window: “Your thinking
will connect now and then to the scene, wheneveresioing out there strikes your
attention” (5). For Stafford, it is not only impéxee for a poet to describe what the poet
sees, thinks, and feels, but the poet must be tigedp “whatever comes along” (17).

Indeed, receptivity is an important concept in fotafs approach to poetry

writing. In his self-report on how to write poeti§tafford describes his poetry writing
practices, and he writes, “during the war | foungseif drawn to write meandering
sequences of thoughts, or spun-out patterns ofsybefore the stove late, or in the early

morning before work and before anyone else wasrgir(10). For Stafford, this “daily
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practice” established a pattern which “prevail$has| way to write—during a quiet
interval, without felt obligation to do other théind [his] way from impulse to impulse”
(10). For Stafford, having a quiet interval to wrgoetry offers an important way to “put
down something” (18). Stafford believes that follogr/this strategy “will help the next
thing come” (18). When the process of “putting gardown” is allowed to continue,
Stafford finds, “things will occur to [him] that we not at all in [his] mind when [he]
started” (18). In this a way, a poet does not fellbbpre-determined script, as if the poet
always knew what he or she wanted to say. Thusidar to see if a “quiet interval” in
the morning encouraged receptivity in the reseatslp@etry writing, the researcher
extracted the following strategy from Stafford’¢fgeport on how to write poetry:
“During a quiet interval in the morning, write agro about anything that occurs to you”
(17). Using this strategy to write poetry, the e¥sber wrote the following poem:

Dog Days

Dogs don'’t bark as loud as

people do in the morning.

They learn tricks to

please their masters,

give paw, roll over, play dead.

They do what they want,

sometimes they listen,

sometimes they do

what they’re told.

At the end of the day
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they know how to be

good girls and boys.

They've learned how to walit,

they know how to hold it in, and

they never forgot how to let it all go,

tip over the trash can, jump on

the couch or onto the bed,

get under the covers where

it's warm, and sleep, sleep,

sleep where it's never best to

wake the dogs that lie.
Although Stafford doesn’t explicitly say so, thisadegy for producing poetry writing has
two important implications. First, it is importafior poets to find the time of day when
they produce their “best” work. For some, this maynay not be in the early hours of
the morning. Second, it is important for poetsitoate themselves in an environment
where they can be receptive to their thoughtsijrfge) and ideas. For Stafford, it is
possible that “any distraction may harm the crggt(d8). In this case, the researcher
woke up early and tried writing a poem, but he \itfereling receptive to any ideas. A
neighbor’s barking dog, however, provided the redea with the impetus he needed to
write the poem. After he recorded this experietioe researcher could hear his wife
stirring in the bedroom, and the next line of vddlwed suit.

Stafford recognizes a symbiotic relationship betwiem and content in poetry

writing, but he prioritizes a poet’s personal ex@eces over poetic form or content.
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According to Stafford, “Form or content will be wddted by the writer’s feelings and by
the convergent feelings of readers, who will begbawp in the common language” (42).
Stafford rejects the idea that technique consista proper ‘framework™ whereby the
poet “must fit [his or her] specific feelings” (9§ or Staffordfeelingalways comes first.
Thus, whenever Stafford sits down to write podteydoes not try to “fit in any forms”
(98). Instead, Stafford believes poetry writinguiegs “a kind of stance to take toward
immediate feelings and thoughts while you're wagtiif98). Ultimately, the only
authority a poet ever has “builds from the [poeit'sinediate experience” (63). Thus, in
order to experiment with the interplay between fifidand “feeling,” and in order to
describe the researcher’s own experience whilengrpoetry, the third strategy
extracted from Stafford’s self-report asks the oegfent to “experiment with a new form
of poetry writing.” In order to get started on thesk, the researcher wrote a poem in six
tercets:

Roman Soldiers

Father and son left their flat on

a bicycle they found, a remnant from

yesterday’s trips into an unpopulated town.

They left the village together, on a bike they fdun

the man in front, the child on a seat of his own as

they peddled their way to the uneventful town.

A rock in the road a driver swerved and missed,
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but the bike and the man and the child he hit,

as they traveled toward the boring town.

The driver sped on, scoffed at the man and the boy
on their way to get supplies for their pleasant

way of life away from the simple town.

The man and child wiped the dust and the dirt
off each other, left the bike in a ditch and

walked the rest of the way to the lively town.

The bike it stayed and there it lays, caught in

an undergrowth of weeds on the side of

the road which leads to the bustling town.
Although the researcher worked with a predetermfoea for the poem (e.g., a tercet),
the researcher experienced some difficulty locatiisgibject for the poem. In an attempt
to facilitate Stafford’s notion of “receptivity,he researcher looked around the room
until he found a subject he could write about. ldsanframed photograph hanging on the
wall as a type of “window,” the researcher desatibaat he imagined might happen in
the photograph. In this way, the researcher was taldtomplete this strategy on how to
write poetry.

Importantly, Stafford believes poetry writing “dravirom nearby things” (65).

Through a process of experiential discovery, a peeemtually “becomes a found poem
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amid the elements that happen to be there” (68edd, “Periscope Down,” “Dog Days,”
and “Roman Soldiers” were all written by the resbar using “real” subjects physically
situated in (or near) the researcher’'s home enwieomn. For Stafford, “A poem is

anything said in such a way as to invite from tkarer or reader a certain kind of
attention” (61). Admittedly, “This way of identifgyg a poem shies away from using
content or form, or any neat means. It is not metehyme, or any easily seen pattern, or
any selected kind of content” (61). Instead, po&trisome kind of signal to the receiver
that what is going on will be a performance thatita@n alertness about life right at the
time of living it” (61). For Stafford, poetry is learound us” (61). Indeed, “Not a few,

but everyone, makes art” (48).

In an interview conducted by Cynthia Lofsness, befss asks Stafford if he has
done any translating (102). Stafford answers heé‘teagntly been engaged in translating
from the Urdu,” and he tries “to make an Englislemoout of it” (102). Although
Stafford does not expressly recommend this stra@gyoetry writing, it seems likely
this strategy on how to write poetry might be us&funovice poets who are not
accustomed to writing poetry in English. After ts&ting Catullus’ “Hymn to Diana”
from Latin into English, the researcher wrote aglish version of Catullus’ poem (see
Appendix E, Activity #4):

Diana’s Demesne

The boys and girls sing

a song of celebration to
Diana, goddess of the hunt,

patron saint to the streams
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and the creeks and the ponds in

virgin fields where the fern gives

life to the rocks and the trees and

the birds in the sky. They sing

a song of praise and lamentation,

happy on the days when

the moon'’s belly is full,

happy on the days when

there’s enough grain in the store,

happy when they know she’ll be gone too,

gone like the sun when she goes down,

only to return again, renewed, ripe with

fresh grains for the store.
Stafford’s expressive approach on poetry writingymat work for all students all the
time. However, if student-writers are not comfoléalvriting poetry in English,
beginning poets might use an English translatioa pbem which has been written in
another language, and they might use that traoslas a starting point for writing poetry
of their own.

Toward the end of his interview with Lofsness, fataf is asked if he has ever
gone back and worked on a poem he considered‘finished” (105). Stafford responds
with a resolute “no,” and he explains, “[finishgujems always just seem to have been
written by somebody else” (105). Nonetheless, Stdftoncedes in the very same

interview, “I don’t know when a work is finished.dtalways subject to revision” (105).
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In a separate interview with William Heyen and Alufin, Heyen claims that Stafford
doesn’t care to revise any of the poetry he hasadly written (146). Stafford agrees, and
he admits that “he’s not an expert on those oldes@anymore” (146). In order to see if a
“finished” poem could be revised (e.g., improveny &urther, the researcher selected
what he believes to be one of his earliest, “bpems:

Simon Says

There is a spot

on the couch

at home

where the dog

likes to sit

and pretend

that the couch

is a stamp

on God'’s envelope

which must be licked

and licked

like Christ on the cross.

| sit in the shadow

of his warmth.

Good boy
Next, the researcher tried revising the poem f@rowement:

There is a spot
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on the couch

at home

where the dog

likes to sit

and pretend

that the spot

is a stamp

on God’s

envelope

which must

be licked

and licked

like Christ

on the cross.

| sit in the

shadow of

his warmth.

Good boy
Outside of adding three additional line breaks emahging one word from “couch” back
to “spot,” the researcher felt like there wasn'ytéang else he could add to this older,
“finished” poem. The researcher made these revadanmgely because there seemed to be
a natural pause, or emphasis, that didn’'t exigtenoriginal version. Although the

changes were relatively small, it should be noteet that Stafford believes, “intention
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endangers creation” (33). According to Stafforthe"accumulated results, the
convenience, and the wide acceptance of literdrglacship as a way of approaching
individual works create a hazard for all who wouttlerstand how art, the doing of it,
comes about” (37). Thus, whenever someone (indyjtakks Stafford, “How do you
write a poem?,” Stafford responds that many podtssend forth many speculations
and reasons” (32). But “No matter how fast and favthey go, it is never enough” (32).

Stafford’s advice on how to write poetry divergadically from Fred Chappell’s
Formalism and Richard Hugo’s euphonicism. Althopgletic form and the “sound” of
language are important to all three of the expaatitioners’ examined in this study,
Stafford’s approach to poetry writing insists ugba primacy of a poet’s thoughts,
feelings, and personal experience as paramoumbtiuping poetry writing. In this way,
Stafford’s approach on how to write poetry is oreemay succinctly describe as an
expressivist approach on how to write poetry.
4.4 Concluding Remarks

Without judging the quality of the poetry produdeain this performance-based
study on how to write poetry, it is important t@ognize that each of the fifteen
strategies used in this study proved to be usefybfoducing poetry writing. Equally
important is the idea that poets will experiendéedent results using the strategies
outlined here. In other words, some strategiepfoducing poetry writing will be more
effective (e.qg., successful) than others. Nonefiseleach of the strategies examined in
this study proved to be useful for working with @mtion, content, and form in poetry
writing. In addition, a conventional, content-bas@elysis on the self-reports from three

expert-practitioners on how to write poetry lengieravhelming support to the idea that
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instructors of poetry writing may apply formal, éwgmic, and/or expressive approaches
toward the teaching of poetry writing in the acadesetting. In the chapter that follows,
| discuss the implications these three approachgiktrhave on teaching poetry writing

in today’s collegiate setting.
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION
As creative writers, we know we have writing prasss We may guard them,
worry about them, nurture them, or wrestle withnthéut the novice writer
knows little about the composing issues that piiacers take for granted. Our
knowledge has been gained through years of harll,\aod, as teachers of
creative writing, we must commit ourselves to shguour knowledge with our
students.
—Wendy BishopReleased Into Languadé
The vision was important, but more important wiepping backrom it, finding
a dramatic context that would give it meaning.alrteed in those hours to subject
my vision to analysis and to make analysis pathefvisionary process. The
vision was incomplete without analysis, but witheision analysis was pointless.
—Fred ChappellPlow Nakedl6
5.1 Introduction to the Discussion
Chapter Four addressed the research question, “@dhate learn from
experienced poets’ self-reports that may be apphete teaching of poetry writing in
the university setting?” In this chapter, | discaesne implications that research on
writers’ self-reports might have for teaching pgetriting. In addition to the fifteen
strategies extracted from three expert-practitiereelf-reports on how to write poetry,
the researcher identified three axiologies we magigly toward the teaching of poetry
writing: Formalism, euphonicism, and expressivigntontent-based analysis of three
expert-practitioners’ self-reports on how to wiigetry lends overwhelming support to
the idea that instructors on poetry writing migtdc¢h poetry writing from formal,
euphonic, and/or expressive axiologies. In thigptdra | discuss some implications these

three approaches might have on teaching poetringiin the university setting. In

addition to a discussion on the three axiologipgraaches we might apply toward the
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teaching of poetry writing in the university segfjr also discuss some general
recommendations we can make to improve poetryngritstruction. Using poetry
writing as a research method to conduct researaxpert-practitioners’ self-reports on
how to write poetry, we might be able to improvengoof the ways poetry writing is
currently being taught in the university setting.
5.2 Teaching Poetry Writing in the Twenty-first Certury

Based upon the results (e.g., co-constructiont)isfperformance-based study on
experienced writers’ self-reports on how to writepy, a number of recommendations
can be made to improve some of the ways poetryngris currently being taught in the
university setting. First and foremost, instructofgoetry writing may wish to adopt
expert-practitioners’ self-reports as instructiomalterials on the teaching of poetry
writing. In the poetry writing workshops | have &akin the past, none of the instructors
who taught these courses used published writelfsteggorts to explain the important
choices that experienced writers make when thegym® the poetry they write. Although
published writers’ self-reports should not be ugedhe only guide on how to write
poetry in the poetry writing classroom, the insgybkperienced writers self-disclose on
their professional writing practices can help neyoets develop and refine their poetry
writing practices. Despite Hugo’s conviction whatdrks” for him in poetry writing may
not be useful for everyone, all five of the stragsgextracted from Hugo’s self-report on
how to write poetry proved to be extremely usebulite researcher for producing poetry
writing. In fact, as | have (hopefully) demonstiate this performance-based study on
poetry writing, it is possible to write poetry ugiall fifteen of the strategies extracted

from the self-reports examined in this study. Tharge of the ways we might improve the
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teaching of poetry writing in the university segfirs by asking instructors to develop a
set of poetry writing strategies that might helgilftate the production of poetry
writing.”® An even better recommendation for poetry writingtiuctors would ask them
to consider adopting expert-practitioners’ selfengp as instructional texts in the poetry
writing classrooms they teach. Although expert-ptiacers’ self-reports on how to write
poetry should not be used as the only instructiomatkrials in a poetry writing
classroom, these self-reports may be used to sueplethe coursework and writing
instruction that typically occur in poetry writingorkshops. Importantly, all three of the
self-reports examined in this study contain usefidrmation for working with invention,
content, and form in poetry writing. Thus, by adfyidoing what expert-practitioners’
self-disclose in their published self-reports omho write poetry, we might be able to
improve the workshop model in creative writing.

Second, none of the expert-practitioners examinedis study make the
recommendation that novice practitioners shoulgkesmall journal or notebook to
keep a record of their ideas on poetry writing.r@ultiple occasions, the researcher was
engaged in some other activity when he had “a gdea’ or “a good line” for a poem.
Too often, the researcher was unable to write gpkatrgely because he didn’t have the
means to write down his ideas. Two instances sfrtioment happened while the
researcher was driving his car. Asking studentd {aachers, too) to keep a pen and a
notebook accessibh all timesis an important recommendation we can make for any
teaching writing classroom, but especially poetriting. In the case of the researcher’s

own poetry writing practices, the researcher disced that he wrote his “best” poetry

*8 Dunning and Stafford co-author&etting the Knacka book with exercises and
examples on how to write poetry.
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when he felt “inspired” to write it, and this hapyeel often after reading and thinking
about published poetry that he read. Too oftes, tiwment of poetic inspiration was
fleeting, and it rarely lasted long enough to Gotvn” all of his ideas. Thus, in order to
produce “best” poetry writing, it is important foovice poets to write (or type) their
ideas, not only when they might occur to them,dagecially when they are feeling
particularly receptive to a “fleeting moment” ofgia inspiration.

Obviously, teachers of poetry writing may wish tmsider using all fifteen of the
poetry writing strategies examined in this studgwéver, some instructors of poetry
writing may find it more useful to consider sometlod ways they might approach the
teaching of poetry writing. In Richard Fulkersor'ssay, “Four Philosophies of
Composition,” Fulkerson draws upon M. H. Abram®iaiftheories of literature and
literary criticism, and he argues, “Abrams’s foleories might also be relevant to
composition” (343). Building upon an argument magileédAbrams’s inThe Mirror and
the Lamp Fulkerson postulates that four distinct philoseph-the formal, the
expressive, the mimetic, and the rhetorical—provaldescription of the composition
process and a method of evaluating the composetlipro(343). Fulkerson writes:

[ ...]this four-part perspective helps givecherent view of what goes
on in composition classes. All four philosophiessein practice. They
give rise to vastly different ways of judging statevriting, vastly
different courses to lead students to produce suiting, vastly different
textbooks and journal articles. Moreover, the pectipe helps to clarify,

though not to resolve, a number of the major covatrgies in the field,
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including the “back-to-the-basics” cry and the prety of dialectal
variations in student writing. (343-44)
Fulkerson defines what each of these four philosspimight mean for teaching
composition writing, but his work may also have ortant implications for teaching
poetry writing.

Drawing upon Abrams’s conception of objective crém, Fulkerson argues,
“Adherents of formalist theories judge student wprknarily by whether it shows
certain internal forms,” and “the most common tgpéormalist value theory is a
grammatical one: good writing is ‘correct’ writirag the sentence level” (344). Thus,
formal approaches on writing permit instructorstéike a pair of passages and determine
which is the better embodiment of ‘semantic inteatiithout reference to a reader, or to
the writer using them, or to the reality they reflq344). Fulkerson adopts Abrams’s
“objectivism,” but he renames it “formalism.” NexXulkerson defines expressionism,
(e.q., expressivism), and he defines it as “writimat is about personal subjects” (345),
and it is a philosophy which prioritizes the expade of writers’ writing (343).
Fulkerson retains Abrams’s terminology for the egsive, and he notes a key feature of
expressive philosophy includes “an interestingditrie, honest, and personal voice” in
writing (345). Fulkerson keeps Abrams’s terminoldgya third philosophy, the
mimetic, and this philosophy emphasizes a “corradpace with ‘reality” (343).
According to Fulkerson, mimetic philosophy suggéatslear connection” between
“good writing and good thinking” (345). Fulkersoenames Abrams’s fourth category
from the “pragmatic” to the “rhetorical,” and heites, “Any theory making the reader

primary and judging literature by its effect, Abraiabels pragmatic [e.g. rhetorical]”
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(343). According to Fulkerson, a rhetorical philpbp assumes “good writing is writing
adapted to achieve the desired effect on the dkairdience. If the same verbal construct
is directed to a different audience, then it mayeht® be evaluated differently” (346).

Both Abrams’s and Fulkerson’s arguments have ingmbitmplications for
teaching students how to write poetry. A close gsialof three expert-practitioners’ self-
reports on how to write poetry lends credence ¢adlea that instructors of poetry writing
might adopt three axiological approaches on howrtte poetry: Formalistic,
euphonicist, and expressivist. In agreement witlkdfgon, | define formalism as an
axiology which emphasizes “the internal relatiopshwithin the artifact” (343).
Additionally, | define expressivism as a writingiljplsophy which “emphasizes the
writer,” but also as a philosophy which insists ngthe personal views of the artist”
(343). For the dual purpose of analysis and dissassadopt Fulkerson’s conception of
rhetorical (e.g., “pragmatic”) philosophy, but heeme it euphonicism in order to
emphasize the euphonistic (or phonetic) componktnansactional rhetoric. Thus, |
define euphonicism as an axiology which emphagsizesound of verbal constructs on
readers and/or listeners within a rhetorical (esiguational) context.

As we have seen in each of the writer’s self-repextamined in this study,
Fulkerson'’s categories on writing has importantliogtions for teaching poetry writing
in the academic setting. As mentioned previousistructors of poetry writing may wish
to adopt formal, euphonic, or expressive approaohdsaching poetry writing. All three
of these approaches on teaching poetry writing tiaeie merits, but none of them are
without their potential drawbacks or concerns.ddiion, none of the axiological

approaches identified here are mutually excludivether words, instructors on poetry
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writing may wish to use a combination of formalpkanic and/or expressive approaches
when they teach their students how to write pod@gythemselves, none of the
axiological approaches identified in this chaptiéerthe “best” way to teach poetry
writing. In this regard, it is not my intention &mgue for one axiology over another. Nor
do | wish to imply these are the only three axiatabapproaches instructors might use to
teach poetry writing. Further research on expeadnariters’ self-reports will likely

reveal there are additional axiological approaarekow to write poetry. My only claim
here is the idea that these three approachesiwipartant frameworks for teaching
students how to write poetry.

Certainly, it is incumbent upon poetry writing ingttors to determine which
combination of these approaches works best fostildents they teach. In the sub-
sections that follow, | consider how formal, eupicpand expressive approaches might
function if instructors were to adopt one of théseneworks in their poetry writing
classrooms. By researching expert-practitionei§reports on how to write poetry, and
by using poetry writing as a research method tbebgserienced poets’ self-reports on
how to write poetry, we may be able to improve safine ways poetry writing is
currently being taught in the university setting.

5.2.1 Formal Approaches on Teaching Poetry Writing

Instructors who use formal approaches on teachoegrp writing will focus on
teaching poetic form and formal elements of stglpoetry writing. In addition, formal
approaches to teaching poetry writing will gengradly upon New Critical methods to
critique student poetry writing. In order to fatalie the production of “best” poetry

writing, formalists are most likely to “model” paeelements of style that expert-
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practitioners actually use in their published ppetriting. For this reason, students will
likely be required to read poetry written by expaded (e.g., published) poets. There are
a number of excellent anthologies on poetry writingd instructors who adopt formal
approaches on teaching poetry writing will likelynsider an anthology on published
poetry that students might read for literary modelg., examples) of “good” poetry
writing.

Of course, poetry writing instructors are free $& whatever instructional
materials they think work best for their studeiMy.only claim here is that instructors
who use poetic texts as “literary models” will falithin a formal tradition of poetry
writing. For this reason, instructors who adoptiat approaches on teaching poetry
writing may wish to consider adopting Fred Chappéllow Nakeds a supplemental
text on how to write poetry. In this regard, it mago be useful for students to read
Chappell’'s poetry. In my own experience, there veneimber of times when | was
influenced by reading Chappell’s self-report. Oteacinstance of the influence that
reading poetry has on a writer happened while tevf@de to Bardot.” While reading
Chappell’s self-report, | was particularly influesttby the line, “mad fan belt.” This
phrase struck a resonant chord within me, andréfiected in my own poetry writing:
“[she] runs like an engine with a loose fan-balicktin high gear.” Regardless of the
literary or poetic texts that poetry writing insttars might ask their students to read, a
formal approach to teaching poetry writing willdily implement “ideal” texts as literary
models that represent “good” poetry writing, anelsentexts will likely influence the

poetic texts that novice poets write.

164



With formalistic approaches to teaching poetry wgf instructors may (or may
not) wish to read poetry out-loud to their studefrtstructors who use formal approaches
on teaching poetry writing may also wish to consitving their students write in a
particular form or style. For instance, studentghthimimic the catalogue feature that
Whitman or Ginsberg use in their poetry writing students might write poetry using
other formal elements of style that they identifythe published poetry they read.
Regardless of the assignments that formalisticun&tirs might ask their students to
perform, formal approaches to teaching poetry mgitvill necessarily place pedagogical
emphasis on teaching poetic form, modeling, anchieg formal elements of style as
they relate to poetry writing.

5.2.2 Euphonic Approaches on Teaching Poetry Writig

Euphonic approaches on teaching poetry writing meltessarily focus on the
“sound” of language, particularly the way that aertwords “sound” together. Thus,
euphonic approaches on teaching poetry writing @vphasize the phonetic components
of a given language. This being the case, instraattho emphasize euphonic approaches
on teaching poetry writing should ask their studeatread poetry writing out-loud to
their friends and classmates. In addition to hagituglents read poetry out-loud,
instructors who adopt euphonic approaches on teggioetry writing may wish to
consider reading poetry themselves, out-loud to tedents. This might be poetry
writing that the instructor, other students in theessroom, or expert-practitioners in the
field have previously written and published. Redgsd ofwhoreads the poetry out-loud,
euphonic approaches on teaching poetry writing inglist upon the primacy of the way

poetry writing “sounds.” For this reason, Richarddgd’s The Triggering Towoffers an
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ideal text to consider for instructors who teadnfran euphonic axiology on poetry
writing.

If euphonicists elect to have their students rezetry written by expert-
practitioners in the field, this type of readingsld always be done in the classroom
(also, perhaps public readings, such as poetrys3larere poetry can be heard out-loud.
Doing so will help students develop authority asio® poets, and it will help students
develop an “ear” for the sound of poetic langud&geally, reading poetry writing out-
loud will provide an important opportunity for seras to receive critical feedback and
large-group discussion on the poetry they readvaitd. In addition, this method will
help students pay close attention to the worktthey must read aloud. Since the way
poetry writing sounds is of primary importance toeaphonicist, euphonic approaches
on teaching poetry writing might wish to adopt Néwtical and/or Reader-response
methods for reading and responding to student poeiting.

5.2.3 Expressive Approaches on Teaching Poetry Wiilg

Expressive approaches on teaching poetry writingingist upon the lived
experience of student-writers producing poeticdeAtthough poetic form, formal
elements of style, and the “sound” of language bwymportant to all poetry writing
instructors (regardless of the axiological appraéey might use), instructors who teach
from an expressive axiology will place primary erapis on the student-writers’
thoughts, feelings, and “real-world” experienceatipularly when students sit down to
write poetry. In this regard, William Staffordriting the Australian Crawis an
important text suited for classrooms that might eiggressive approaches on how to

write poetry. This is an important deviation frorhdppell’s formalism, and Stafford’s
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conviction that “everyone makes art” serves to toies Stafford’s position on poetry
writing as one which insists upon the primacy gat’s feelings and lived experience.

Since expressive approaches on teaching poetrngviitsist upon the student-
writer’s thoughts, feelings, and lived experiengestructors who adopt expressive
approaches on teaching poetry writing must be teseo the poetry their students read
and write. For this reason, instructors who adopgxpressive approach on teaching
poetry writing may wish to avoid New Ciritical appathes on reading and interpreting
student texts. Although Expressivists may wismtdude formal or euphonic approaches
in their teaching methods, such as the inclusiomadeling and/or the phonetic
expression of “ideal” texts, expressive instructamgpoetry writing should avoid New
Critical approaches when responding to studentrpeeiting. Instead, expressive
instructors on how to write poetry may wish to ddes alternative reading and response
methods, such as Reader-response. Instructors|stawish to emphasize self-
evaluation using some sort of rubric designed bgextts. Finally, teachers who adopt an
expressive approach on how to write poetry shopéshd class time getting to know their
students on a personal level. This kind of persontataction will help students find
ideas that they might write about. In doing sotriungors may be able to find important
ways they can help their students with their poetnying.
5.3 Future Directions

It would be interesting to see if other peoplealrke to use the fifteen poetry
writing strategies extracted from Chappell, Hugaj &tafford’s self-reports on how to
write poetry. An investigation similar to the onarh proposing here would require

numerous participants who are willing (and ablejedicate large amounts of time to
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formal research on poetry writing. In additionwibuld be interesting to see how poetry
writing classrooms are actually being taught inuheversity setting. Certainly, we need
to conduct more research on poetry writing (in ganend teaching poetry writing (in
particular). Empirically-driven (e.g., descriptivesearch offers some important research
methodologies (i.e., classroom observations, ssiayd qualitative interviews) we

might use in order to see how poetry writing isngeiaught in the university setting.
However, these methods are not suitable for comtlyicesearch on poetry writing
practices in creative writing studies. Insteadfgenance-based (or arts-based) research
methodologies are the preferred methods for comtyioesearch on writing in creative or
artistic endeavors.

Finally, there needs to be more research on exypadtitioners’ self-reports on
how to write poetry. After all, the research conedchere only considers published self-
reports from three expert-practitioners. Certaitthgre is a wide array of expert-
practitioners’ self-reports on how to write poetingt require additional testing. By
conducting more performance-based research onierped writers’ self-reports on how
to write poetry, we may come closer to understamdiome of the strategies that
experienced poets use to produce the poetry thgtvhite. In turn, by testing additional
self-reports, we may identify new approaches we osayto further improve the teaching
of poetry writing in the university setting. By teg experienced poets’ self-reports on
how to write poetry, we may be able to make newmenendations for the poetry
writing classroom that might further enhance theksbop model in creative writing

studies.
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5.4 Concluding Remarks

This performance-based study on poetry writing@rad three expert-
practitioners’ self-reports—Fred ChappeP®w NakedRichard Hugo’sThe Triggering
Town and William Stafford’dNriting the Australian Crawd—on how to write poetry.
All fifteen of the poetry writing strategies exttad from three expert-practitioners’ self-
reports on how to write poetry proved to be ustduhe researcher for working with
invention, content, and form in poetry writing.dddition, a conventional, content-based
analysis of three experienced poets’ self-repaakly some important recommendations
we might apply toward the teaching of poetry wgtin the university setting. By
conducting additional research on experienced wgtitelf-reports on how to write
poetry, we may find new insights we can use tahrimprove the teaching of poetry

writing in the university setting.
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Appendix A
SAMPLE JOURNAL ENTRY
(1) Identify the activity and/or suggestion being esponded to.

(2) Reflect on the experience of writing a poem bad upon the expert-practitioner’s
suggestion.

(3) Argue whether or not the strategy followed woud be useful for teaching poetry
writing.
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Appendix B
AUTOBIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH

| was born to a blue-collar family in 1974, the ypgest of four brothers. | spent the
earliest part of my childhood in Elgin, lllinois. Mgn | was nine years old, my family
moved to Blacksburg, Virginia, and that is the pladere | have spent most of my adult
life.

Since an early age, I've always enjoyed readingvaniithg. The first book | ever read
(without any help) waS$now by Roy McKie and P. D. Eastman. The second banlet
read (the words were bigger, so | needed help)Wiaare the Sidewalk Endsy Shel
Silverstein. | can plainly recall my kindergarteather, Ms. Johnson, sitting on the floor
of my kindergarten class. We all sat in a drumieircatty-cornered with our legs criss-
crossed. Every time Ms. Johnson finished readirggadrSilverstein’s poems, she would
reach for her tiny drum and mimic the poet’s beat.

As | grew older, my interest in reading and writongw. My fifth grade teacher
encouraged me to submit a short-story | wrotewsiting contest, and it won second
place. It was published, and I'm told a copy abitsts in my elementary school library.
Throughout my formal education, | continued to raad write stories outside of school.
But it wasn’t until high school that | began to éep a deep thirst for poetry. Upon
reading “Since Feeling is First” by E. E. Cummingsiemorized the poem immediately.

Throughout my undergraduate studies, | took a nurmbEnglish courses, not because |
had to, but because | wanted to. Two of these esurere workshops in creative writing.
In both of these courses, students were requiredite two poems every week. For our
final grade, we were required to submit fifteeroaf “best” poems that we wrote over
the course of the semester. | did well in these'ses) but I've always wondered if they
could have been taught differently.

After a brief (seven years) stint with the Armyggplied to graduate school for a master’s
degree in English. While attending graduate scHaaiyolled in two more creative

writing workshops. While taking one of these wortgss, | submitted a chapbook to a
poetry writing contest, and it won second placelirg confident, | submitted a different
poem | wrote to a publisher in Denver, ColoradoreéErweeks later, | received a letter
from the editor, and the poem was accepted forigatidn. Finally, while finishing
graduate school, | submitted yet another poem teyitbis one to a different publisher,
and this poem was also accepted for publicationthBytime | finished my master’s
degree in American literature, | was beginningeel fike a novice poet.

Since 2010, | haven’'t had much time to write orlmhbany poetry. My interest in poetry
writing, however, has not diminished. Although somaders might consider a
dissertation on poetry writing to be too narcissias a suitable topic for research, I'm
very interested in exploring the ways we might bke & improve the teaching of poetry
writing in the university setting. Looking back oty own poetry writing experiences, |

184



can see how many instructors have taught creatitgge | can also see how | would
have (sometimes) taught these courses differently.

Despite all the ambiguity surrounding the teactdnd production of poetry writing in
the collegiate setting, it is possible for a reskar to study the act of invention in poetry
writing. One way we might accomplish this goal ysdetually doing what experienced
poets say they do when they sit down to write poétdmittedly, a project like the one
I’'m describing would be fun. And while we’re atwe might even be able to improve
some of the ways that poetry writing is currentgyry taught in the academic setting.

Makes sense to me.

185



Appendix C
STRATEGIES EXTRACTED FROM CHAPPELL'S SELF-REPORT

Chappell Activity #1
9/14/2013

(1) Identify the activity and/or suggestion being respoded to.

Fred Chappell defines “best poetry” as “lines with best use of language, [lines] that
most honestly engage the poet’s feelings and @dgl(2). In addition, a poet must find a
topic that is “imperative to write about” (16). Bioefore a poet can find a suitable topic
to write about, the poet must determine whetherabithere is something important to
say (26). Next, the poet must decide the best waay it (26). Once the poet decides
there is something to say, the poet “must chodsena and a manner in which to ply his
[sic] blandishments upon his [sic] subject mat{@8). After that, poetry writing is “only
a matter of intensive clerical labor, interruptgddesperate momentary surges of
inspiration” (26).

Although Chappell “generally knows” what he wardsarite, whether he is “actually
able to write it or not is impossible to predict3(). For Chappell, “the kind of attention
that the inception of a poem requires is not alwaeessible” (27). Unfortunately,
Chappell does not offer a specific strategy foreasing “the kind of attention” (27) that
poetry writing requires.

For this activity, pick a line from a poem you haeeently read. Use this line as the first
line of a poem that you will write. When you arei$ihed writing the poem, edit or delete
the line that you borrowed from the poem you read.

(2) Reflect on the experience of writing a poem bad upon the expert-practitioner’s
suggestion.

| wrote “Apollo’s Reign” using a line from Billy dbns’ “More Than a Woman” (14-

16). Collins’ opening line of the poem, “Ever sirlogoke up today,” attracted me
because | woke up from sleeping the night beforéhis case, | chose this poem because
| could relate to the experience Collins was désagi (e.g., waking up from sleep). My
next idea for the poem also came directly from yyegience. Laying in the bed where |
slept, | could see an almond-sliver ray of sunlgjining through a blind, and | was
anxious to get outside and see if the sun was™blton stepping outside, however, a
group of clouds blocked the sun. That is the peegisment | began writing this poem.

Beginning with Collins’ line, inspiration for “Apty’'s Reign” came rapidly. | began
writing the poem at 10:19am, and the writing ses&sted until 10:35am. At that time |
walked away from the poem, but as soon as | stpodlsat back down and began
revising it. The second draft of this poem was tenitbetween 10:36-10:52am. Two
subsequent revisions to the poem lasted three esra#ch. The following day, | shared
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“Apollo’s Reign” with a colleague, and he recommeddome minor changes to the
poem. | liked his ideas, so | followed his adviaéter an additional five minutes of
revision, | abandoned the poem and left it asigtexow.

(3) Argue whether or not the strategy followed woud be useful for teaching poetry
writing.

This activity is extremely useful for getting stdton writing poetry of our own. When
faced with the difficult task of beginning a newepo, it is helpful to “borrow” a line

from a previously published poet. In doing so, #&ewiis not faced with the daunting
pressure of facing the blank page. In this regatdng a line from another poet can be a
useful way to begin a poem, while retaining a sthaeiter’'s own voice. This is due to
the fact that the poem-in-progress will alreadyeéham opening, but the novice writer will
inevitably take the poem in a new direction. Ifraative writing instructor is confronted
with the problem that a student may not know howegin a poem, a teacher may
recommend this strategy to students as a way fpthem get started on writing poetry of
their own.
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Chappell Activity #2
9/19/2013

(1) Identify the activity and/or suggestion being respoded to.

First and foremost, Chappell is a formalist. Thitoowgt his published self-report,
Chappell uses classical tropes to describe elenoéfig®od” poetry writing. Early in his
text, Chappell describes an experience he ofteredivaeith Reynolds Price: “Sometimes
[Price] would use technical terms to criticize iHyts and tropes and | would never admit
that | didn’t know what those terms meant” (23)r Elappell, the poet must “find new
approaches to old subjects” (26). Importantly, oray accomplish this feat by finding
“new combinations of words and new arrangemenssiol poetic materials as rhyme,
meter, caesura, and metaphor” (26-27).

For this activity, write a poem using a classicape that you do not understand (i.e.,
amphibrach, capriccio, caesura, or zeugma).

(2) Reflect on the experience of writing a poem bad upon the expert-practitioner’s
suggestion.

For this poem, | wanted to experiment with allitena using a zeugma. As | was driving
to Pittsburgh one evening, | saw a girl walking dave side of the road. She reminded
me of the “nose art” that the United States Airdéowould sometimes paint on the nose
of their war planes. That is the precise momentwiitought of the line “Brigitte

Bardot, Marilyn Monroe, and B-52 bomb shells.” btight the line was a good use of
alliteration, while at the same time it employsg®a. The line stuck with me throughout
the evening, and the following day | decided totevde poem while exploring this formal
element of poetry writing.

(3) Argue whether or not the strategy followed woud be useful for teaching poetry
writing.

When Chappell started writing poetry, he had torleaany of the classical tropes that
experienced writers use when they read and crifipatry. Identifying these elements,
and experimenting with them in our own writing,e¥ an effective strategy to write,
discuss, and analyze the poetry that writers wAteording to Chappell, “it is possible
to absorb technique without being fully aware ptatbecome proficient by dint of
experience rather than by intellection” (Chappdb)l Certainly, it is possible for poetry
to be written by someone unfamiliar with the forrakEments of poetic style.
Nonetheless, it is important for a poet to identifg elements of style that distinguish
forms of poetry writing from others. Identifyingehechnical terms that poets use to
discuss and analyze their poetry offers an effedivategy for novice writers to
experiment with form, and therefore, the procesdéewiting a poem.
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Chappell Activity #3
9/24/2013

(1) Identify the activity and/or suggestion being respoded to.

In an interview conducted by poetry editor Meli8sannon, Chappell states that “change
of form changes the material entirely” (131). Fdva@pell, “what seems to be kind of the
same experience turns out not to be the same” (132)

For this activity, write a poem in couplets. Next;write the poem into three-line stanzas
or quatrains. Does the meaning of the poem change?

(2) Reflect on the experience of writing a poem bad upon the expert-practitioner’s
suggestion.

| wrote an early draft of “The Blessed Fall” whileading Blake in the 1990s. But instead
of reproducing “The Blessed Fall,” | re-worked anlg draft of the poem into a couplet.
Since | was working off an older version of the po¢he couplet didn’t take very long to
write (about three minutes). Next, | re-worked toeiplet into a different form. | wasn’t
sure what form the poem would take, nor did | viskettle on a form before | started
writing the new version. Once | started writing thever version, the poem adopted the
form of a quatrain. | don’t know why the poem adampthis form, but it did. It might be
worth noting that the second version of this pogst, like the first version, is also a
rhyming poem. | typically don’t write poetry thdtymes, but in this case, | think the use
of rhyme and meter in the second version is a earey from the first version of the
poem. The second poem was written immediately #ftefirst, and it took much longer
to write.

(3) Argue whether or not the strategy followed woud be useful for teaching poetry
writing.

The meaning of the poem between versions mosticlgrzhanged. However, | think it is
worth noting that some aspects of the poem (he.rhyme and the meter) stayed very
much the same. Although the theme of each poeheisame, the couplet suggests that,
despite our best efforts, our physical desires l@dl/e their mark upon our “souls.”

Often, this conflict between spirit and matter w#luse spiritual and physical harm to our
livelihood. Indeed, this is the cost of experieraeBlake’s poetry so poignantly
demonstrates. The second version of the poem, rewenns this “cost” around and
posits that, regardless of our earthly desiresywst always “work hard” and “trust each
other.” The first version of the poem reads likeaning, whereas the second version of
the poem reads like advice.

Re-writing poems into different forms is a good wWawyaspiring poets to practice their
craft. Admittedly, this activity might work bettédrthe novice writer uses a poem they
abandoned long-ago. In my experience, writing a peam based off of one that was
recently written is much more difficult, likely bagse the experience is too fresh within
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the writer’'s memory. In this particular case, ugigled with developing newer content,
but the form of the poem helped me write more amgH it.

190



Chappell Activity #4
9/24/2013

(1) Identify the activity and/or suggestion being respoded to.

Chappell writes, “the only trouble with my experens that it is | who report it” (37).
Indeed, a poet “should support the [community] @é{s in the way that doctors so
famously support the medical [community]” (37). Omay that poets can support their
community is by reading poetry written by otherters. After all, “A poet is expected to
respond warmly, thoroughly, and accurately to tbetyy he reads” (37). For this reason,
Chappell recommends a poet should:

[ . ..] keep scouting faithfully through the poebooks, the good old ones and
the good old new ones. Because there are moresthirgeaven and earth than
can be dreamed by the dullard, the barbarian, legdastmodern literary theorist.
And not only more things, but better ones. (39)

For this activity, “scout” through some poems ugtili feel inspired to write a poem of
your own.

(2) Reflect on the experience of writing a poem bad upon the expert-practitioner’s
suggestion.

I've always been fond of William Carlos Williamsbptry, so | decided to write a poem
in his style. After | abandoned reading Blake’stppd read Williams until | was
inspired to write this poem. Williams’ poetry issieiptive, clean, and directly to the
point. His poetry reminds me of neatly trimmed ohb in a girl's hair, and | wanted to
write a poem that conveyed his sense of style. Lolegn, and written quickly in two
drafts, this poem lacks Williams’ grace, yet | bek it maintains his style.

(3) Argue whether or not the strategy followed wold be useful for teaching poetry
writing.

| actually struggled with this activity. Initially,elected to “scout” through some of
Blake’s poetry, but he is a poet whose work | atimately familiar with. | found that
my familiarity with Blake (and the fact that | hatfeady written poetry based upon his
work) interfered with my ability to write any nevoetry on the subject. Certainly,
Chappell is right: reading poetry written by otpeets is an effective way to write poetry
of our own. However, | think this activity shoulé nodified to include reading poetry
that an aspiring poet isn’t already familiar wilthis will broaden a writer’s experience,
and it will give an aspiring poet some new ideas famms to think about. | strongly
believe that in order to write something new, westrae inspired by new ideas. Once |
came to this conclusion, | abandoned Blake andtkedrfor a poet whose work | didn’t
already know.
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Chappell Activity #5
9/21/2013

(1) Identify the activity and/or suggestion being esponded to.
Chappell writes:

Whatever the subject matter of the modern epicvamatever the ostensible and
announced themes, three secondary themes willtaidyibe articulated because
of the poet’s choice of structure. Whether it deesonsciously or not, the
modern epic poem will deal with disintegration,adisnection, and loneliness.
(90)

For this activity, write a poem that doast “deal with disintegration, disconnection, and
loneliness.”

(2) Reflect on the experience of writing a poem bad upon the expert-practitioner’s
suggestion.

As far as the “modern epic” poem is concernedinkiChappell is right: the modern epic
poem hinges upon “disintegration, disconnectiomnl, laneliness.” Nonetheless, Chappell
is vague as to what constitutes a “modern epichpda an important passage, Chappell
defines the epic poem as “an enduring object bec#sisubject matter is enduring, its
subject matter being in the long run the very geltihat demanded—or caused, or
evolved—its production” (82). Nonetheless, Chappelkes an important distinction
between poetry and epic poetry: “Poetry, and esfig@pic poetry, is supposed to be a
more durable stuff than pizza; whether it can déesas entertaining is a doubtful point”
(82). For Chappell, “A culture chronicles itselB(Q), and the poet is a chronicler of this
phenomenon (81).

(3) Argue whether or not the strategy followed woud be useful for teaching poetry
writing.

Although I find “Pocket Change” to be a mildly eritening poem, | certainly don’t
consider it to be an “epic” poem. Unfortunatelyiadern epic” (i.e.,The Bridgé is
beyond the scope of research presented here. fattire, | wouldn’t mind turning “The
Blessed Fall” into an epic poem, but this is ayl@itd ambitious goal. Still, I think it's
important for some people to realize that not aétpy deals with “disintegration,
disconnection, and loneliness.” Although it may betpossible to write an epic poem
that doesn’t deal with these themes, it is ceygaaissible to write “ordinary” poetry that
deals with integration, connection, and happinasguably, “Pocket Change” may not
deal with these themes, but I've written “happyépts elsewhere, and I'm certain it can
be done. At the end of the day, this exercise detnates that not all poetry is concerned
with death and dissolution.
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Appendix D
STRATEGIES EXTRACTED FROM HUGO'S SELF-REPORT

Hugo Activity #1
10/14-15/2013

(1) Identify the activity and/or suggestion being respoded to.

Early in his self-report, Hugo states, “When yaartsto write, you carry to the page one
of two attitudes, though you may not be aware.d®rte is that all music must conform
to truth. The other, that all truth must conformmasic” (3). For Hugo, poetry is best
when it conforms to a poet’s own sense of rhythjnThus, the way a word sounds “is
infinitely more important than what is being sa{d0). Later in his self-report, Hugo
writes, “Formal verse can help the young poet lthings to say but [formal verse] can
also obligate him to say things he wouldn’t saysptdo fill out the form” (46-7). More
often than not, rigid adherence to form often cayseets to write things they wouldn’t
normally write. Although Hugo says he can't deféndiugo believes “when [a] poem is
coming on with imaginative honesty, there is someaspondence of the form to psychic
rhythms in the poet” (31). Noting that Roethke read to forms when he “felt himself
going dry” (31), Hugo is quick to remind us thatrfebased poetry may not work for
some poets because the forms they use may nottgeio them. Ultimately, when a
poet writes poetry, a poet should “use words ferdake of their sound” (5).

For this activity, write a poem in a form that bays to you and conforms to your own
sense of rhythm.

(2) Reflect on the experience of writing a poem bad upon the expert-practitioner’s
suggestion.

| wrote “Office Hours ” in my office during one ofly scheduled office hours. Inspiration
for this poem came from two instructors that wethespering to each other while | was

in the room. Since | was interested in trying tecérn what my colleagues were saying, |
couldn’t stay focused on the task at hand. Instealécted to write a poem about the
experience. | struggled with writing this poem, thypbecause | wasn’t in the “right”
mood when | wrote it. In addition, and maybe beedusasn’t in the right mood, | felt
like the poem lacked a sense of rhythm. For trasea, | abandoned the idea of writing a
poem in free-verse (my preferred form). Insteasletted to develop a format that
“belonged” to me. Each line of this poem consistthee syllables, with the exception

of lines 9, 17, 18, and 19. In this case, the fofrihe poem definitely preceded—and
helped determine—its content. Toward the end opthem, | couldn’t find any words
(e.g., content) that maintained the form, so | ¢gfeainthe form instead.
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(3) Argue whether or not the strategy followed woud be useful for teaching poetry
writing.

Hugo is correct when he writes, “Formal verse calp the young poet locate things to
say but [formal verse] can also obligate him to thetygs he wouldn’t say except to fill

out the form” (46-7). When | had trouble writingghparticular poem, | abandoned my
focus on content and | focused on the form of thenpinstead. | made this decision
consciously when | realized that the first threed of the poem could be broken into
lines that consisted of three syllables. | adhéogtie form, and the use of the word
“small” following the word “sixteen” is a clear exgle of this case (line 4). This strategy
allowed me to finish the poem, but | think it prated me from expressing what | truly
wanted to say. The poem doesn’t make much sendet ismot very clear as to what,
exactly, the subject is about. Nonetheless, Huginaegy (e.g., filling out form vs.

filling out content) seemed to work, and this tegae “can help the young poet locate
things to say.” After writing this poem, | contirdigo reflect on my “mood” and my
feelings at the time when | wrote it. As mentiomedlier in this activity, | didn’t feel like

| was in the right “mood” to write poetry on thianticular occasion. This being the case,
| think it is important for a poet to be in a padiiar mindset whenever the poet sits down
to write poetry. If the poet is not in this “mindsean adherence to form over content can
help the poet finish a poem that he or she haa@drstarted.
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Hugo Activity #2
10/22/2013

(1) Identify the activity and/or suggestion being respoded to.

According to Hugo, “multisyllabic words have a wafysoftening the impact of

language. With multisyllabic words we can show casgon, tenderness, and tranquility.
With multisyllabic words we become more civilize@). Conversely, monosyllabic
words “show rigidity, honesty, toughness, relersiieess, the world of harm unvarnished”

(9).

For this activity, write a poem that shows “compasstenderness, and tranquility” using
multisyllabic words. Alternatively, you may writep@em using monosyllabic words that
“show rigidity, honesty, and toughness.”

(2) Reflect on the experience of writing a poem bad upon the expert-practitioner’s
suggestion.

| struggled with this activity. Before writing thpppoem, | composed two lists of words.
One list of consisted of monosyllabic words, whertee other list consisted of
polysyllabic words. After | compiled the two listsselected one of the lists and | tried
writing a poem using the words from the list | caaed. After | “finished” the
monosyllabic draft, | tried writing a different \&@on of the poem using polysyllabic
words. I'm not satisfied with either version of theem, for at least three reasons. First, |
wasn'’t feeling inspired to write this poem. Secorkkpt getting interrupted as | was
trying to write. Finally, | wasn’t following a pacular form while writing this poem, and
this strategy seemed to work on previous occasions.

(3) Argue whether or not the strategy followed woud be useful for teaching poetry
writing.

Although I tend to agree with Hugo when he says iti@nosyllabic words “show

rigidity, honesty, toughness, relentlessness, tidwof harm unvarnished” (9), | think it
is possible to write a poem that accomplishes &neesgoal with polysyllabic words.
Unfortunately, | don't think this particular poettustrates Hugo’s point. For this
activity, | feel like | had too much control ovéretlanguage (e.g., words) that | used in
this poem. Although this activity might work forree students, | only used a few words
from the list | compiled, and the rest of the pogent in its own direction. The
“direction” the poem went was clearly influencedthg words that | started with. In
addition, | was not writing about a “real” or “caete” experience. Although it is not
necessary to write poetry from real experience® found that it often helps. In addition,
it is important to let a poem “decide” which sourstt®uld follow next. Ultimately, and
in line with Hugo, the “sound” of a word is liketyore important than a word’s actual
meaning. In this regard, the number of syllableged has may not be as important as
the way that these individual syllables sound.
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Hugo Activity #3
10/23-24/2013

(1) Identify the activity and/or suggestion being respoded to.

When writing poetry, Hugo believes that “the redatof the words to the subject must
weaken and the relation of the words to the wiyeu) must take on strength” (11). In
other words, poets “must switch [their] allegiarficen the triggering subject to the
words” (12). While writing poetry, our familiarityith a subject can act as a hindrance,
and this is due to the fact that, “At home [ ] you have complicated emotional
responses that defy sorting out” (12). For Huges itecessary for a poet to move away
from the triggering subject of a poem, but thidifficult because a “poem is always in
your hometown” (12). One of the ways that a poagghhhimove away from a poem’s
“trigger” is by actually going to “a town you’vevied in all your life. You must take
emotional possession of the town and so the towst imeione that, for personal reasons |
can’t understand, you feel is your own town” (12).

For this activity, “take someone you emotionallystr, a friend or a lover, to a town you
like the looks of but know little about, and shoauy companion around the town in the
poem” (13).

(2) Reflect on the experience of writing a poem bad upon the expert-practitioner’s
suggestion.

| got the idea for “Mercer County” while | was dirrg through West Virginia with my
wife. We passed a road sign for “Butterworth Boalely” and | liked the sound of the
words. | imagined an unpopulated town, one wititelitar traffic. Because | was driving,
| asked my wife to write the following: “The chilein on Butterworth Boulevard never
learned how to look both ways when they crossedtiteet.” A week later, | wrote
“Mercer County” based on this note | asked my wafevrite.

(3) Argue whether or not the strategy followed woud be useful for teaching poetry
writing.

This seems to be an effective strategy for wripogtry. My “trigger” for this poem was
a road sign that | liked the sound of. | seem tooffethe “real” subject early in the poem,
but it eventually returns to a description of tleé\aties that the townspeople do in this
“fictional” town. Although I've never been to Menc€ounty, the place reminded me of
my own hometown. Instead of writing a poem basedgrhometown, a place where |
likely have too much emotional attachment, it wagimeasier to imagine a town similar
to my own and write a poem based upon this praacti

One additional thing that | noticed about completinis activity: | was inspired to write

a note about the town and save it for later. Altffollugo doesn’t recommend doing this,
| think it is important for poets to quickly jot dm lines that they might use in the poetry
that they write. Most writers that | know keep atimg journal, | have one of my own
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that I've carried around for years. | believe thayone who writes poetry on a regular
basis keeps a writing journal. If they don't, lieek they should, and this is a
recommendation that should be applied to the tegabii creative writing.
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Hugo Activity #4
10/24/2013

(1) Identify the activity and/or suggestion being respoded to.

In Chapter Four of Hugo’s published self-reportgdwutlines an exercise that Roethke
required his students to perform on their finalre29-31). According to Hugo, Roethke
would assign demanding exercises, especially whearhs were coming in void of
rhythm” (30). Hugo adopted this exercise for hismaslasses because he found that,
“While the student is concentrating on the problernghis] exercise, the real problems
go away for a moment simply because they are ighaned with the real problems gone
the poet is free to say what he [sic] never expkatel always wanted to say” (31).

For this activity:

Use five nouns, verbs, and adjectives from theojulists and write a poem as
follows:

8. Four beats to the line (can vary)

9. Six lines to the stanza

10.Three stanzas

11.At least two internal and one external slant rhyaestanza (full rhymes
acceptable but not encouraged)

12.Maximum of two end stops per stanza

13.Clear English grammatical sentences (no trickd)sé&htences must make
sense.

14.The poem must be meaningless.

Nouns Verbs Adjectives
tamarack to kiss blue
throat to curve hot

belief to swing soft

rock to ruin tough

frog to bite important
dog to cut wavering
slag to surprise sharp

eye to bruise cool

cloud to hug red

mud to say leather (30)

(2) Reflect on the experience of writing a poem bad upon the expert-practitioner’s
suggestion.

Initially, 1 was intimidated by this exercise. Baice | wrote the first line of “Roethke’s
List,” the rest of the poem came naturally. At tis& of sounding naive, | was
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intimidated by this poem because | wasn’t confiddydut the elements that the exercise
required. For instance, | knew what a stanza wasl, wasn’t exactly sure | knew what
an “internal slant rhyme” was. Nor was | completedytain | knew how to explain the
difference between “beats” and “meter.” | did somuéck “research” on-line, and | have
a deeper understanding of the stylistic termspbats use, and why they use them.
Although this poem may not contain all of the eletsehat the exercise requires, | have
a much better understanding of the stylistic tettmas experienced poets use to describe
the poetry that they write. In addition, | was eiooally detached from writing this
particular poem. Instead, | was focused on follaatime instructions from the exercise,
and this helped me complete the poem in a singif. dr

(3) Argue whether or not the strategy followed woud be useful for teaching poetry
writing.

This exercise is extremely useful for the teactohgreative writing, particularly for
novice poets unfamiliar with formal elements of fpgevriting. My knowledge on formal
elements of style is lacking, but this exercisedor me to figure out what some of these
formal elements mean. Once | gained a clearer gtateting of what, exactly, was
required from this exercise, | expanded my undeditey on many formal elements of
style. Hugo writes, “The point of this exerciselwitobably be clear to poets” (30).
Indeed, poets need to know how to converse witargthets on the poetry that they
write. In addition, this exercise required a strémgus on ensuring that the rules were
strictly followed. This will necessarily make a p@enotionally detached from the poem,
and this “emotional detachment” allows a poet tongize the form of a poem over its
meaning or content. As Hugo notes earlier in hifsreport, personal emotions can
complicate the successful completion of a poemfdBysing on the formal elements of
style, the “feeling” of a poem will stem naturaflpm its content.
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Hugo Activity #5
10/24/2013

(1) Identify the activity and/or suggestion being esponded to.

Hugo begins his self-report by recognizing, “Youitver be a poet until you realize that
everything I say [ . .. ] is wrong. It may be rigar me, but it is wrong for you” (3).
Since Hugo is “a poet of process” (xii), he readitieat the strategies that work for him
may not work for all students. Nonetheless, “byedffg [his] way of writing,” he hopes
that “the student will be able to develop his or tn [poetry writing process] later on”
(xii). Although Hugo “once believed that by studyesocould discover and ingest some
secret ingredient of literature that would latedfits way into one’s own work,” he has
since “come to believe that one learns to writey dayl writing” (xi). For Hugo, “when

you are writing you must assume that the next tlymgput down belongs not for
reasons of logic, good sense, or narrative devetopnbut because you put it there” (5).

For this activity, write and/or revise a poem y@vé previously written using one or
more of Hugo's “rules” from Chapter Five (“Nuts aBdlts”).

(2) Reflect on the experience of writing a poem bad upon the expert-practitioner’s
suggestion.

Hugo provides a number of “rules” for writing poein Chapter Five of his published
self-report. Surprisingly, | found that many of $kerules | have already incorporated into
my own poetry writing processes. For this activitghose to revise “As We Lay Dying”
using the following rule: “End more than half ydures and more than two-thirds your
sentences on words of one syllable” (39). | ditm'dow that | already followed this
particular rule, and after revisiting the poemdrdt make any additional changes to it.

(3) Argue whether or not the strategy followed woud be useful for teaching poetry
writing.

As a poet of process, Hugo recognizes that poets tifferent writing processes.
Nonetheless, many of Hugo'’s “rules” offer helpfdivice for writing poetry. For
instance, Hugo suggests that a poet should “Readpgem aloud many times. If you
don’t enjoy it every time, something may be wroiig9). Hugo does not presume to
know what “may be wrong” about a particular poeronbitheless, his suggestions for
writing and/or revising poetry would seem to apiahall poets, regardless of the writing
processes they may (or may not) follow.
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Appendix E
STRATEGIES EXTRACTED FROM STAFFORD’S SELF-REPORT

Stafford Activity #1
10/27/2013

(1) Identify the activity and/or suggestion being respoded to.
Early in his self-report, Stafford writes:

You could look at reading a poem this way: if yare thinking and there is a
window nearby, you may look out—far. Your thinkingl connect now and then
to the scene, whenever something out there styiesattention. Or, even more
aptly, you might have a friend with you, and youukbinterchange, offer
beginnings, slanted ideas, linked progressionsteltveuld be a series of mental
incidents, not predictable, never to be fully aptted without the experience that
comes about through following the sequence onwaoitht by point. Your
experience would be richer—more would happen—thgau had been alone.
(5-6)

Later, Stafford describes his “writing positiors ‘dying on the couch by the front
window—{[looking] out” (63). For Stafford, “Poetrg ithe kind of thing you have to see
from the corner of your eye” (3). Indeed, poetryting is “like a very faint star. If you
look straight at it you can'’t see it, but if yowloa little to one side it is there” (3).

For this activity, stare out of a window with aefind until you feel inspired to write a
poem based upon the things you see, think, and feel

(2) Reflect on the experience of writing a poem bad upon the expert-practitioner’s
suggestion.

| wrote “Periscope Down” with my feet propped uptbe coffee table, sitting on the
couch in the living room. | looked out the livingem window and basically recorded
what | saw. Once | started writing the poem, Idikes potential. Four drafts later, | wrote
a poem that I'm very pleased with. | worked patieoh this poem, and | left it feeling
satisfied.

(3) Argue whether or not the strategy followed woud be useful for teaching poetry
writing.

This is a good exercise. The poem comes from Wiggpbet sees, not what the poet
feels. This might also help explain why it is im{aont for a creative writer to take
detailed notes on a place that s/he observeshfinrstt. In describing this place, however,
the poet’s feelings are reflected in the experiefités is a lot like Hugo'’s “triggering
town.” By describing what a poet sees, and by pathis scene in a poem, the poet is
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able to integrate “feeling” with an experience tisaseparate from what the poet actually
“feels.” Somewhere during this expressive writingqess, poetry seems to emerge. This
activity comes highly recommended for the teacluhgreative writing.
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Stafford Activity #2
10/29/2013

(1) Identify the activity and/or suggestion being respoded to.

Stafford writes, “while in camp during the war ufed myself drawn to write meandering
sequences of thoughts, or spun-out patterns ofsybefore the stove late, or in the early
morning before work and before anyone else wasrgiir(10). For Stafford, this “daily
practice” established a pattern that “prevails gsway to write—during a quiet interval,
without felt obligation to do other than find my wlom impulse to impulse” (10).
Stafford thus believes that receptivity is an intpot aspect of poetry writing: “When |
write, | like to have an interval before me whean not likely to be interrupted” (17).
Being a poet of process (17-20), Stafford belidhes poetry writing is a “mysterious”
(19) and “reckless encounter with whatever comesgil(67). According to Stafford,

this process works best in “the early morning, befithers are awake” (17).

For this activity, wake-up early in the morningfdre anyone else is stirring. During this
quiet interval in the morning, write a poem aboanything that occurs to [you]” (17).

(2) Reflect on the experience of writing a poem bad upon the expert-practitioner’s
suggestion.

Maybe I'm not a “morning person,” but this activiydn’t work very well for me. | woke
up early and tried writing a poem, but my thoughtsen’t very clear, and | didn’t feel
inspired to write this poem. | sat on the couch koaouldn’t think of anything to write,

but that's when | heard a dog barking next dooe d@bg’s bark was hushed, almost as if
the dog was being polite and didn’t want to distanlyone that might be sleeping. |
chuckled at the thought of a dog with manners,taatis when | decided to write this
poem.

(3) Argue whether or not the strategy followed woud be useful for teaching poetry
writing.

Stafford offers an effective strategy for teachitngative writing, for a number of
reasons. First, Stafford recognizes that poetrtingi‘draws from nearby things” (65).
For Stafford, writing a poem is a lot like startiagar on ice. We might be able to start
the engine, but getting the car to move in thetragrection is a different kind of
challenge. In addition, Stafford reminds us that if@entional person is too effective to
be a good guide in the tentative activity of cnegiti(33). Indeed, intention has the
potential to endanger creation (33). Furthermordéjng poetry is a lot like swimming:
“Just as the swimmer does not have a successioanafholds hidden in the water, but
instead simply sweeps that yielding medium andsfimdhurrying him [sic] along, so the
writer passes his attention through what is at h&2@). According to Stafford, “We
must forgive ourselves and each other much,” ferdlare no “right moves” (27). After
all, “most of what | write, like most of what | say casual conversation, will not amount
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to much” (19). For Stafford, poets aren’t “specipéople, and poems are not “special”
things: “Not a few, but everyone, makes art” (48).
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Stafford Activity #3
10/31/2013

(1) Identify the activity and/or suggestion being respoded to.
According to Stafford:

Writing or reading, a poem goes by sequential padsumulating its effect (or
frittering it away) by its internal trends. Stadiwith anything, the pattern begins;
the little thread leads onward. If the writer issteaful and ambitious, the string
may very well break; and the result may be a docuroe a well-chosen topic,
but it will not be a developed poem. If the readenasterful and ambitious, the
interpretation may be eloquent, but if it commati@smaterials on the page it
may very well distort and impose rather than disco{42-3)

Stafford views poetry writing “as an exploratiorgiacovery of process” (114). For
Stafford, the place where “words come from, intassmousness, baffles me. Speaking or
writing, the words bounce instantaneously intorthentext, and | am victimized by
them, rather than controlling them” (57). In otheards, we don’t control language—it
controls us. Earlier, Stafford writes, “Form or tamt will be validated by the writer's
feelings and by the convergent feelings of readeins, will be caught up in the common
language” (42). Although Stafford recognizes a siptidrelationship between the form
and the content of a poem, he places emphasigoata feelings at a particular moment
in time, as a poet is actually writing. Stafforgexds the idea that “there is a proper
‘framework’™ whereby the poet “must fit [his or Hespecific feelings” (98). When
Stafford writes, he does not try to “fit in any fies” (98). Instead, poetry writing requires
“a kind of stance to take toward immediate feeliagd thoughts while you’re writing”
(98). Ultimately, the only authority a poet hasilda from the immediate experience”
(63).

For this activity, experiment with a new form ofgty. To get started on this task, try
writing six tercets related by their subjects.

(2) Reflect on the experience of writing a poem bad upon the expert-practitioner’s
suggestion.

| sat in my home office and tried to think abowudject | could write a poem about. |
had a form for the poem, but I didn’t have a subjas | thought about a subject, | kept
staring at a black and white photograph hangintherwall. It is a picture of a man and a
young child riding a bicycle down the middle of@uatry road. In the middle of the road
there is a large rock, and on the back of the leéctfeere is a baguette lying in a basket. |
couldn’t take my eyes off of the photograph, arat t when | decided it would be a
good subject for this poem.
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(3) Argue whether or not the strategy followed woud be useful for teaching poetry
writing.

Experimenting with a new form of poetry is an effee way to write a poem. Once a
poet has a form, a poem often “writes itself.”d @ similar activity with Hugo a few
weeks ago, but | noticed something different whoenpleting this activity. I'm amazed
at the way this poem is a reaction to my immedateoundings. Although the form of
the poem (e.g., the tercet) gave the poem strydtdrew upon my environment to find
an adequate subiject. | like the portrait that isgiag in my office, and since | couldn’t
think of anything else to write about, the portiaiered a good subject for the poem.
Initially, 1 didn’t feel inspired to write this pee, but the portrait hanging in my office
gave me the inspiration | needed to write this p¢see also Chappell).
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Stafford Activity #4
11/5/2013

(1) Identify the activity and/or suggestion being respoded to.

In an interview with Cynthia Lofsness, Stafforcasked if he has done any translating
(102). Responding to Lofsness, Stafford answeishibdas “recently been engaged in
translating from the Urdu,” and he tries “to makeEmglish poem out of it” (102).

For this activity, write an English version of agoo that has been translated from a
different language.

(2) Reflect on the experience of writing a poem bad upon the expert-practitioner’s
suggestion.

I've got a bilingual edition of Neruda’s poetry arbookshelf at home. At first, | was
going to write an English poem based upon a Spdrasislation of Neruda’'s poetry.
However, | thought this activity might be more etiee if | picked a language | know
how to translate. In addition, | thought this aityiwvould be more effective if | didn’t
have an English translation already provided. Slrdien’t know how to speak Spanish, |
chose a language that | know how to work with. Myih is a little rusty, but | felt like
this strategy would be more effective if | usecdiaguage | know how to translate.
Fortunately, I've got a book of Latin poetry at hmmand it doesn’t include any English
translations. For this reason, | selected the fiogtm from Catullus (a Roman poet) that |
found in the text.

(3) Argue whether or not the strategy followed woud be useful for teaching poetry
writing.

| think this could be a very effective strategy Witing poetry in a creative writing class,
for the following reasons. Instead of focusing omf, the act of translation forces a poet
to focus on a poem’s content (e.g., “meaning”). &beof translation allows poets to
“play” with language in ways they likely have nateampted before. In addition, this
strategy is particularly useful for students than& accustomed to writing poetry in
English. Obviously, this activity has numerous &gilons for multilingual language
learners experimenting with poetry written in Esfgli
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Stafford Activity #5
11/5/2013

(1) Identify the activity and/or suggestion being esponded to.

Toward the end of his interview with Lofsness, fataf is asked if he has ever gone back
and worked on a poem that he considered “finisi{@5). Stafford responds with a
resolute “no,” and he explains that “[finished] ptealways just seem to have been
written by somebody else” (105). Nonetheless, Stdfadmits in the same interview that
“I don’t know when a work is finished...it's alwayslgject to revision” (105). In a
separate interview with William Heyen and Al Poulteyen claims that Stafford doesn’t
care to revise older poems he has written (14@ff@t agrees, and he concedes that
“he’s not an expert on those older ones anymoré8).1

For this activity, sit down and revise a poem yauménpreviously written, one you
consider to be “finished.”

(2) Reflect on the experience of writing a poem bad upon the expert-practitioner’s
suggestion.

| wrote this poem in the spring of 2008, and | sitted the poem to a poetry contest. It
won second place. It is one of my favorite poemas ritten, and I've always felt like
there wasn't anything else | could add to it. Fos reason, | tried to revise this particular
poem, one that | consider to be “finished.” Whewate this poem, | was sitting next to
my dog on the couch, and he wouldn’t stop lickinupeticular spot on the couch. This
was one of the most irritating aspects of owning ttog, and it was a big “pet peeve” of
mine. It didn’t matter if | tried to clean the sgu was licking, the dog would always sit
in the same spot and lick the same region (incéig3amtil the couch was wet with his
saliva.

(3) Argue whether or not the strategy followed woud be useful for teaching poetry
writing.

For the most part, | think Stafford is right. [tdgficult to revise a poem that a poet
considers to be “finished.” Nonetheless, | madeesammor revisions to this poem when

| typed it into the appendix. However, the chanigesde to the poem were strictly
formal. In other words, | didn't feel like | needemlchange or add to the poem’s content.
Nonetheless, | changed one word and | rearrangedaém differently by putting three
line breaks in places where they weren’t previously
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Appendix F
POETRY WRITING BASED ON CHAPPELL'S SELF-REPORT

Chappell Activity #1
9/14/2013

“Apollo’s Reign”

When | woke up this morning

a single thought of you

broke my fast, it left me

hungry for more, so

instead of lying back down on

the mattress where we slept,

| stepped outside, naked, and |
watched Apollo drag his starry orb
across the morning sky. And | wondered:
“Why does the sun blot-out the

light from all the other stars?”

He shoulders through the solar system
like a pig eating slop from a trough,
yelling, “Make way!”

Still ravenous from the night before,

| plucked the sun from the sky

and consumed him whole.

Satisfied, | went back inside. But in my loneliness

| envied the star for knowing how to share
all that he could give.
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Chappell Activity #2
9/19/2013

“Ode to Bardot”

My wife found a black and white photograph of

a wicked French woman from the 1960s

| hid between the queen-size mattress and
box-springs of the bed where we slept.

A radiant glow on her face, mine too

when she makes her debut from the covers

drawn tightly across her framed stage.

She twirls her skirt around and a round she goes,
runs like an engine with a loose fan-belt stuckigh gear,
circles around until one end eats the other, Ouxsho
She never gets dizzy from the tress and the spin,
never needs to loosen the corset she doesn’'t weagy
takes a break from the fantastic madness of hendpt.

Brigitte Bardot, Marilyn Monroe, and B-52 bomb dkel

don't ever talk back, they don’t ask to come over,
never nice to let them in.
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Chappell Activity #3
9/24/2013

“The Blessed Fall”
—as a couplet

Where my soul has led me, my body has obeyed,
but everywhere my body’s been, my spirit has beiay

“The Blessed Fall”
—as a quatrain

Born from our mother’'s womb,

we enter in a different tomb.
Leave the safety of our nest,

when Life does part, then we rest.

Go through life and never see,
troubles lie in front of thee.

Nor do we know what stands behind,
years of strife, the daily grind.

Heed these words, they're aught but true,
time-worn secrets, we all once knew.
The dint of life, the price we pay,
hard work and trust, ‘tis no other way!
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“The Capacitor”

There is

a house

in Dublin

| bought
eleven
years

ago

today

| wish

to sell
each brick
and blade
| worked
and worked
until

| saw

how it
was made.

Chappell Activity #4
9/24/2013
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Chappell Activity #5
9/24/2013

“Pocket Change”

Change is old, change is new,
so here’s a tip, just for you!
Look for dates that came before,
years on coins, in your drawer:

Pennies are fifty four,

nickels add one year more.
Dimes and quarts are sixty-four,
these are the coins we watch for!

Keep this change, you'll wish you had,
gold and silver make us glad.

Coins worth more than what they say,
their value goes up each passing day.

So keep these coins, now you know,
they're sure to make your money grow.
Take these coins and put them away,
save them for a rainy day!
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Appendix G
POETRY WRITING BASED ON HUGO'S SELF-REPORT

Hugo Activity #1
10/14-15/2013

“Office Hours”

| used to
work in an
office with
sixteen small
cubicles
occupied

by seven
syllables

cut short
whenever

a student

or teacher
stood in the
doorway and
decided

to enter

the large,
yellow

room.
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Hugo Activity #2
10/22/2013

“Red October”
—with monosyllabic words

She stood in the door and
smoked fags while she
listened to jazz, her bathrobe
slightly open, lean against
the frame. In one hand she
held a black coffee cup, with
the other she reached for
the crown molding

stuck between the living
room and the kitchen floor.
She arched her back and
bent down, but on the trek
back up she lost a thought
in a large crack filled with
lint and dust on the floor.

“Red October”
—with polysyllabic words

She stood in the doorway and
listened to Beethoven while she
smoked cigarettes, her bathrobe
slightly open. One arm held

a black coffee cup, the other
positioned loosely on her hip,
contrapposto, lean against the
frame. She arched her back and
bent down, reached for the
extension cord, but on the journey
back up she lost a thought
somewhere between a
voluminous crack filled

with lint and dust

on the floor.
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Hugo Activity #3
10/23-24/2013

“Mercer County”

| kissed my wife as we drove through
the winding roads of Mercer County.
Never been a stranger, always knew
when to be receptive, when to give love,
when to listen, who to speak to,

always knew when you shouldn’t talk back.
The children on Butterworth Boulevard
never learned how to look both ways
when they cross the street,

down in Mercer County.

Never knew a stranger that worried
them or their folks out late at night,

card games at the grange, bets and
poker hands traded like baseball cards
the kids exchange in the town park
where all the people go, down in
Mercer County. They sing songs that
echo through the hills and the boroughs,
echoes through the break between

the rocks and the falls where

all the young lovers go,

down in Mercer County.
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Hugo Activity #4
10/24/2013

“Roethke’s List”

He stood on the

red tamarack and

waved the blue clouds
goodbye, bled the clowns
down with a mighty
sharp, important bite.

The slag in his eye
bruised his throat,

left him wavering

between a rock and

a tough belief that there
are no more surprises left.

When he fell, he

curved to the right,
hugged the mud all
through the night,

stayed til dawn and kissed
the soft, morning light.
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Hugo Activity #5
10/24/2013

“As We Lay Dying”

When | listen closely | hear the

English walnuts fall from homes in

tops of trees that tower above a seasoned,
six-foot privacy fence weathered from

too much time in the sun. They drop like
pellets of hard rain in a bucket left outside
from late work in the yard, the patter of

little childrens’ feet running across an
unmopped linoleum floor, little seeds that
throw themselves to the Earth, commit silent
suicide, drop one by one to the ground,
thick-thud thick-thud thick-thud

like the way we talk to one another, like

the way we don't talk, the silence broken by
these nuts that fall to the ground.
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Appendix H
POETRY WRITING BASED ON STAFFORD’S SELF-REPORT

Stafford Activity #1
10/27/2013

“Periscope Down”

| looked out the bedroom window and

struggled to see through the half-closed blinds,
struggled to see an elderly couple hold hands and
find their way together, struggled to see

a tough group of high-school kids

cross the street to smoke cigarettes or

tell dirty jokes behind the dumpsters near the yard

| sat naked on the metal bedframe, sheets in tis,wa
and | struggled to see my neighbor do the same,
struggled to see him watch me and say, “See, yoldso,”
struggled to see how neighbors struggle, too,
especially when they sit naked on the frame,

look through their window, and

struggle to describe what they see.
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Stafford Activity #2
10/29/2013

“‘Dog Days”

Dogs don'’t bark as loud as
people do in the morning.
They learn tricks to

please their masters,

give paw, roll over, play dead.
They do what they want,
sometimes they listen,
sometimes they do

what they’re told.

At the end of the day

they know how to be

good girls and boys.

They've learned how to wait,
they know how to hold it in, and
they never forgot how to let it all go,
tip over the trash can, jump on
the couch or onto the bed,

get under the covers where
it's warm, and sleep, sleep,
sleep where it's never best to
wake the dogs that lie.
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Stafford Activity #3
10/31/2013

“Roman Soldiers”

Father and son left their flat on
a bicycle they found, a remnant from
yesterday’s trips into an unpopulated town.

They left the village together, on a bike they fdun
the man in front, the child on a seat of his own as
they peddled their way to the uneventful town.

A rock in the road a driver swerved and missed,
but the bike and the man and the child he hit,
as they traveled toward the boring town.

The driver sped on, scoffed at the man and the boy
on their way to get supplies for their pleasant
way of life away from the simple town.

The man and child wiped the dust and the dirt
off each other, left the bike in a ditch and
walked the rest of the way to the lively town.

The bike it stayed and there it lays, caught in

an undergrowth of weeds on the side of
the road which leads to the bustling town.

221



Stafford Activity #4
11/5/2013

“Hymnus Dianae”
—Catullus, reprinted from Carr and Wedeckatin Poetry 1940, p. 199.

Dianae sumus in figl

puellae et pu&iintegf:

Dianam puerintegit
puellaeque camus.

O Latonia, maxini

magna pdgenks Jovis,

guam nater prope Bliam
depogvit olivam,

montium domina ut fas

silvarumque virentium

saltuumque reconditum
amniumgue sonantum.

Ta curdi, dea, nanstrb

mgtiens iter annuum,

rastica agricolae baa
ecta fiigibus expis.

Sis gwbcumque tibi placet

sancta romine, Fomulique,

antque ut solita es, bona
Sospits opé gentem.

“Diana’s Demesne”

The boys and girls sing

a song of celebration to

Diana, goddess of the hunt,
patron saint to the streams

and the creeks and the ponds in
virgin fields where the fern gives
life to the rocks and the trees and
the birds in the sky. They sing

a song of praise and lamentation,
happy on the days when

the moon’s belly is full,

happy on the days when

there’s enough grain in the store,

222



happy when they know she’ll be gone too,
gone like the sun when she goes down,
only to return again, renewed, ripe with
fresh grains for the store.
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Stafford Activity #5
11/5/2013

“Simon Says”

There is a spot
on the couch
at home
where the dog
likes to sit
and pretend
that the spot
is a stamp

on God’s
envelope
which must
be licked

and licked

like Christ

on the cross.

| sitin the
shadow of

his warmth.
Good boy
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