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'ABSTRACT

Today, Composition ié widely held to be a completely
rational activity, with identifiable steps and procedures to
be taught, learned, and followed. There are, however, a
significant number of Rhetoric/Composition theoristsn(both
ancient and modern) who have explored the realm of
influences in writing which are not limited to‘conventional
rationality (such as inspiration, iﬁtuifion, emotion, etc.),
often in the context of "creativity." As a counterpoint to
the predominating rationalist approaches, this paper
examines a numberbof these "supra-rational" (beyond the
rational) works, in an effort to identify key common
elements, beiiefs, assumptions, etc., and to consider ways 
to successfully implement these insights in the Composition
class.

Some of the key elements identified in these works
include: acknowledging the limitations of overly rational
approaches, affirming the value and significance of
"supra-rational" processes in writing, and validating the
creative potential of each individual student.

The paper concludes that a writing (Composition)
 teacher can help students develop writing skills which lead
to creative, original, quality writing products by, among
other things, describing writing processes in terms of
“supra—fational" experiences, and by facilitating such

experiences through certain kinds of writing assignments.

Civ



. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I woulo:finst‘of‘all like to acknowledge the English
Department at C.S5.U.S.B. for creating the M.A. English
vComposition progrem; Infeelbextfemely ]ucky to neve‘had the'
opportunity to‘pefﬁicipate with quality instruotOrsv(such es
Ed White_and Rise Axelrod)fin'such;aVunique;'interesting,‘
’and imooftantieducational bfogram.vxl’d’alsodlike tolthank}
the English Department at Redlands High School for putting
“upkwith me.fofothe Iast thfee years,'and for giying‘me the
¢Ppof£nnity_to‘gain sueh valuable teaching expebienoe._ I'm
ﬁurthermore indebtedyfo:the many peOpie.who maoe-" | |
contbibutionsbto the deVefopment‘of this manuscript,
1nclud1ng those ‘writers (too numerous to mention) whose
works I found 1nspiratxona], my adv1sors Juan, Greg, and
'Larty,bthose beautxful.but relentless revising muses; and
especially my wife; Carole whose role as both gu1nea pig
»vand mentor was 1nd1spens1ble durlng the lengthy, txrlng,,and’

wonderful process of creating thlS document



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Title page

Signature page-

Copyright page

Abstract

‘Acknoﬁledgements

Table of Contents

Chépter 1: Ihtroductibn »

Chaptervz: The Anclent Writers~

Chapter 3: Mode:n;cbmposition Theorists
Chapter 4: Conles}ons/Pedagogica]‘implicaticns

Works Cited

vi

ii
iii

iv

vi

21
42

53



CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

"Creativity“ has‘cdnsistently been per¢eived as
something maglcél, mysterious, and/or lncomérehensible.
"Creative" muéicians, painters, pbets, orators, architects,
‘even scientists, have been seen as "gifted" individuéls;
“blessed with divinely‘inspireq genius which elevates them
from the common lot of the ordinary‘popUIace; Yet,
“creativify" may be‘oné of‘the Engl ish languagé’s most often
used but least often defined words. In the context of
writing, for ‘instance, poems,bplays; and fictional stories
“are labeled “creative"‘wrifings, while the types of writings
usually dohe today for an English Composition class
(aQtobiographical,-infobmative, reseafch,'anajysis; etc.>
are not ]abeled "creative" (?);‘ And Creative Writing and

Composition are segregated and seen»as,‘appérently,
significantly’different activities, ‘in spite_of’many
similarities.

The key to deciphering the mysterious separation pf
Composition from Creative,Writing»may 1ie‘1n'the percelived
definition and function of "ratidnality." For whatever
‘reasons, Composition has been and is still largely seen as a
1very rational, logical activity which can be controlled,
understood, and taughf in purely rational terms. This view
is based on the‘perceptjon of an object;ve, static,
consistent reality,.where‘tWO piusvtwo always eduals four;‘

and‘caUSe/effect relationships are determinable.
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So called "Creatlve,wfltlng," on the other hand, though
it deals with seemingly rational concepts such as "plot" and
"characterizatidn," is still percéived as something which
draws from irrational realms. In fact, the term
"supra-rational" may be a better term than "irrational" for
referring to realms which go bevond rationality (involving
things like intuition, subconscious processes, inspiration,
natural‘talent, emotiqn,,muses, etc.5. And Creative WFitIng
is usually associated with the'mYSferious realms of the
supra-rational, as is "creétivity" in general.

Perhaps the most identifiable criterion for creativity
is "originality." Time and again hcreativity" and
"originality" are used synonomously, though their‘
interchangeability is almost always expressed tacitly rather
than explicitly. And creativity/originality is almost
always portrayed as desireable, somethiné associated with
"quality." D.N. Perkins, for instance, claims that
"...creative means original énd of high quality" (&), whiéh“
is about as explicit as such definitions get. In fact, Mr.
perkins goes on to say:

There is no way that an account of "creating" or
"creative" can‘get explicit about the many partly
tacit criteria of originality and quality that
apply in different contexts, especially when
Invention often makes lts own standards of

quality, by leading people to discover kinds of

2



‘quality théy”haa iittle.éﬁarenesékof-befofe.j

Thfs is £he way it 1s,fand we wi}ifsimply have '

Fié’livg withliﬁ.ﬁk 6y C
_ Yet,~surelY[ﬂQﬁality".and‘“originality" are critéria
. whiéhbafe épplicable,t05COm§osi£ion ésSighmehts; For :
ihstahce} it,does not éeem'like a contradi¢tdry‘impulse‘to‘
desirélaﬁ'“Origina]" :eséarch paper. ‘A$suming thét most
Composition.teachers would‘find “origihalifyﬁ‘and_“duality"
to be recognizabie, desireable traits in student writing,
how can COmpOSitioﬁ7teachers sfimulate mobevCreative-wbrk
from their students? In this‘contéxf,‘ahswers may be
pbssibie through an examinatiéh of the writtethOrks of
‘ writers who have dealt with supfa—rétiona] pr9¢éSSes and
writing (not just "creative' writing)--identifying Cif
'possiblé) cbmmon elements}vassumptions, ideas, etc{, and
contrastlng these to the more domlnant (currently)‘
ratlonallst worldview.

Painters, musicians,kand even scientists have often
claimed that their or1gihal‘ldeasvand works were spurred.by'
supfa;rational‘influencés, rather than figured out in a
brationallyfcqntrol]ed manner. ?et, the very thought that
Composition may involve 1nsp1rat10n, talent, or some
‘irrational, uncontrollable 1nf]uence, er instanCe, seems to

arouse cohsxderable.fear>1n”the mxnds of many;modernfl

‘»‘Comp051t10n theorlsts, as if such a notion was a hideoUS

fiend to be kept at bay, or. locked in a dark prlson unt11



- some proper form‘OfneXeCUtion or banishment could be found.
LucyIMo Cormick'Calkins, for e¥ample, claims tnat
Writing'as process'had‘been ignored "until recently . . .
probably becauee-we aseuﬁed that good Writing flowed
magically from talent, inSpiration; and the poetic mnee""
126>, Another example comes from-Timoﬁhy R. Donovan and |
| Ben Ww. McClelland who write that while thelr old (former)
teachers "were hunting down topic sentences and crucxfying
their shapes on ‘the black—board, they often fal]ed to wonder
v how sentences were first<shaped in their sfudents"hinds;
‘Tnat, preSumably,dwas left to the muse’svinspiration,.Otn
lack thereof" (ix)>. Linda Flower and John Hayes (leaders of
the "cognitivist" induest)_are also among‘the '
"muse-bashers,“,olajmingvthat "The notion of'discovery is
surrounded by‘a mythology which, like tne oopular myth of
romantic inspiration, can lead writers to self defeating
writing strategies’ (92). | |
Thisvexpressed fear probably stems»from a Widespread
| misperception abouﬁ}creativity——that it is on]y.avaflable to
the elite, toocertainbgeniuses who Just.hapoened to be born_n
with giffs. In fact;.assumptions that writing processes are

beyond understanding (and therefore cannot be dealt with>

’Ahave actually been used as Justlflcatlon for only deallng

w1th Cin the context of teachlng wrxting) wrltten QL__Q_Lﬁ
and especially Wlth the grammatical elementS‘of these

products. But modern Composition theorists have, for the
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most part, realized thét to embrade this worldview while
trying to teach writing, especially to the kind of diQerée
ét&dent,populatiOns at todéy’s col]egefcampuses, would be
(isi'problematic at best. And'Composition’theorists who
decry elitist‘assumptions do SO based on an‘assumbtiohvfhgf
all students can be taught to write, at least in terms of
‘the type of assignments given in. a Composition class,
including instruction in Lng_g;ggggg of writing.

But in the effort to refute the approaches of those who
paid lip service to the sublime‘myéteries‘of writing,’while
eagerly Cramming grammatical correcthess down the gullets of
‘baff]ed students, many modefn CQmposition theorists seem. to
have overreacted to the extent that they have internalized
an equally insidious assumption--that all aspects of the
writing process éan ahd shOuld be undérstood and cohtrolled
in purel? ratidnai terms <leéding to step—by-step, "blanket" .
strategies, techniques, etc.)f "And while theorists who
disparage the role or benefits of irrational
‘(supra—rational) influences in compbsing may sometimes also
appear to embrace them (given‘proper labeling and
classificathn), the drive to reject irrational Influences
and develop totally rational theories, may be a soméwhat
dangerous trend, with potentially harmful side-effects
(especially for students).

| There‘are, though; a significant’number of

Rhetorid/Cdmpbsition theorists (both ancient and modern) who
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have addressed topics, issueé, concefns, etc. in the context
of Supraeréﬁignai influences in writing and creativity. In
fact, there aré enbugh-such works that comprehensiveness may
be virtually impossible except in d most voluminous
hanuscript—%which is beyohd the scope of this paper.
Instead, an éttempt will be made to provide a sampling thch
‘presents somethiﬁg of a représentative variety of approaches
and ideas--looking to ldentify‘¢ommon elements which might
then‘be distilled into some kind of applicabie advice
regarding supra-rationél,processes and the stimulation of
quélity, original, "creative" student writing in the

Composition classroom.



CHAPTER TWO: THE ANCIENT WRITERS

Today,vthe ndtion that writers are influenced by
deities,_spirits, etc. is usually percelived aé something of
ah irrational superstition. Ideas regarding writing, |
creativity, and non-rational experiences, however, are.

. probably as old as writing itse]f. In Homer’s dav, it seems
that "invoking the muse" was simply what poets, crators,
writers, and other artists did. The experience of composing
was something that just couldn’t be limited to human
consciousness and was thereforé attributed to "divine"
influence (And the early Greeks were certainly not alone in
their reverence for words produced under the auspices of
divine guidence). But is the "muée experience" of theée
ancient people totally alien to twentieth-century
Composition students?

- The roots of Rhetoric and Composition reach déeply
through history into the groﬁnd from which they orliginated
and from which they still draw nourishment: ancient Gréek
and Roman writers. And while they often addressed composing
in terms of oral communication, their works are written
works which are certainly applicable to writing. These
writers lived in societies where rationality was the new
"religion." Beliefs in supernatural dieties and the 11ke
were disappearing, as philosophy, écience, logic, etc.
provided mofe and more rational, logical explanations for

"natural" phenomena.



Yet, In the miqét’df this ratlonal whlrlpﬁpl,‘wr}ters
'such as Plato, Cicero, Quintillian, énd Isoéfates cbntinued
to express ideas regarding'the valueband function of
"supra-rational" (beyond rationality? influencés’in
composing processes. And it méy be.worthwhile to look at
some brief excerpts of whatvthese "founding fathers" of
Rhetoric and Composition, so often pérceived‘as denizens of
loQic and rationality, had to say (write) about the realms

of the supra-rational.

Whatever Plato’s "Phaedrus" may be about, it is not
farfetched to say that it takes place In the context of a
pedagogical discourse: Socrates, a great instructor, is
‘attempting to teach Phaedrus something. Neither is it
difficult to see the character Phaedrus as being
representative of youth in general--the "dear imaginary:’
youth" (127> to whom Plato addrésses his work for
instructional purposes. In this context, it is interesting
to‘note the emphasis which is put on the role of spiritua]
guidance, and the handling 6f the muse idea/metaphor.

Socrates reveals an extreme detestation for and fear df‘
people using the guise of muse invocation/divine inspiration
to lend false credence to their words. He chastises
Phaedrus, using ironic flattery, about appearing to be
vinspired (118). Socrates then speaks of "ancient sages
. who . . . would rise up in judgement against" him_were he

to agree with Phaedrus that no one could do better than
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'Lysias~onvtﬁelﬁopicvof”love, and hevSeems éérfdus about this
statemeht'(ii9)},‘Socrétes, howevef; then,gives‘a rhetbrical}
disclaimef,'étating that hi$ upcomin§ speech is not an
'invenfion of his own. This is afmost'certainly meanf in an
irénié or satirical way—fmaking-fun of this mode of
discdurse, Phaedrus’ "that iskgrqnd" comment;.his accusing
Socrafes‘of ”putting" én "airs“ (119>, and Socrates’ later
statement’that this had “ho truth or honesty" (122) all
supportv§QCh an interpretation. Further evidence of
Socrafes’ Jabbiﬁg af the “invqkers" of false inSpiration'cah
‘be seén as he goes-intd his lengthy, showy, satifical mUSé
invocation, pausing in his speech to make sure Phaedrus
notices that he is>“inspired,"‘and’may soon "appear to be in
a divine fury" (120). |
Socratés’ styTe ahd:tcne aré much different, however,
és he moves into his second‘speech. ‘Compare, for instance,
from the first speech: "And now dear Phaedrus, I sha]j
bauSe for an instant to ask whether you do‘not-think‘mé, as
1 appear toimyseff, inSpffed" €(120) Qith the line from the
second speech: "Do you'not perceive that I am already
overtaken by the nymphs to whom you have mischievousiy,
exposed me?" (122). While the first example is rather
_lengthy, formal, and pretentious, the second is conclse,
direct, and forcefu]. This change parallels/illustrates a
change from false to actual inspiration. Soctafes hears a"

voice in his ear and is quite clear about what must be done.
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- And it seems quite cleér that Sdcrafes is in‘earnest with
his inspiration this time. "How prophetic is the human
soul!" he exclaims (122>, and from‘tﬁis point on.Socrateé,
"with forehead bold and bare" (123); gives one of the host.
"divine" and "inspired" speeches in all of literature.

Regarding "the madness of those who are possessed by
the muses," Socrates says‘that "he who, having no touch of
vtﬁe muses/\madness in his soul, comes to the door and thinks.
that hé will get into the temp]e by the help of art——he
. and his poetry arevnot admitted" (124). Hére,'and
elsewhere in "Phaedrus," Socrates indicates that art
(technique), rhetorical conventions,‘and logical thinking
are somehow inadéquate not just for creating a speech, but
for fulfillment in life itself. He proposes that some
divine or spiritual element is needed as well.

This inspiration is not a matter of outward appearance:
"the vulgar . . . do not see [when onel is inspired" (126).
Nor is this something fo be gained from book learning: "And
what is well and what is badly——neéd wé Lysias, or any other
poet or orator, who ever wrote or will write either a
political or any other work, in metre or out of metre, poét
or prose writer, to teach us this?" (130>. This inScrutable
- element is soméhow discovered in the context of trust in the.
supra-rational, a willingness to look to the "clearness" and
fperfection" which are "a man’s legitimate offspring;--being

.+« « the word which he findé in his owh bosom" (140).
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This apparent “inwérdﬂ foduéing creates a seeming
confradiction if muses afe‘perceived as “externalf.
entities--for how can;this inspiration come both fromxwiﬁhjn
and withdut? The problem here stemsbfrom the héture of
logical, rational; objective (duélistic)\thfnking, which
claims that a thing either exists dr does not exist, is
either animate or inanimate, exists either inside or oufside
of a particular boundafy, etc. (thlis "Western" mihdsef Is
often credited to,'or b]amed on,\Aristotle, who came_arohgﬂa
little after Plato). ’What Sbcrates descr ibes is an
.experjence, and the nature of human experience iS'such that
,it'transcéhds the‘boﬁndéries‘of logic,ientering the realms
of the supra—rational, wherevconcépts like "inside" and
"outside" lose their "solidify,“ where a writer may not know
(or care) where a “voice"‘is boming from. -

It may seem odd that Socrates shouldvgive Phaedrus this
lesson, considering that throughout much of Plato’s work:
Socrates cOnstantly'advocatés the power of logical‘thjﬁking
through his:dialectical-approach and disparéges uncritiga]
‘thinkihg——especially in’the context-of aftempted peréuasion.
~But there is an importaht distinctidn to consider: actuai
inSpiration vs. false or contrived inspiration._ As shown
‘eaf]ier,}Socrétes goes through elabdbate contortions tb make
'fun‘of_those who_put on an outward appearance ofvinspibatiOn
in a ratiohaf,'daICUIated attempt ﬁo bypassblistener’s

~critical faculties, and tbbpe:suade via some kind of

11



;;"divine“ prestige.¢ ThiS was: apparently a very real danger
' to Socrates and Plato, and is probably at the root of theirv'l
expressed distrust for poetic orators, who most lxkely went

through muse—invocation displays before stirring up their

o audiences to emotional but uncritical states of mind in

which 1deas, stories, persuasions etc. would be more likely C

. to be accepted without questloning.

Socrates, however, does not say that such divine S

"connections do not ex1st In fact. there are many instances

in the Platonic canon where Socrates refers t0~his own
dependence on spirltual gu1dance, and his lessons for B
- Phaedrus advocate gettlng 1n touch with' this._ ButrSocrates
“proposes this connection as an ;ndiv1dual concern, not
something to be found by follow1ng or imitating someone
else s 1deas |

| So; Socrates, one. of the most intensely rational‘
thinkers 1n history, uses the muse 1dea/metaphor as. one way
- of describing hiS own experience of 1rrational | |
'(supra—rational) 1nfluences in the process of creating a‘v
.Speech,“as'well‘aS‘qndicatlng therimportancesof these
influences in‘such tcreative“‘endeavorsi"It also seems
'frather likely that the gc; er (Plato) who br1ngs Socrates’»
vldeas to light would agree.f In fact it is indeed
‘1mposs1ble to know what to attribute to Plato and what to
3}attr1bute to Socrates; but the messages are what count |

Another 1nfluent1al-ancient writer who expressedlideas

12



fggardihg supra—ratiohal infiﬁenceé and creatiQe pfocesses
was Cicéro. It’s interesting to note thaf in his "De
Oratore," Cicero has his mouthpiece,.crassus, say: '"what 13‘
so marvellous as that, out of the innumerable company‘of o
mankind, a single beiﬁg should arLse,_who either alﬁne or
with a few others can make,effectiye a faculty:besfowed by
natﬁre upon every maﬁ?" (emphasié added) (Benson & Prosser
92). While Cidero is aiming’at fhe-deve]opment of ‘a perfect
orator, he indicates that the "faculty" or‘potentjai exists
. in everyone. This concept seems to be fairly in>llné with
Socfates’ statements about individuals havingvtheif own'
innate knowledge and abllity. But Clcero seems a bit
elitist when he has Crassus state that "no‘ohe.should'be
numbered Qifh the orators whd.is not accompjished'in_éll
those.arts that befit the well—bred" (B & P 100). :Erdm )
this, it appears that Cicero be]ieves an orator’s ébi]ities
come solely from formal‘(rational) training——learnihg the
préper;methdds,_devices, etc.',Cicefo,‘however, Qoes;on to
'give‘avdefailed, féveaiiﬁé‘eX§jénatioh. |

Whgn'CEéssus fs final]y,corngred'into answerjng.ther
questhn of whether'théfe:is an art (technique ot>SCiénce)v
of oratdry, heFSa§s he_thiﬁks that ﬁthére‘ié éither no‘art
of speaking at all of a very thin one," and that "all the
qdarref]ing'in learned circles" is "really based upon a
dispute about a word. For.if . . . an art is defined as

:‘consisting in things thoroUghly~examined and clearly
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apprehended, and which are also outside the control of mereb
opinion, . and within the grasp of exact kﬁow]edge, then there
seems to be no such thing as an art of oratory" (B & P 107).
So, Cicero indicates that orafory is not reducible to the
kind of precision or lqgic associated with science. Cicero
does go on to acknowledge the value of rational thinking,
but without limiting oratory to it. And he does not seem
overly rigid about what elements to include in this "art" of
oratory.
Cicero’s Antonius also speaks of the element of
emotional appeal: ethos. He notes the power of emotion,
uSing the example of how he is moved by an actor’s
performance: |
Now if that player, though acting it daily,
could never act that scene without emotion, do
you really think that Pacuvius, when he wrote it,
was in a calm and careless frame of mind? That
could never be. For I have often heard that--as
they say Democritus and Plato have left on
record--no man can be a good poet who is not on
fire with passion, and inspired by something
very like frenzy. (B & P 174)

He goes on to say, regarding his famous defense of Manius

Aquilius, that he did it "not by way of technique . . . but

‘under stress of deep emotion and indignation" (B & P 174).

Here, Cicero,. through Antonius, portrays emotion (an element

‘14



bf the supra-rational fealm) as a powerful fdrce in thé
process of spodtaneous composing.

Quintillian is another ancient writer who dealt with
supra-rational influences in composing processes. In
"Institutio Oratoria," Quintillian, regarding inspifing
feelings in others, indicates that "the mah who will besﬁ
inspire such feelings in‘othe:s is he who has first inépired
them in‘himself" (Benson & Prosser 122);v Hé also writes
that "the authors who have discoursed on the nature of
virtue must be read through and thfough, that the life of
the orator may be wedded to the knowledge of.thihgs human
and divine" (B & P 126). Quintillian’s focus on
feelings/emotions and spiritual concerﬁs seem similar to‘l
some of Plato’s anq Cicero’s ideas. And his idéaé regarding
the Iimltations of an exclusively rational approach to
composihg afso'diSplaf significant similarities:

the‘science of dialectic . . . is often useful in
defiﬁition, inference, differentiation, resolution
of ambiguity, distinction and classification ...
yet if it claim to assume the entire directioh of
the struggles of‘the forum, wilivmerely stand in
‘thebway of arts suberior to itself and byvits

very subtlety will exauét the strength that has
been»paredvdown fo suit ifs limitations. As a
‘result . . . certain pérsons who show astonishing

ski]l in philospphical debate, as soon as they

15 .



quit the sphere'of their'quibbles,-afe as hélpiéss'
‘1n any case that demandé more serlous pleadlng as
those small anlmals which, though nlmble enqugh in
a conflned space, are easily captured in an open
._fleld. (B & P 127)
Guintillian, furthermOre, indicates that it Is not possible
"tg lay down genetal‘rulés whlch would suit all subJects...

. and since . ... there‘has never.been found one single
case which was exactly like any other, the pleader'mUSt rely
~upon his sagacity, keep_hisbeyes open, exerclse his powersv
of invention,and judgement and look to himself for adviCe"v
(B & P 207). And this "advice" regarding looking to one’s

self‘seems:pafalle]‘to that of Plato’s "word" that is found

in one’s "own bosom," and Cicero’s individual "faculty" or
potential. |

| Isocrates was vet another influential ancient writer
who affirmed the role’of supra-rational influences and the
limitations 6f rationa]iﬁy in compoéing. - In "Agéinst the
Sophists," he marvels at the ignorance of those “instructorsv
of youth who cannot see that they are apply1ng the analogy
- of an art [sc1ence] with hard and fast rules to a creatxve
process" <Benson & ProSser 44> ., Thls sounds‘very similar to
Plato, Cicero, and‘Ouintiilian, but_Isocrates is‘someWhat
unique in’ﬁis:emphasis on indlvidual\natura] abtftudé or
talent. o |

Isocrates clalms that "formal training" "cannot fully
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féShion men who are withqutvnatural aptitude into gﬁodv
debaters.or'wfiters, although it is‘capabie of Ieadihg ﬁhem
on tb self improvement and to a’gréater degree ofb |
intelligence on many subjécts" (B & P 44, 45)>. He goes on
to say that a‘teacher.must "leave out nothing that can be
taught, and for the rest, he must in himself set such an
example of oratory that fhe students who . . . are able to
pattern after him will, from the outset, show in.their
speaking a degree of grace and charm which is not found in
others" (B & P 45).

Isocrates’ beliefs and attitudes were possibly very
influential in the development of twentieth-century
approaches. His statements regarding what can be taught and
natural aptitude can be (and probably have been) interpreted
as elitist and exclusive. And it does not seem farfetched
that many twentieth-century, Composition theorists (American
ones at least), who were‘(are) attempting to educate masses
:of people from many socioeconomic backgrounds, saw (see)
these attitudes as subversive to their efforts to deQé]op
"blanket" strategies for teaching the writing process
(whether they have read Isocrates or not). This perception,
in turn, may quite possibly be behind the apparent effort
(as mentfoned earlier) to e]iminatev"myths" about natural
aptitude, inspiration, 1ndividualism, or anything‘that can
bé seen to contradiet the idea that ényone can be taught to

write weli through the discovery, creation, and/or
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application of particular "how to," textbook,;step-by-steo,.
rlgldly rat10na1 technlques, methods etc. |

v'But, to gain a more completevunderstanding of
Isocrates’ views it is‘imbortant*tofCOnsider the contekt he
voperated within; Isocrates lived in a‘socfety“where a
person’s educationai opportunities were largely determined
by social status. _Displaying a "natural aptitudef for
.soﬁething was probably the‘only way for soﬁeone of
»bordef]ine social and/or‘economio statos to Qain an
-opbortunity for instruction in that field. .In fact, ‘more
often than not this has been the case throughout most of
-the history of Western Civ111zat10n untll very recently. .
Except for the wea]thy, many famll;es, if they could scrape
together the money, had‘to ohoose whioh, if‘any,,of their
children would recelve advanced education based almost
solely on natural aptltude. Isocrates made h1s living as an
1nstructor of Rhetorlc, and as . such probably desxred
(required) students who dlsplayed some talent for oratory .
and/or wrltlng Slnce his reputat:on and 1ncome depended on
the success of his students, he desired those who were
likely to develop "a degree of gface and charm which [was)
not found in othersgﬁ :

Isoorates’ "practical" concerns, however, do not
invalidate,or‘diminish the significance of his approach to
teaching. He perceives composing as'a "creative process"

which is somehow beyond the scope of set rules; andvhis.
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statements implybthat atfempting to make this process
conform td'rlgidly llneaf, step-by-step rules |s not only
futile, but harmful; He also places a high value 6n the
assefs indiQiduafs bring‘tb-COmpoéIng pfocesseé; He does,
not‘c]aim that "formalvtbaining" cannot be helpful, but that
there are other impOrtant’facto;s outside its domain.

While there aré numerous othef worké by_these and other
anclent_writerSYWhich dould be aiscussed‘here;,this'sampling
reveéls some importént common elements. Firstly, fhe
process of composing dannot and.shou1d not be limited to'
excluéively rational techhiques, approaches, etc. A]sb, the
experiencé of supra—rationa]vinfluences in composihg (such |
as.emotion, inspiration, intuition, etc.) should be |
affirmed,.valued, and»invoked, rather than deniéd and
disparaged. Furthermdre; 1ndividuality should be recognized:
‘and afflrmed, and the innate experlential knowledge of each
individual should be taéped and utilized.

But, having exorcised the ghosts of misguided
grammaticai approaches, cohtemporary Compbsition pionéers,*
often led by §oghitive theqrists, press onward in the quest.
for the "promised lahdﬁ of perfect theory, to mine tbe
diamonds of imminently teachable techniques and blanket
'strategies, so the secrets of ﬁng wrifing process can be‘
.revealedbtb.ahd‘logiéally,underStoodrby ali. In fact, as
brain’researchv&dvances;'wrifing teachefs'may become

proficient accupuncturists, able to stimulate quality
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writing with "pinpoint" éccuracy and efficienéy; Along thé
way,‘primitive, irrationalvmyfhs about inépiration, muses,
individual natural ability, and the wayward,vf]aky writing
conceptions of poor‘bumpkins'like Plato, Keats, Wordsworth,
and Shakespeare’can finally be banished, or af least
explained and understood in logical terms. But before all
writing teachers are forced to take brain_anatomy courses,
and the last muse is blasted into extinction, or dissected
and placed into alphabetized, formaldehyde-bearing
contalners, it might be wise to conslder sparing some of
this endangered species, and‘to lend an ear to those poor
muse worshippers who saw and those who still see magic,

mystery, and wonder as part of writing.
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'CHAPTER THREE: MODERN COMPOSITION THEORISTS

There have-been_numerous_attempts to categorize and
classify’the approaches; philosophies, techniques, etc. of

ﬁwentieth—century Composition theorists. It is interesting

to note that, by and large, these efforts tend to réveal a

noticeable split between those whd’favor/emphésize rational,

-logical, “Classical" approaches, and those who focUs on

irrational, holistic, "romantic" approaches.

| Oﬁe of the most revealing of such attempts is Richard
Young’s division of modern theorists. He sees all modern
theorists as disciples of "the new rhetoric," those who have
"been devoted fo finding ways of teaching the pracess of

discovery and of making it a part of a rhetoric that is not

~only new but practical™® (Ydung 132>. Young, however,

identifies "two'apparently irreconcilable positions" among

these theorists (132). On -one hand there are "the new

romantics," who maintain that because it is "associated with
. mysterious powers," "the art of writing cannot be‘

taught," but that the‘teacher’s‘function is to "present

Estudents with situations in which [writingl can be learned

‘more'easily" (134>. 0On the other hand, there are the "new

classicists," who areFCOncerned with "the knowledge
necessary for produéihg pfecohcei&ed‘results by conscious,
dibécted action“ (134). ‘And, indeed, there seems to be a
significant disparity between fhese views. Youﬁg;’howéver,

thinks "that there may be a basis for accomodation between"
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these two gfoups; His answer? "Heuristic procedures"
(especia]]y those assddiated wifh "tagmemics"), which he
seems to see as somefhing of a balanced compromise. Young
says that heuristics provide "a series of questions or
operatiohs whose results are provisional. Although more or
less systematic, a heuristic search is not wholly conscious
or mechénical; intuition, relevant knowledge, and skill are
also necessary. A heuristic is an explicit strategf for
effective guessing" (135). As an example of a heuristic
procedure, Young offers directions for an assignment (based
on Francis Christensen’s ideas): "Study what is being
observed, write a base clause about it, and then try piling
up at the end of the clause}analogies,vdetails, and
qualities that serve to refine the obigina] observation"
(136-37>. Young also offers an example of a tagmemic
rhetoric heuristic, one whiéh asks the writer to look at a
"unit" (subject) "as a static, sharply defined particle, as
a wave of activity, and as a field of relationships. In
each mode [the writer is] asked to note the unit’s
contrastive features, variations, and distributions" (138).
Young goes to great lengths to demonstrate that
heuristjcs do not lean too strongly toward rationality,
concluding that "overraticnalization is a danger, but it is
not an inevitable consequence of the theory" (139). And to
his credit, Young says, regarding the "two conflicting

conceptions of art," "that in some sense both are true, in

22



spite of their seeming inbompatibility," éhdﬁsuggeSts'that

.teacherstcan "live with the donflict, exploiting one or the
vother'of the conceptions as it suits [their teaching] needs
R ¢ S 12 But Young’s claims andrviews are reminiscent

of cognitive, epistemic, and other modern Composition

theoristé who claim to regard rational and irrational

writing proéesses rather equally, or to have the perfect
compromise--[see, for example, James Berlin’s categorization
of "objective, subjective, and transactional," which neatly
portrays the epistemic (transadtional) position as a perfect
compromise between the rational (objective) and irfationa}
(subjective) extremes]. Young, in fact, is probéb]y more
favorably inclined toward irrational processes than the
majority of such theorists, but a close look at the
foundations his theory is built on reveals some interesting
assumptions and impliéations. foung says that he is
concerned

not only with what we do when engaged in

intellectual explorations but also with what we

can do to 1nc:eg§é our control over it to make

it more effective. . . . The answer offered by

tagmemic rhetoric is a heuristic based on

principles of tagmemic linguistics, a linguistic

theory developed primarily by Kenneth Pike.

These principles, Pike maintains, are universal

invariants that underlie all human experience

23



and are characterfstic of :aglgnalitz itself;-
| | | (emphasis’added) (138>
‘There can be little doubt that the drlve to contro]
and a bellef in "invarlants" which are common to all human
experience, are elements of-a thoroUghly rational
perspective, buxlt on the assumptlon that human ratlonality
can understand, cla551fy, and even control virtually
' anything  The principles-and-techniques Young, and others"\
like hlm, poxnt out are axmed at developlng a knowledge
which enables us to discuss ro]es, make definitions,
predictions, and assumptions about approprxateness.of
occurrence; andbin general perceive_f . ﬂ sYstemic
relationships . . .."‘f138); And, in a sense, these views
~are probab]y typical ef most modern Compesition‘theorists |
Although they often seem to affirm the roles and funct1on of
the supra ratlonal 1n Compos:tion Cand even creat1v1ty) a
close examination 1nvar1ably reveals a ratxona] |
wor]dvnew--wlth little room or tolerance for anythlng
mysterious, maglcal, 1rrat10na1, or beyond logical control.
There*are,'however, a significant number of modern;
- Composition theorlsts (remlniscent of thelr anc1ent
predecessors) who have unhesltatlngly affxrmed and validated
'the role of supra—rat10na1 1nfluences 1n Comp031t10n, by
admxttlng that there are processes, 1nf1uences, and
experiences in wr;t1ng whlch are truly mystefioué, and

beyond understanding'in terms of static, rational,
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systeﬁatic; cause-effect relationships——and’it?is; ﬁere.than‘
. anything e]ee, this dlfferenee in wOrid—views that separates
the rationalists (inclﬁding epistemic, cognitive, and
tagmemic proponents)_from the supra-rationalists. Theée 
supra-rational theorists have also, by and large, challenged
the rationaliét assumption that thinking precedes’and
directs writing--the notion, in other words, that writers
must think about what to write and then write what they
think [D. Gordon Rohman, for example, states that "in terms
of cause and effect, thinking precedes writing“ (106>1. And
vthese supré—rationaliets have also pointed to the importance
of individuality--to the experience, knowledge, and
uniqgueness that each peréon brings tobcomposihg procesSes.
Furthermore, many of them have made direct correlatiens
between supra-rational processes and creativity.

Perhaps the most lnfluehtial of modern Composition
supra-rational advocates is Peter Elbow. Elbow has been a
pioneer~in techniques of "freeWriting," end his methods have
been widely‘adopted and implemented. E]bow claims that the
most_effectiye way he knows to improve one’s writing "is to
do freewriting exercises regularly. They are somet imes
ealled “automatic writing,” ‘babbling,” or 7 Jjabbering’
exercises. The idea is simply to write for [a set length of
timel. . . . The only reqUirement is that [the writer] never
_stop" ("Without TeacherS“ 3)._:Elbow sees freewriting as a

"natural way of producing words," in which "there is a
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sound, a texfure, avfhythm--a vOiée——wbich_is the main
source of'power‘in'[one’s] writing"; and while'Efbow
"doesn’t know howbit works," he says that "this voice isvthe
| force that will make a reader listen . . . " ("Without

- Teachers" 6.

But while Elbow sees freewritiﬁg as semething
mysterious, he (like most supfa—rationalists? doesn’t deny
the importance of rational thinking when it‘eomesvto

editing. "Editing, in itself, is not the problem," he says;
| "the problem is that edlting_goes on at the_éame time as
producingﬁ ("Without Teachefs" 5)>. In fact, Elbow seems to
vefue "producing“»and "editing" rather equally. Implying a
link befween creativity and non—eritical processes, Elbow
sees "in good wrifers the ability somehow‘tovbe extremely
-creative and extremely critical, without letting one
mentality prosper at the exéense of the other or being
half-hearted In both" ("Contraries" 219).

Yet, even though Elbow'may hold the rational and
.sUbra—rational in somewhat eéua] esteem, the directieﬁvand
focus of his work imply a perceived need to reveal and
assert the value'ef‘eqprafrational processes in writing, to
‘ help balance an apparently overrational tendency'ahoﬁg
Composition fheorists.and teachers. Heisays that
‘freewrifing can produceven “integratlen of meanings . . . at
a finer level than [oneJ‘ean achieve by conscieus planning

or arrangihg"; and that although "much or most" of one’s:
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freewriting "will be far iﬁfeerr fofWhét_[one] can produce
through ¢ére and’rewriting," "the‘good bits wi1l‘be“much
better thén anythiné éise [6he]‘éan;prodUCe_by.aﬁy other
method" ("Without Teachers" 8-97. |

Elbow, also, doesn’t really seem fo put'mudh stock ih
the notidn that writers should think out and plan théir
writing in advance: "Instead of a two-step transaction of
meaning into language, think of writing as an organic,
developmental process in which [onel startls] writing at the
very beginning--before [knowing one’s] meaning at all," and
then encourages the "words gradUally to change and evolve.
Only at the end . . ." will the wrifer know what he or she
~wanted to say ("Without Teachers" 15).:

Elbow, along the same lines, rejécts the notion that
writers should always keep their audience consciously in

mind while writing. He saysvthat "After we have figured out

our thinking in copious exploratory Qr'draft
writiﬁg-—perhaps finding the right volce or stance as
well--then we can follow the traditional rhetorical advice:
think about readers and revise carefully to adjust our words
and thoughts to our intended audience" ("Ignoring Audience"
525 . | |

And while Elbdw (regarding contraries or paradoxes in
teaching) says that teachers must sometimes "help students
learn . . . to “try harder,’" he also sees a need for‘

teachers to sometimes help students learn "to ‘just relax’"
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(ﬁIgnbring-Audience" 65). He claims that sometimes "by
unclenching, [students]_effortlesély‘call on social |
discourse skil]s of immense sbbhistidation. . ;,' Somet imes
. « . they need to learn . . . hoﬁ to relax and let go--to
unclench" ("Ignoring Audience" 65).

Yet;'relaxation exercises aré_rarely conside:ed or
mentiéned'as‘viable techniques in Compdsition pedagogy and
are perhaps'even rarer in actual Composition classes. - But
if Eibow is correct here, if follows that teachers should be
more aware of studéntvanxiety ahd comfort leVeis, and make
an effort to create a "relaxed" classroom atmosphere. A
teacher might try being informal, humorous, or enteftaining;
she/he_might lead the class in avmeditatibn exercise, ordefv
pizza for everyone, tell a good (harmless) joke, show a
humorous video, etc. It probab]yvmatters less what an
individual teacher does to encourage student relaxation than
that he/she makes some kind of an effort.

Anéther one of the hore influential and prolific of
these theorists is Dbnald Murfay. While Murray doesn’t
totally deny the value of rationality, or thought prior to
writing, he does indicate that the supra-rational points the
way for the rationa]: "My students becomé writers at that
moment when they first‘write what they do not expect to
write. . . . Writers value the gun that does not hit the
target at whichbit is aimed. . . . Writers are, like all

artists, rationalizers of accident. They find out whatbthey
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. are doing;after they have done it" ("Surprise" 1). For
| Murra?, surérise Is "that moment when;languége leaves the
mind and moveskthebhandf ("Surprise" 3),v In this context,
Murray links creativity with the supra-rational when he
quotes E.M. Foréter’s words: "’Think'before you speak is
‘criticism’s motto; speak before youvthink isrcreatiqn’s’"v
(5Surprise" 1), 'And Murray also says that "intention is the
enemy and surprise the friend" ("Ligbtning" 220).
Furthermore, Murray claims that the experience of "surprise"
is what "motivates writers to héul themselves to their
writing desks year after’year* (“Surprise" 1.

Murfay paralléls Peter Elbow in his advice regarding
how to bypaés rational limitations: "I want to write what I
do not know in ways I have not written.‘ 1 need to speed
ahead of the censor and write so fast that my velOCity
causes the accidents of insight and language that make good
writing" ("Habits" 16>. He even warns of the dangers of
being "too well educated," and affirms the need to embrace
mystery: "If you have the disadvantage of a fine and
complete education; move out from that center of comfort té
where you don’t know everything, where there are dark
forests, looming mountains, shadows that move, strange
noises in the night" ("Lightning"v218).  Further ciarifying
the limiting effects of overrationalization, he cfaims that
"those who do not write wait untilbwhat they want to say is

clear in their minds" (emphasis addéd) ("Habits"bls).
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'BQt while Murray downplays the role of expectation, in
terms of what a writer,thinks about writing and wﬁat is
éctua]iy written, he nevertheless sees expectation as
something of a prerequisite for surprise (making a
distinction between "expectation" and "thought"), claiming
that experienced writérs have "the problem of the excess of
surprise}and must learn how to decide which mermaid is real.
These are problems for experience and craft, but first there
must be the possibility of surprise. That is the starting
point for the effective writer and the effective teacher . .

" (emphaéis added) ("Surprise" 3)>. And Meray’s ideas
have important ramifications for pedagogy, for if people
"are much more likely to perceive surprise if [theyl] expect
to see it" ("Surprise" 3>, then It follows that part of a
teacher’s job would be to facilitate such an expectation or
belief. Inherent in this "expectation" is a willingness to

trust in something beyond rationality, beyond direct

control--the supra-rational.

In fact, of "the condifions that allow [Murrayl to
receive writing" ("Lightning" 215>, he finds "faith" to be
"hafdest‘of all. . . . Faithithat (hel can write, that [he
has] something to say, that [hel can find out what'it is,
that [hej can make it clear. . . . Faith enough to stand out
there all alone and invite the lightning" ("Lightning" 222).
And it seems rather likely that the reason Murray, and most

-people, find such "trust" difficult is because of a
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- collectively cultivated dgpendéncecdn rationality, a
prevailingVWOrld—vieW‘which disables people’s ability to
éXperience what John Ké§ts‘célled»"negative capability":
"that is when a maﬁ is capable of beiné in uncertainties,
mysteries, doubfs,vwithout any irritable,feaching after fact
and reason" (Keats 1209). "And a writing teachéf should be
aware of how the éfévailing urge to rationalize during
‘writing can aCtuallyfshut off potential, and how difflcult
it is for most peopie to trust in unkhown abilities; to be
comfortable with a process which is indeed mysterious.

It is a]sobworth‘noting.that Murray, iike most other
supra-rational advocates; affirms thé impbrtance-of
individuality in the context of teaching writing: "the
mature English teacher welcomes a diversity of contradictory‘
voiceé, eéch student séeaking of his own concerns in his own
~way. There is no one way to think or to‘write,'and_
[teachérs] must not give [their] students the illusion there
is"; and’a writing teacher should "above all, encoUrag[éJ
his students to be indiQiduals" f"Voiée" 118-19>. To
promote individuality; Murray also insists that a "teacher
shbuldvshow the student how writers:find_theif subjects.

But the student must find his own subject" ("Volce" 118).

| A less:influéntiél but moré outspoken and theoretically
explicit modern_Composition supra-rationalist is Barfett
Mandell, whorsays that it is a "misconception" to assume

that "writing is or should be the result of what we normally
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call thinkiﬁg. In‘this almost uﬁiversally—accépted fidtiqn,
- the story goes that'firét we think (Iogical]y; rationally,
even ’imaginativel}’) and then write. . . . An elaborate
pedagogy is built on this.misconception“ ("Losing" 362-63).
Mandell makes an important distinction/assertion, claiming
that "writihg as an exgefiencé (as opposed to'cdnCepts about
writing)’is a mystery and . . . structures of logic and
rationality pass the time in class but do not illuminate,phe
mystery" ("Losing" 363). |

So, Mandell sees no cause/effect relationship between
thinking and writing, although he admits that thinking
"precedes writing and establishes a ffame of mind‘in which
writing is likely to occur" ("Losing" 363). But he claims
that he (and others) "always" write something different,
sometimes "only subtly different," than what was thought.
And the "i1llusion" that thinking causes writing Is "a tale
we have come to believe about the impqrtance of rational
thought prior to writing" ("Losing" 364). But, although
Méndéll claims that the act of writing involves "trusting
the ‘dictation which emanates from some point other than the
conscious ego," and that "the true cause of the flow of
language is a mystery to the conscious mind," he does say
that "editing" "can, and ought to be, taught" ("Losing"
364-65).

Mandell (similar to Elbow and others) sees a distiﬁct

diffebence between writing and editing: "Editing, which is
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thinking about writing, requires what we call the mind," and

'is directly related to rationality ("Not Home" 372). But,

LY writing teachers we have been so concerned with editing

(posing as Writing) that we have overlooked the source of
writing itself--that is, its still center of creativity"

("Not Home" 373>. And this creative center is something
beyond rationality.

Mandell also addresses the issue of what to do in order
to teach writing: "What we must now bégin to look at . . .-
Is that the:teachlng of 1oglc, compar ison/contrast,
argumentation . . .[etc.] may have little bearing onkthe
writing process";‘he‘c]aims that "it does not work to teach
coherence, unity, and emphasis, since these follow insight. 
They do not precede it. What works is to stimulate insights
by creating contexts in which they are likefy to occur"
("Not Home" 3?5). In order to do this, teachers must (as
Elbow and Murray indicate) "push students past their own
egb-restrictions"; they must "drive the student out of the
House of Self-consciousness" ("Not Home" 375).

Mandel]l suggests two ways to implement his theories.
Firstly, he "would like to see teachers making full and
imagihative use of  the strategies_worked‘out by such writers
aé Ken;Macrorie,-Peter Elbow, Gordon Rohman and Albert O.
Welcke, and William Stafford ("Not Home" 375>, most of whom
rely heavily on some form(s) of freewriting; His second

suggestion, however, seems somewhat unusual, considering
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Mandeli’s‘penchant for»ffeedom»frqm restriction. He
recommends ﬁrote'writidg—fthe copyingbéf well-written prose
paséagés, selected by fhe studeht on the basis_of'taste and
aépreciation, and written ihto a cdpy bobk" ¢"Not Home"
376>. But while this seéﬁS'"so unlike free writing, rbte
copying allows the student’stholé'organism to have the
experience of producing'maturexprosé gl;nggg_gggggggggligigg
consciously ét all" ("Not Home" 376). And,.therefore,
ﬁéince éxperience; not conCeptualizing, affects‘skilis énd,
~abilities, copying on a regular basis actually ihproves
- writing.‘ Likev’free"writing, it .. . bypasses.the ‘mind’"
(ﬁNot Home" 376). It is also worth notihg that the student
sélects‘what to copy;-whiCh is a form of freédom‘within the
"constraints."» |
And like most supra-rationalists, Mandell (after
qguoting William James) makés a direét connectionvbefween
creativity and the realms of the supfa—rational: “William'
‘James? besf ertlng emefgés from thlsvunknowabie source of
cféative insight. So does Henfy James’; So do mine ahd
yours" ("Not Home" 377). |
Whilé E]bow,.Meray, and Mandel are three of the most

significant supra—rationalist Composition thebrists, theré
are numerous other coﬁtributofs to thevhodern Composition
"canon"’who.address,supfa—raﬁional processes, creativity;
'and}wfiting who could_be‘diéCUSSed here. Perhéps'the most

noteworthy and identifiable sub-group of this’bunch consists
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of theorists who focus on fhe role of emotions or fee]ihgs}
Calso called the "affective" dbmain) in writing.

Robert'Baden, for Qne,’c]éims that "béforé meaningful
writing can océur the feelings of the writer must be
stimulated to the extent that he is-wi}iing and able to make
an emotional, sensuods cpmmitment to His task" (368). ‘These
feelings, however, are not limited to "love, Jjoy, beacé,-and
brotherhood," but also include "hate, mistrust, anger, and
disgust" (368).  In other words; "if matters far less what
the fee]jng is than that there is feeling. Ohce an
emot ional response occurs, thought has its place to explain,
temper, and clarify . . . " (368).

Baden, affirming the ﬁeed for individuality, also says
that teachers should provide<writing étimuli which are
conducive to "multiple and varied responses" (369). He
encourages haying studenfs write about their feelings toward
particular objects, ideas, or situations, but he stresées
that "a teacher who gives this kind of stimulation to his
wriﬁing students ought not restrict the form of the
response. . . . to diqtate the “appropriate’ form can
subtract from potential‘gains" (370> . it’s interesting to
consider whether the "form" of freewritng is in some wéy
"dictated" by the requirement of non-stop writing. While
non-stop freewriting can producé benefits, it would also be
beneficial (and perhaps less "dictating") to simply give a

time limit and allow students to write at their own pace.
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Perhaps.the:best approach fof a writfhg teacher,then, would
be to incorporate some of both types of freewriting.

And while "fofm" perhaps should not beventifely
abandoned for all "fbrmal" papers, focusing strongly on
_"descbiption,"»"narration," Fcompare/cdntrast," etc. (as
Mandell indicates) is probably more detrimental than
helpful. At thé,very least, thé "rigidity“.of the forms
should be relaxed. In doing a ”controversial.iséue,"
"aréumentative;" or “Comparison/contbast“‘paper, for
example, students shouldn’t be required to,févor or support
one side instead of another——doiﬁg an éccurate.portrayal of
a'complex issue, or even offering a solution ought to ber
_viable poésibilities as well.

Inva similar vejn'to Baden’s focus on emotion, Susan
McLeod (after descfibing a class full of harried students:
duringva'written exam) points‘out thét "one does not haQe to
vwatch fréshmen at-work to know that_writiné is an emotiohal
as weli as a cognitive éctivity——we‘feél as wéll as thjnk
when we write" (426>. But while‘she sees cognition and
’ emotioh‘to be lnseparablﬁ infertwlned, she claims thét "we

have tended'to ignoré the affective [emotion/fee]fﬁg] dpmain.
in our résearch and speculation about the writing,p:oceés.
This is partly due to our deep Westébn‘éuspicion of anythingv:
whiéh cannot be observed‘and quantified . . .," and also
‘because modern Composition theorists "lack a complete

theoretical perspective and common vocabulary with which to
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carry on a cogeht’ACademic discﬂsSiOn of affect" (426>. And
shé sees'a need forf”reseafchefs and teachers . . ; to know
more about this state of emotional engagement with a writing
task, a state which elsewhere has been termed ‘inspiration’"
(428). Finally, she finds that "three broad areas——writingl
anxiety, motivation, beliefs--are ripe fof study in terms of
affect" (431). |

Similarly, Reed Larson, after a clinical study,
concludes that "emotional aspects of writing should not be
igno:ed. There appears to be more to succéss iﬁ‘writing
than cognitive ability or writing skilis .. "B,
Interestingly, Larsbn also found‘that “the ability to create
enjoyment seemed to be related tb mdre creative and
efficlent writing" ¢39>. And If Larson‘s conclusions are
correct fwhich " common sensé" would seem to dictate) then
"enjoyment" is a deéireablé element for a Composition class,
" one deserving of mdre attenfibn than whafvis normally given.
In fact, getfing studenfs; somehow, to actua11§ enjoy
themselves in claSS'sometimes may be one of the most
significant achievements possible for a Qriéing teacher.
Some students might even begin to occasionally enjoy
writing, and to write for fun once in a while.

Another impdrtant,"affective" theorist,‘Mary Jean
Lederman, sees "teaching writing as an art, something .
approaching magic,_very littlé like a science," and conveys

some intriguing speculations, based on her "semi-clinical
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investlgation" (674>. She concludes that "there seems to be
a coﬁnection between writing and feelings about the self"
(688-89). Specifically, she finds that students Qith high
self-esteem tend to WFife better than those with low -
self-esteem. She feels that this might be a result of an
educational system "which enables our ‘best’ students (who
are almostvalways our best writers) to deal with the most
interesting and imaginétive curricula as well as the most
interesting and imaginative teachers," while those who are
perceived as less intelligent are, in elementary school,
"saddled with Dick and Jane or the modern, interracial
equivalent; [and] ih high school . . . they are plaged in
Remedial English" (688). And what these "remedial"ﬁgtudents
end up learning is "to hate writing--and perhaps
themselves--a little more" (688).

She concludes that teachers can begin to help
low-sel f-esteem students by "giving them writing experiénces
which will encourage them to explore and discover themselves
through writing," and by engaging "the students’ dreams,
wishes, and aspirations. These students need to discover
themselves and the world around them" (688).

And 1f Lederman and other theorists are correct about a
correlation between feelings/beliefs and the quality of
student writing, then the role of writing teachers should
include efforts to mold students’ perceptions toward.more

beneficial outlooks--persuading students to believe they can
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wrlte, and encourag1ng them to do‘wrltlng that 1s
,emotional]y engaging to them.

As a'footnote to‘Lederman’s,COmments.onbstudents,

- developing’a'“hatred“ for wfiting,.it doeS'seem odd that so

*many elementary, and even. secondary, teachers still use

"_ wr1t1ng as punlshment It seems rather likely that forcxngi

a student to wrlte "I w1ll not ,‘.f, [whatever]" flve
hundred tlmes, or doxng rote copytng from a dlctlonary as
_ggnxshment can only lead to negatxve feellngs and |
“1nh1bitlons about wrltlng <be they “sub " "un," "semi. or'
x‘"fully" conscious) v B

Finally,,TobyVFulwiier and:Bruce_Peterson also deserve
‘mention'for‘theiryabticle "Toward-irrational Heufistics:
Freelng the Ta01t Mode," whlch wins the "most humorous
‘supra—ratlonallst artlcle" award ~ They do a witty satire on
the tendency of,many theorists (even other'
suprasfationalistS) to,attemot‘systematicdclassification,
division, and defjnitfon‘of iffational processes. With
’ Afistoteiian precision,itheYﬂdemonstrate the humorous
v‘absufdity'of_eﬁtreme‘fational heductionism~being applied to
-vsupfa—rational processes,'by examining five heuristics'which.
they c]axm have recexved “llttle or no recent attentlon," in
spite of thelr "proven" usefulness: "1) mumbling, 2) |
staring, 3) moving, 4) doodling, 5) nolse’ (622).
‘ ‘Forfexample,&theyidivide‘“startng“ into “objective“ and:__

"subjective"‘categories, further dividing "subjective
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staring" Into "celllng stares" (which "are especlally useful
in»é clutteréd environment") and "inner staring" (which is
further divided into "clenched, fluttered, [and] blurred"
staring) (624-25).

To demonstrate the'possible-value of "moving," they
refer to an incidgnt involving a mah who solved a complex
physics problem while riding in a bus, not thinkingvabout
the problem. And they cohclude, therefore, that "classes
have to be more mobile to generate genuinely new éolutions
to certain problems," and that "motion-inducing machines,_
from jump ropes to Jjogging shoes, from roller and ice skates
to Kawasaki 1000/s" ought to be used (625). They also |
indicate that "there is no reason why mobile laboratories
cannot be set up and put in motion for hours, days, or even
whole terms; mobile trailers or boats would work fine"
(626). |

And regarding the value of "noise" as a writing
heuristic, they cbnc]ude that "rather than insisting dn
silent libraries and study carrels, perhaps professors ought
to recommend the TV lounge and snack bar," that "scientists

ought to consider piping in high-decibel street noise," and
that teachers should determine "which noise is best for
solving which problems" (628).

Yet no matter how hilarious or outrageousvthgir_

conclusions seem, they do include some inherent practical

value as well--for while they'are making fun of rational
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reductionistbtendencies;(théyfare a]so-pointing'out:a kihd_
‘of loﬁse “open—ﬁésé“ that couid pay_divideﬁds invthé writing
class. Why not";ry a class “mumbling," fstaring," "moving,"
etc. exercise? ~Delibéra£ely attempting something that is
sure to seem irrational and absurd at first might actually
help students get past inhibiting_barriers; it might eveh
lead to a more enjoyable; relaxed, and creative classroom
environment. |

So, overall, theré éfe somevinterestfng pérallels and
important common;elements betwéen the ancient and modern
writers covered here. Firstly, bdth the ancient and the
modern writers acknowledge the limitations of rationality in
composing, pointiﬁg out that the writing experience cannot
be fully'contaihed_or undersfood-in rational terms, and
furthermore; many poinf out that such an effort is likely
not only to be futile; bUt detrimenta1 as wéll. Secondly,
both groups of writers_embrade the mysteriousness Qf writing -
in a positive sense, appboaching it in a splrif of somewhat
humble reverence, rather than seeing Writing as a process to
be conquered and rationally controlled. Einally, both the
anciéntbahd modern supra?rationa]ists tehd to show a high
‘regard for the innate, expe:ientiaf knowledge, and creative
- abilities thatieabh‘individual person brings to the
composiné process, seeing them as treasures to bé tappedi

into rather'thah something to be suppressed or alﬁeredr
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Chapter 4: CongluSiohs/Pedagogical»Implications'

before addressiﬁg conclusions, a brief re-cap is in
OrderL This paper haé focused on revealing, relating, and
gener%lizing about the theories, ideas, aésumptiéns, etc. of
se]écFed writers who have dealt withvsupra—rétionality
(beyogd the strlctly‘rational), creativity, and
' writihg/composing processes, as well as contrasting (to some
extenk) these writers’ worldviews with more rationally
orien%ed ones. An attémpt to reveal a probable link between
creatﬁVity/origina]ity and wprking with, using, and/or
tappibg inté'Supfa—rational abilities has‘also'been made.
This Eas all been done with the underlying assumption that
'“crea%ivity/origina]ity" is a desireable quality in
Compo?ition studenté’*writing, and that an éxpanded
awareﬁess of fational limitations and the benefits of
supraLrationality in CompositionviS'WOrth developing.
| But while pedagogical implications have been touched -
on,>qyestions regardinglhow writing teachers might
pract;cally xmplement a supra-rationalist approach in actual”
Composxtlon classes still need to be addressed-further. So,
'in th;s context, what needs to be done and how can a teacher
do it? |
| First of all, sfgdents should be made more aware of
what éhéy probably already know, but may not realize:b The

gg:;ence of wrxtlng _§ rather mysterlous, and cannot be

contalned or understood by mathematxcal, purely rational
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formu]ations, - This ties‘in with the likely benefits of
molding students’ expectations/beliefs about writing,
allowing étudents the opportunity to not shut off creative,
supra—rational potentials because of a pefceived need to
rationa]]y»contfolxand understand all aspects of their
writing processes.

To accomplish this, a teacher can first of all simply
- explain to students that this is indeed the hature of the
writing experiencé, and‘that it’s perfectly fine not to
understand or be able to ratibnally gontrolbwriting, and vet
fo go ahead'and Qrite. Promoting the idéa that‘fepeated
'reQision is an:essential part of devéloping essays (that
writing is not like Chise]ing stohe, where each stroke is
permanent and unalterablé) should also be beneficial. This
type of verbal reassurancé»can and should actually help
students be.more willing to let go of the perceived need to
consciously understand and control writing--a misperceptioﬁ
which has mbst likely been galvanized by years of
“schooling," where grammatical correctness and form were
emphasized.

Of course to truly conyince students that they can let
go of rafional barriers and still write, they will need to
actually experience it, repeatedly. So, the benevolent
teacher of writing must (as Mandell, Elbow, Murray, and
others indicaté) force‘the studenfs past their barriers,

literally out of their minds. There are several ways to
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accomplish this, including: writing, writing, and more

writing. What is 1mportant'here,-though; is what the

_ students are asked to write, when they are asked to write.
it, and how this written work is graded.
~Since in-class writing isbthe only writing that a

.teacher}cah‘direct'in—grocess, this is where she/he must

facilitate (ihitially at least) supra-rational writing
experiences. And ifkcreative,vorlginal, quality writing~caﬁ
be encouraged by gefting students past rational mindsets,
then in-class writing should be aimed at doing just that.
So, what is done (writtend is not so Important as that
- students have supra—rational writing eXperiences. |
Theréfore, ény writing.assignment‘that'works is fine.
What works? = For one thing, questions or prdmpts that eliéit
subjective responses can take students beyond preconCeption
and beyond habitual rational patterns. Fof.example, "What
‘is the meaning of}the color green?" “Describe the colo:
- red"; "What is the‘éound of ohe brain‘thinking?" ér "What
does the wind fee]:]ike?ﬁ Wrifing stimulf suéh as these are
very likely to drive students out of‘theif mindé, and should
therefore‘be.ihpleméﬁted ffee]y. Having students reépond in
writing to assigned feadlng and ln—claés‘stimuli (videos,
tapes; picturés, etc.) pfior;to ény class discussion can_l
also be effective in this context. Questions such as "What
do you think about . . .?" of "How do you feel ébout . .‘;?"

~or "Describe a time when . . ." can work well because
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‘ studehts wi11 not-have the "form" of the response
preconCeivéd, buﬁ wi11 pronceEwriting’with'its oWn
formf—sohethidg individual, original, creative.

Of coufse.gfadinQ/eValuation can be problémétic if
student Qbiting_is stifled by grade anxiety. On the other
hand, human nature (and common’éense) seems  to indicate that
uhless some kind of evaluative feedback occurs, students are
unlikely to be motivated enough to engage writing
éssignments atba level conducive to further growth and
development. A workable compromise here is to "grade"
in-class writing (which would cognt fof a certain portion of
the overall final grade) mainly in terms of effort. The
main criterion'then would be‘that some written response
takes place. While evaluating written work always lnvolves.
some subJeCtivity, writing teachers should be able tov
determine whethervor not students have engaged a particular
assignment sufficiently--that fhey have or have not tried.
The in-class writing, thénv(unlike fhe formal papers
feduiring revisions), would be graded basically on a
"credit/no bredit" basis. This could be translated into a
point and/or ]efter grade by using the percentage of
adeqﬁateirésponses to assignments given. If, for example, a
student éatisfactorily completes 27 out of 30 in-class
assignments, he/she will have achieved a 90%--which could be
90>points, an A-, or whatever. Since in-class writing’takes

place in class,: and can count for a significant portion of
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the grade (perhaps a third or sb), It’s alsd a great way to
encourage attendenée, as well as discouragevplagiarism.
Furthermore, in;class writing can be a valuable sourcé for
ﬁaterial which can be develobed for other assignments

It’s impo;fant to note that the writiné prompts,
questions, and activitiesvproposedvheré aré not meant to be
inclusive or limiting. In fact, the'possibilities seem
limitless::vStudents can be asked to Just.sit and record
their thoughts for a period of time (perhaps not even
reveal ing how long the assignment will take--10 minutes? 30
minutes?). A teacher can have students listen to poetry
(perhaps even in another language), view an abstract (or_
"concrete") picture, watch a video (perhaps without any
introductory teacher commeﬁts), etc. and respond in writing
somehow. Students_dou]d also be asked to print words |
instead of using»cursive (or vice-versa), or to write the
- wrong way‘(righﬁ to left) on the page. What’s important is
that assignments like thesé have the potential to push
students past preconception, habit, complacency, and
rational familiarity. The students might even be aéked td
do subsequent writing assignments in which they respond
(describe, énalyze, or whatever) to their own experiences bf
doing these "strange" assignments. Because students are
often so used to imitating, or trying to fulfill a teacher’s
exbectations; rather than creating, the key thing is that

the students have no formulas, no preconceived plans of
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- action fo fall back on.- And a writing teaéher should feel
free to experiment imaginatively in the creatioﬁ of such
in;class writihg assiénments.

By repeatedlyvdoing this type of in-class writing, -

- knowing that they will be gradéd mostly for'effort, sfudents
| wiil eXperience'their:6wn’supra;ration31 writing
capabiliﬁieS‘(verifying thé description bf‘wfiting |
expefiences given eatliervby the writing_instructor)."And,
embodyihg this kind of experiential knbwledge in—class,’the
students will be_bettef.eQUipped‘tb face Writing tasks
outside of the ciasérpom.“ Théy will bé less likely to
~vacillate, thinking:(wdbrying) about whét or how to write,
and more likely to explore and create through writing.

To help faéillitafe énd'feihforCe the in—clags‘wfitiné
experiehce_out'of CIaSS,fthe teécher can also aséign some
type of out—of-élass freewriting, which would be evaluated
in a maﬁner similaé tb in—cféss writing, although it _
}pfobably shouldn’t count for a large portion of the 6vera}1
v gradé (perhaps 10% or so would be appropriate). Ohe-
workable possibility here is tb,assign out-of-class JoUrnal
writinngith no éét guidel ines or grading critefia other
fhan quantity.»'Stpdentsbcan be asked to do ten full pagés,
or a'certain nuhbér,of written words, of'"anything goeé"v
vwriting. The teacher can offer possibilitiesQ—such as
poetry, dialogue, free writing, dialectical journal enfries;

grocery lists, etc.——as long as the students are clear that
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jﬁhey can write about aﬁyﬁhing in any wéy they choose.
Filling eight out of ten‘pageé within a cértain’time framé,
for examplé, wdu}d be 80%--which can be assigned a
letter-grade equivalent. This, again, will allow (force)
students to get'past inhibitions. Instead of trying to
write what they think the teacher wants, for instance, they
will have to write something of their own choosing. And,
moreover, students should as much as possible be allowed to
choose their own writing topics, especially ones they care
about or are interested in finding out about, when it comes
to out-of-class writing such as essays and research papers.

Naturally, students should be told that much of the
"free" writing or early-draft material they produce will not
be useable for any barticular ésséy assignment, but that
their exploratory writing is an'essentialielement of their
own composing process which will, indeed,iproduce some |
promisingbmaterial for further development. This will allow
fhem the freeddm to produce without the nagging (inhibiting)
need for precision . and perfection‘which is so often
perceived by‘students stfuggling to figure out the "right"
way to do an essay.

0f course, Composition assignments such as extended
essays and’fesearch papers usually require extensive
revision and modification'of early—dréft material, which
inherently involves mﬁre thinkihg and planning than initial

drafting. But students should be ready to discover that
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once the§ start writing, even‘if-it’s'revision, their
gxgg'j née uill be basiCale‘the same; Revis1ng can st111
take them beyond their thoughts and/or in unexpected
.dxrectlons-—and they should be ready, w11]1ng, and able to
go with thls wrltlng, not know1ng where 1t w111 Iead them,
and not belng hlndered by thoughts about thlS belng a waste
‘of time or "off traok"‘somehow._- |

In fact, the kind of o:ganizatronal patterns that
traditional outllning isuSupposed to produoe'ofteneoccur'
quite Spontaneousfy (and mysteriously) during revising.‘ And -
sfudents shouid, therefore,.become awafe that introductions
_and/or COnclusionS‘can be Cand often are) written ai;g; the =
"body"'or>"content" of a paper. 'Thef should also know that
"spontaneous" 1nsxght often occurs ai&g; extended 1ntensive
writing and thinking, and that it can be product1ve
sometlmes to stop wr;tlng and do somethtng else——keeping penn
and paper acce551ble of course, and belng w1]11ng to plunge n
back in should 1n81ght/xnsp1ratlon dictate. Students, in
-~ other words, need to approach revxslng with the same trust
in supra—rationa] ahilitiesvthat they‘do'uith initial,
exploratory drafting. To help facilitate this experience, a
teacher can ask students (with no forewarning) to revise,
‘in-class, an earlief in-class writing, or ask students to
resoond anew to a writing sfimulusjgiven'eaflier (picture,
videO;'éueStion, etc.). | ” |

So, by describing writing processes in terms of
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supra-ratioha] expefiences; and facfiitafing such
experliences through writing assignments, a writing teacher
can help students develop Vriting skills that lead to
creative, original, quality writing products, as well as
making the students’ Compdsition course experlences less
painful, and perhaps even eﬁJoyable.

All this is not to say that punctuafion, grammar,
spel]ihg,:etce should not be addressed——they should [and
there is no apparent shortage of written material on
teaching editing (grammar)l]. . BQt writing/producing should
be identified and seen as something different from editing.
Editing is a rather rational activity involving identifiable
- rules and procédures (although the logic and consistency of
_EngliSh grammar might be questioned). Students should
uhdérstand that a given written work can be a grammatically
perfect piece of garbage, or a grammatically flawed
masterpiece——but that either one is an inadequate final
product.

It might also be pointed out that some students may
aétually bevso rationally oriented that they will not seem
able to produceva paper wittht preconceived, conscious
plans for particular out-of-class assignments. While the 
writing teacher should'stick largely with the "mind-blowing"
in-class assignments (especially in the first half‘or so of
the course), he/she should also make students aware of the

fact that there are many published works on how to write
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which offervstep—by-step(formulasiv The teacher shouid aiso
have such written material‘avaiiable, and/or a required text
that includes a number of approaches to varying writing
tasks for students to choose‘from. Furthermore, a teacher
ought to share what works for him/her, provxded that the
students understand there is no one way to approach any
particular ass1gnment. And while a teacher should provide
specific Written_guidelineslfor“assignments, it should be
made clear t0‘students that thesevguidelines apply to the
final product, and that the processes of getting there will
vary. | |

Finally,‘while some'usefu]»ciaserOm advise from the
supra-rationalist writers is presented here (and hopefully
from thxs author), a writing teacher attempting to implement
it should not lose sight of one of the basic tenets
presented. Affirming and cultivatxng individualism. This‘

applies to the teacher no less than the students. Rather

- than simply attempting to find and implement a speCific

approach or teaching technique, a Compos1tion instructor
should also be willing to ]ook beyond the known, to be -
‘his/her se]f,‘to trust in an ability (though it be beyond
rational understanding) to deveiop something of her/his own
making. |

The future course of‘Composition instruction is still
being determined, and individual instructors should believe

that they can make'a difference in the development of
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teaching approachesb(because'they can!ﬁ. .Today,
grade-school chiidfen‘are‘stiil being‘punisheg‘with writing;
college students are still frustrated with trying to figure
out the "right" way to write (while harboring dreadful
feelings for the:loathsome Composition course), and the
| 0ver1y rationai legions of Cognitivists <and the like) press
on in their attempts to map out and define ¢in terms of
vcause and effect) the process of writing and the intricacies
- of the brain’s functions——eliminating any perceptions of
mystefy or WOnder.(or fun) in writing.
Supra—rationalists,.howeveb,believedthat rationality
has an essential'place in>Compostion,‘but that thepe are
'magical dimensions to-writing,(just as there are to people
and language)> that‘go beyond rational understanding,
dimensions where a rational:attempt for controi is like
catChing_a butteffly with a chain-1ink net——theeonly
possible "success“ being‘afdead butterfly. And conSidering
bbthe'results of the'predominating rationa] strangle—ho]d on
Compositionvteaching approaches, it is imperative that
concerned 1nstructors who va]ue and implement supra rational
approaches continue to speak out and share their beliefs,
ideas, and experiences, and'contlnue to develop creative

- Ceven fun> way3'tooteachiand inspire writing.
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