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Some Thoughts about Feelings: The
Affective Domain and the Writing
Process |

Susan McLeod

The “emoations” are excellent examples of the fictional causes to which we com-
maonly attribuce behavior.

B. F. Skinnet, Scence and Human Behaviar

[ am watching a roomful of college freshmen take an essay exam; [ can nearly
see the tension in the air. Several young men and women stare into space,
pencils poised, brows furrowed, sweating slightly. A number of others gnaw
their lower lips. Others chew their pens, their pencils, their fingernails. One
examinee vears a page out of his bluebook, crumples it tightly, and fires it ac a
nearby wastebasker. When [ announce there are five minutes left there is a
ruscle of sighs and low groans, a bursc of final activicy. Students leave, their
faces smiling or frowning; few faces are torally impassive.

One does not have to watch freshmen at work to know chat writing is an
emortional as well as a cognitive activity—we feel as well as think when we
write. This is true of most human behavior, as Piaget pointed out some time
ago: “Ac no level, at ne state, even in the adult, can we find a behavior or a
state which is purely cognitive without affect nor a purely affective state wich-
out a cognitive element involved” (quoted in Derry and Murphy 29). Bur we
have tended to ignore the affective domain in our research on and speculation
about the writing process. This is partly due to our deep Western suspicion of
the irrational, the related scientific suspicion of anything which cannot be ob-
served and quantified (exemplified by B. F. Skinner), and the simple face that
we lack a complete theoretical perspective and common vocabulary with which

- to carry on a cogent academic discussion of affect.

[ do not intead co argue for the inclusion of the affective domain in our re-
search and discussion; that has already been done eloquently by Danald
Norman in the field of psychology, and by Mary Farmer and Alice Brand in
the field of wricing. What | should like to da here is skecch in a few areas
where research on affece should be fruitful, and then propose a theory of the
emotions which might help us organize and understand this research. For the
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convenience of discussion, I shall crear affece as if it were a separace entity,
much as one separates out threads chat are intertwined in order to examine
how the entice cloth is made. Readers should understand, however, thac whi_le
we might examine cognition and affect separately, we should think abouc
these processes holistically, since that is how they operate.

First, some definitions. Psychologists use the term “cognitive” to refer to
the processing of information or invoking of knowledge, both conscious and
unconscious, deliberarive and automatic. {Note that cognition denotes more
than simply rational, thought-like processes.) The term “affective” refers to
the domain of emotions and feelings. These can vary in intensity from “cold”
(preferences, moods, articudes, where the organism is not highly aroused} to
“hot” {emotional states characterized by activation of the autonomic nervous
system—tense muscles, increased heartbear, sweacy palms). They also can vary
in direction, from positive to negative. I am primarily interested here in scu-
dents and their affective reactions to writing and to themselves as writecs,

What, then, are the areas in which we should look at the affective aspects
of the writing process? The answer is, of course, all areas, but ler me suggest a
few where some fruitful research questions might be asked: My categoties are
not patallel, nor are they mutually exclusive; they are meant to be suggestive
rather than restricrivé.

Writing Anxiety

Though defined variously, writing anxiety is generally understood to mean
negative, anxious feelings (about oneself as a writer, one's writing situation, or
one's writing task) that disrupt some part of the writing process. The term is
used to describe writers who are intellectually capable of the task at hand, buc
who nevertheless have difficulty with it. Writing anxiety, or writing ap-
prehension, as John Daly has named ic, is the most heavily researched affective
1ssue in writing. Since the mid-1970's, when the Daly-Miller Scale of Writing
Apprehension was first conserucred, empirical studies of the phenomenon have
burgeoned (for a summary of these studies, see Smith, Reducing Writing Ap-
prebension). Researchers have identified subjects who are at the extremes of the
scale and then correlated this variable with others: they have found, among
other things, that undergraduate women ace slightly less anxious about wric-
ing than men (Jeroski and Conry) bur that among returaing scudents over the
age of 22 women were more anxious than men (Thompson). They have found
that highly apprehensive scudents seldom enroll in advanced writing courses
(Daly and Miller) and that such students write differently than low apprehen-
stve students (Daly, “Effects™).

All this information is very interesting, but in the end there is lictle n
these scudies that leads us toward cheoretical enlightenment. 1 do not mean to
sound critical of empirical approaches to research; in tact [ find many em-
pirical studies quite useful, and the Daly-Miller studies have certainly been
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important in establishing writing apprehension as a construce, But as one psy-
cholagist says, anxiety cesearch “‘asks the simplistic question: If | have two
variables, let’s find out how they covary. It rarely asks why one would want to
find thar parcicular answer or investigarte that particular covariation”
(Mandler, “Helplessness” 363). Daly himself points out that there has been
little research on such questions as what causes writing apprehension, how it
develops, and how it is maintained ("Writing Apprehension” G1).

Lynn Bloom, in her naruralistic case studies of anxious writers, does explore
these larger questions and suggest some answers. In one scudy, published in
Mike Rose’s imporcant book, When a Writer Can’t Write, she examines the in-
ternal and external constraines on two anxious writers. Both are women strug-
gling to complete their doctoral theses; one learned coping strategies and fi-
nally finished, while the other, because of personal and contextual constraints,
will probably never complete the work. Bloom's work helps us understand the
pressures that come to bear on particular writers in a particular context, and
seems to me to be an excellent model for future research on writing anxiety.

Studies of writing anxiety suggest to us that the emotions have only a nega-
tive effect on writing. But emotions can be enabling as well as crippling, as
the wark of Reed Larson shows. In research reported in Rose’s book, Latrson
investigated two groups of students working on a long paper. One group had
disruptive emotional experiences when writing. Some wricers in chis group
found chemselves interested in cheir topics but over-aroused, over-anxious and
excited, unable to focus an the task even though they worked hard on ir;
athers in this group were under-aroused emotionally, disinteresced, bored.
The papers of these scudents who found their emotions disruptive were judged
by independent raters to be fragmented, disjointed, and mechanical. The sec-
ond group of students found that their emotional involvement helped them.
These students became deeply engaged in the writing task, experiencing what
they called “flow."

This emotional scate is described by Larson’s colleague Mihali
Csikszentmithalyt, who reports in Beyond Boredom and Anxiety on his study of
people in creative and challenging activities (dancing, rock climbing, chess);
it seems to occur when there is a balance between the perceived challenge of
the task and the person's skills. Even though the students in the second group
were not superior to the others in terms of verbal achievement rests and grade
point averages, they did appreciably better on their papers than their emocion-
ally over- or under-involved counterparts. As researchers and teachers, we need
to know more about this state of emotional engagement with a writing task, a
state which elsewhere has been termed “inspiration” (Northam).

Motivation

Mativation refers to one's inner impulses or drives toward some goal. Hayes
and Flower, in their discussion of a cognitive model of the writing pracess,
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mention motivational cues (such as the teacher’s scern look when giving an as-
signment) as part of the writer’s rask environment (12). Extrinsic motivating
factors (pleasing or pacifying teachers, getting good grades, or reaching an
eventual career goal) cerrainly come to bear on the writing process, and we
need to know more about how they operate. But John Nicholls, in an article
eatitled “Conceprions of Ability and Achievement Motivation,” suggests that
such factors are less effective than internal motivating factors in terms of stu-
dear learning; the internal fearures we should be examining in our research are
ego-involvement (wanting to look smart, or wanting to avoid locking stupid),
and task involvement (217). In the latter, the task is inherently valuable and
becomes an end in itself, often resulting in the “flow” described above. Not
all tasks will be inherently valuable to all students, but we should ask out-
selves how we can design tasks which are challenging and interesting enough
to provide opportunities for this sort of engagement with writing.

Beliefs

Beliefs are convictions that are not necessacily provable. Qur students come to
us with a grear many beliefs about writing which diminish their perception of
their own skills as writers. Some of chese are general culrural beliefs; good
writers do noc struggle but waic uncil inspiracion vistts; writing skills equal
editing skills; the study of grammar will make you a better writer. Bur they
also come with beliefs about themselves as writers. One interesting avenue of
exploration is the issue of locus of contrel—some scudents perceive their suc-
cesses and failures in writing as conzrolled by outside forces, such as luck or
the teacher (an external locus), while others see the same results as stemming
from their own capabilities (an internal locus). One researcher, Mary Budd
Rowe, calis these two types of learners “gamblers” and “bowlers’'; the
gamblers see the world as a game of chance over which they have little con-
trol, while the bowlers believe that cheir own skill and bacd work will have an
effect on the final score.

As teachets, we have all had experience with these two kinds of scudents.
The bowlers will ask questions about how to improve their papers and will
persist at revision rasks. The gamblers, often as bright as the bowlers, will
give up on the writing rask and come up wich explanations of why chey didn’t
do well (the teacher didn’t like my topic, the writing lab wasa't opea during
my free hours). Since most of us who teach are by narure bowlers, ones who
have succeeded ac academic tasks, it is difficulc for us to see the lacrer students
as anything other than lazy. The notion of locus of control helps us see thar
their reluctance co revise might be related to something more fundamencal—
their belief that they have little control over the results of their efforts.

- Aucribution theory takes us a step furcher in analyzing student beliefs about
the reasons for their success or failure at writing rasks. Bernard Weiner, a so-
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cial psychologist who has seudied che need to achieve and beliefs about why
one succeeds or fails, has developed a model that helps explain the attribution
of success and failure. Weiner posits four causes of success and failure: ability,
efforr, task difficuity, and luck. Weiner organizes these suppased causes along
the two dimensions of locus of cantrel and seabilécy. (See Figure 1.)

LOCUS OF CONTROL

STABILITY

Internal External
Stable abilicy task difficulty
Unscable effort luck

Figure 1 Areributions of Success and Failure (From Weiner, Achievement Motivation and
Aztribution Theory}

Locus of control—internal or external—we have touched upon already. Sta-
bility refers to whether the cause of success or failure can vary from one time
to another for a studenc. Ability is an internal, stable factor, while effore is in-
ternal but unstable, since one can change one’s effort from time to time. Task
difficulty is external and stable {2 given task does not change in difficulty),
while luck is external and unstable.

Various studies have used this macrix to determine parrerns in the causes to
which people attribute success or failure. Weiner found, for example, that
causal atcributions in pare determine future expectations of success and failure.
When scudents atcributed their success to the unseable, external cause of good
luck, for example, their expectations for furure success were not as high as
when chey saw their success as due to the stable, internal factor of ability.
Many studencs come to us with the belief, sometimes well-geounded in cheir
ptevious experience, that wricing teachers are capricious individuals, and that,
cherefore, success in the writing class will have liccle to do wich ability or ef-
fore. This belief hinders their writing effors.

Atcributional patterns are also related to an individual's self-concept. For
insrance, Ickes and Layden found chat individuals with a high self-concept
tend co attribute successes to inrerpal causes and failures co external causes,
while those with a low self-concepe tend to actribute success to external and
failure to internal factors. (See McCarthy et al., “Self-Efficacy and Writing: A
Different View of Self-Evaluation" for an interesting application of the notion
of self-concept.) As teachers, we need to know more abour how we can help
students value their own abilities, how we can reward effort in suitable ways,
and how we can clarify evaluation procedures and standards in order to show
students that we are not judging them arbitrarily, but against a measure chey
can understand and internalize.
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Two final dimensions of beliefs with direct application to composition are
the phenomena of learned helplessness and mastery orientation. Some students
who fail concinually on a task learn to be helpless ar thar rask and ro see
failure as inevitable on similar tasks—in many cases giving up before they
have even hegun. Qther studencs who have succeeded and who have become
mastery-oriented atcribuce cheir failure at a task co lack of effort; these stu-
dents tend to persist and even improve when they fail (Dweck and Goetz).
Such reseacch suggescs thac we need to look carefully at these individual differ-
ences when we intervene in student writing processes. For example, the inad-
vertently harsh remark we make abour one student's paper might—if she is
mastery-oriented—actually help to spur the student on, while the same re-
mark might devastate the student who sees failure as inevitable and stop her
progress entirely.

A Theory of Affect

These chree broad areas—writing anxiety, motivacion, beliefs—are ripe for
study in terms of affect. How shall we proceed? There are several theories of
the emations that we might choose to guide research. Bue I should like to
suggest that the constructivise views refined by George Mandler in Méind and
Body are most compatible wich what we know about the cognitive aspects of
writing from the works of John Hayes and Linda Flower.

According to Mandler, ematianal experience consists of two factors, one
physiolagical, the other cognitive. When an emotion occurs, the autonomic
nervous system is acrivated {the familiar “gut’ response: a knot in the stom-
ach, a quickened pulse, 2 heightened awareness of external stimuli). There is
also a cognitive interpretacion of this visceral arousal according to past experi-
ence or current situation; this interpretation makes sense of the physical agita-
tion, evaluating the physiological evidence either positively or negatively.

This is what an emation is; but what triggers the physiological reaction/
cognitive intetpretation in the first place? Mandler says that a major source of
emotion s the incerruption of an individual’s plans or planned behavior, plans
which have a tendency coward completion. When our plans zre interrupted,
our autonomic netvous systems are activated and the physiological evidence is
interprered 2s emotion—excitement or fruscration. [n spite of the interrup-
tion, che individual will often persist in trying to complece che original plan.
Completing an interrupted sequence is a positive, even a joyful experience.

I have not done justice in these few lines to Mandler's rich and complex
theary, buc I hope it is clear how the theory fics with 2 problem-solving view
of the writing process. Flower and Hayes, in discussing the thinking processes

- that writers use, define planning as the whole range of thinking activities thar
8o on before purting words to paper (although planning continues throughout
composing}. These plans are interrupted “with discurbing frequency” (“Plans™
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40) by various constraints, once writers begin to translate the concent of their
plans into written words—constraints such as knowledge of the topic, the lin-
guiscic and discourse conventions of written prose, and the rhecorical problem
("Dynamics” 34-40). Writers' goals and scrategies must be defined, assessed,
and redefined as they write. In other words, interruption of plans, a major rea-
son for emortions to occur, 1§ ntegtal to che writing process. If we agree with
Mandler, we must admit that it is impossible to wtite without some emotion
occutring.

What seems crucial is the cognirive interpreration of sensory dara. While
writing this paper, for example, I found the flow of words continually inter-
ruptred by the constraine of audience; because I was writing for readers more
interested in teaching than in psychological research I had to stop a number of
times to consider how I would present thar research. My physiological state
was certzainly agitated ([ wrote, then paced, chen wrote again); but I was so in-
trigued by my subject and task chac [ interpreted the sensory data as excice-
ment—the excitement of the chase, perhaps, as [ tracked my ideas. My -emo-
tional scate was enabling.

When many of my students write chey also show evidence of autonomic
nervous systemn arousal-—paper wadding, pencil chewing, sighing—bur they
describe this agitation in negative terms. They are anxious, frustraced,
blocked; they have difficulty continuing. There are, of course, cognitive pos-
sibilities for some students’ distress: they may not have an adequate repertoire
of plans (Flower and Hayes, “Plans™), or they may have rigid rules that keep
them from moving on in the writing process (Rose), or they may be inter-
rupted by premature editing (Pecl 29). Bur chese cognitive reasons for nega-
tive feelings do not explain why competent writers often have high levels of anx-
tery and frustracion. Mandler’s theory helps to explain this phenomenon—
some competent writers, because of their beliefs, perhaps, interprec physiolog-
ical arousal in negacive terms.

Mandler’s theory also helps us understand why students are reluceant to re-
vise their written work even when they admic they need to revise. The “joy of
complecion” which comes when an incercupted action is finally completed is
to them a signal of closure. Other researchers (Bloom and Broder) have point-
ed out that problem solving involves cycles of cension and relaxation: once 2
problem is solved, the problem solver relaxes and “feels” finished, even if che
solucion is inadequate. Since the intended action has rushed cowards comple-
tion (Maadler, Mind and Body 173), the problem solver or writer reports feel-
ing satisfied and feels no need co go back and review what has been done.

Pedagoegical Applications

[ have suggested various areas where research on affect would be fruicful, and
suggested a theory which could help drive such research. But I want to close
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with a word to the teacher. How can an increased understanding of the non-
cognitive aspects of writing help us to help our scudencs wich their writing?

A common thread thae runs through much recent research on improving
student learning in all fields is the need for metacognition—knowing zbout
knowing, Lester Faigley's recent research suggests that one way we can help
studenes wrice becter is to increase their awareness of their own composing and
revising processes. This research suggests chat there are execurive mental pro-
cesses which experienced writers use co monicor cheir progress, to help them
pull back and examine their work as they proceed. If we can show students
how experts monitor their writing and what devices they use to do so, then we
can encourage students to emulate thaose models.

It follows that we should also find out how experts monirtor their emotional
stares as chey compase, and use chat procedure as a model as well. If Mandler
is right, we can tell studencs chat all writers are agitated as they compose, and
that they can learn to find chat agitation enabling rather than debilicating.
We might also explain to studencs that the feeling of pleasure they have when
they finish a fitst draft is not an indication that the entire task is finished.

Teaching people how to interpret sensory input is not a new idea. A study
of a noxious medical rest found that patients who were told what sensations co
expect were able to ateend to these cues as informartion and to process them as
“normal” rather than threatening. The instructions chey were given played 2
major role in reducing the pacients’ distress and in the successful completion
of the cest (Johnson and Levenchal). A medical metaphor (scudents as patients,
teachers as docrots who diagnose problems and send them to writing “Iabs™) is
not intended here; but we can use as models the physicians and dentists who
tell their pacients not to mistake pressure for pain. We can work out specific
coping stracegies to help students conrtrol their affective reactions—
monitoring their emotional stace, allocating their energy, stopping themselves
when they are over-excited—so that cheir emotions work for them rather than
against them.

In short, we can help with stracegic self-management in the affective as
well as in the cognitive domain. We can help students know themselves in the
fullest sense, and thus help them became better writers. I chink, and I feel, it
can be done.

Works Cited

Bloom, B. 8., and L. J. Brader. Problem-Solving Processes of College Students. Chicago: U. of Chi-
cago P, 1950,

Bloom, Lyna Z. "Anxious Writers in Context: Graduate Schaol and Beyond.” When o Writer
Can’t Write. Ed. Mike Rose. New York: Guilford Press, 1985. 119-33.

Brand, Alice G. "Hot Cognition: Emotion and Wricing Behavior.” Paper presented at the an-
nual meeting of che Conference an College Compasition and Communiczcion. Decroic, MI,
17-19 Mar. 1983. ERIC ED 236 677.

Csikszentmibalyi, Mihali. Bayond Boradom and Anxtery. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1975.



434 College Compasition and Communication 38 (December 1987)

Daly, J. A. “The Effects of Writing Apprehension on Message Encoding.” fournalitm Quarterly
34 (1977): 566-72. i

. "Writing Apprehension.' When 2 Writer Can't Write. Ed. Mike Rose. New York:

Guilford Press, 1985, 43-82.

Daly, J. A., aad M. D. Miller. “Furcher Studies in Writing Apprebension: SAT Scores, Suc-
cess, Expectations, Willingness to Take Advanced Courses, and Sex Differences.” Rerearch in
the Teaching of English 9 (1975): 250-56.

Derry, Sharon J., and Debra A. Murphy. “Designing Systemns chac Train Learnoing Abilicy:
From Theory co Practice.” Review of Edacational Rerearch 56 (1986} 1-39.

Dweck, C. 5., and T. E. Gaetz. “Actributions and Learned Helplessness." New Directions in At-
tribution Reearch. Bd. J. H. Harvey ec al. Yol 2. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum, 1978.
Faigley, Lester, et al. Arseising Writers' Knotwledge and Processer of Composing. Norwood, NJ:

Ablex, 1985.

Farmer, Mary. "Toward a New Descriprion of Wreiting: A Working Paper.” Paper presented ac
the annual meeting of the Conference on College Composition and Communication. New
Orleans, 13-15 Mar. 1986.

Elower, Linda, and John Hayes. “The Dynamics of Composing: Makiog Plans and Juggling
Constraints.” Cognitive Processes in Writing, Ed. Lee Gregg and Erwin Steinberg. Hillsdale,
NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum, 1980. 31-50.

. “Plans that Guide the Composing Process.” Writing: The Natyre, Development, and

Teaching of Written Commaunication. Ed. Carl H. Frederiksen and Joseph F. Dominic. Vol. 2,

Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erthaum, 1981, 39-38.

Hayes, John, and Linda Elower. "[dentifying the Organization of Writing Processes.” Cognitive
Processer in Writing. Ed. Lee Gregg and Erwin Steinberg. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Eclbaum,
1980. 3-30.

Ickes, W., and M. A Layden. “Actributional Scyles.” New Directions in Attribution Research. Ed.
J. H. Harvey ec al. Vol 2. Hillsdale, NT: Lawrence Eclbaum, 1978.

Jeroski, 5. F., and R. F. Conry. “Development and Field Application OF the Atticude Toward
Writing Scale.” Paper presented at che annual meeting of the American Educational Re-
search Associarion. Los Angeles, 13-17 Apr. 1981,

Jobnson, J. E., and H. Leventhal. “Effeces of Accurace Expecrarions and Behaviaral Instruc-
tions on Reaction During a Noxious Medical Examinacion.” Journa! of Pertonality and Social
Psycholagy 29 (1974): 710-18.

Larson, Reed. "Emortional Scenarios in the Writing Process: An Examination of Young Writers'
Affective Experiences.” When 4 Wiiter Can't Write. Ed. Mike Rose. New York: Guilford,
1985, 19-42.

Mandler, George. “Helplessness: Theory and Research in Anxiety.” Anxiety: Current Trends in
Theory and Research. Bd. C. D. Spielberger. Vol. III. New York: Academic Press, 1972.
359-74.

. Mind and Body.: Piychology of Emotion and Stvess. New York: Norton, 1984,

McCacchy, Pacricia, Scoc Mejer, and Regina Rinderer, “Self-Efficacy and Writing: A Different
View of Self-Evaluacion.” College Composition and Communication 36 (1985} 465-71.

Nicholls, Joha. “Conceprions of Abilicy and Achievemenc Mortivation: A Theory and [Its Im-
plications for Educacion.” Learning and Mativation in the Classraom. Ed. Scort G. Paris ec al.
Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum, 1983. 211-37.

Norman, Danald. “Twelve Issues for Coguaitive Science.” Perspectives on Cognitive Science. Ed.
D. A. Norman. Notwood, NJ: Ablex, 1981, 265-95.

Narcham, Paul. “Heuristics and Beyond: Deconsceucrion/[nspitation and the Teaching of Writ-
ing Invention.” Writing and Reading Differently: Deconsiruciton and the Teaching of Composition
and Literature, Ed, G. Douglas Atkins and Michael L. Jobosoo. Lawrence, KS: UP of Kan-
sas, 1985, 115-28.

Perl, Sondra. “A Lock ac Basic Writers in the Process of Composing."” Batic Writing: Estays for

Teqchers, Researchers, and Adminirtrators. Ed. Lawreace N. Kasden and Daniel R. Hoeber.
Urbana, IL: NCTE, 1980. 13-32.




Some Thoughts about Feelings 435

Piager, Jean. “The Relation of Affectivity to Incelligence in the Mearal Development of the
Child." Bulletin of the Menninger Clinic 26 (1962} 129-37.

Rose, Mike. Wriser's Block: The Cognitive Dimension. Carbondale: Southern Illinois UP, 1984,

Rowe, Mary Budd. “Science and Fate Control.” Paper presented ac the Conference on Primary
Science, UNESCO. Paris, 23-27 June 1980.

Schachrer, Stanley. “The Interaccion of Cognitive and Physiological Determinants of Emotional
State." Aunxiety and Behavior. Ed. C. D. Spielberger. Mew York: Academic Press, 1966.

Skinner, B. F. Science and Human Bebavior. New York: Macmillan, 1953,

Smith, Michael W . Reducing Writing Apprebension, Urbana, IL: NCTE, 1984.

Thompson, Merle O'Rourke. “The Recurning Student: Writing Anxiecy and General Anxiery.”
Paper presented at the annual conference of the Northeast Regional Conference on English
in the Two Year College. Baltimore, 1981. ERIC ED 214 338.

Weiner, Bernard. Achievement Motivation and Atsribution Theory, Morristown, NJ: General Learn—
ing Press 1974,

Critique

Like a ghost of the writer [ tead this page.
Every word has cousins; the order is never
arbitrary. All thac is not said—

is it near? Why isn't it said?

What is developing? A pare of my attention
begins to estimate this voice. Is rhis

an arcless song? Am [ being used?

Can these lines take a lie detector test?

Can this writer be trusted? When [ read
this, who am [ supposed to be?—

a mother? a facher? a lover? a stranger?
Someone who knows as much as the wricer?

Do other words wake up? Does chis page
give me the feel of acciving where teuth is?
The track of this page has diverted my life.
Now I turn back to what is my own.

William Srafford
Lake Oswego, Oregon




