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Pre-formal thinking.

For Piaget, such formal operations as I have been exploring are character-
ized by consciously active mediation between internal structures and observed
external operations (G.E. 77 & 78). This mediation is planned, monitored,
and subject to discursive description and defensé. Preformal thinking relies
on both internal schemes and observed externals, but what mediation there is
between them is not subject to awareness and consequently fs haphazard and
difficult to comprehend by others. |

The mind operating on a pre-formal level then is like that of the dis-
ordered speakervin Marvell's "Garden:" at once or by unpredictable turns such
a mind is:

that ocean where each kind

Does straight its own resemblance find,

Yet it creates, transcending these,

Far other worlMs, and other seas,

Annihilating all that's made

To a green thought in a green shade.

(43-48)

That mind will seize hpon and adopt the form of, will "imitate," what it en-
counteks; it will exhibit that "fundamental tendency...to reproduce...the
external movements to which the organism is compelled to adapt itself." 1In
its most rudimentary form, this imitation moves the mind to conform itself to

the shapes presented to it without processing those shapes at all. Such a mind
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will also "assimilate" what it encounters, exhibiting the tendency "to transform
perceptions until they are identical with one's own thought, i.e. with previous
schemes" (R & R, 173). Such assimilation moves the mind to process the shapes
presented to it without preserving the integrity of the shapes as presented.
The product of these activities is revealed in ego-centric speaking or writing
which is not conscious of the inconsistencies of its own operations or aware of
a need for explanation of those operations which is satisfactory to others.

It is, in the face of such stark description, difficuTt to imagine some-
one wholeheartedly engaged either in purely reproductive imitation or in

thoroughly transforming assimilation-- never mind someone unconsciously engaged

in both simultaneously. But, demonstrably, it does happen. In Appendix 2 1

have included three student rewrites of "Ozymandias." Rewrite I is there to

show how a reasonably alert student understood the instructions (See Appendix 1,
E). Rewrite II is almost entirely jmiﬁggigg; s/he makes only 3 pointing changes,
Tets slip 2misspellings (assuming "is" for "its" is a misspelling) and feels

the need'to illuminate consciously only the understood subject of "Look."
Otherwise, Rewrite II exactly reproduces the poem, adapting itself entirely to
Shelley's word order, and line constraints. Rewrite Il assimilates only minimally.
The quiet change of the comma to a semicolon at the end of line 7 shows that the
reader sees "survive" as intransitive and so needs to make line 8 syntactically
independent. (Students who do this sem to be submerging any awareness of the
"that" which follows "hand" and "heart"). The addition of "(you)" suggests some
problem with perceiving "ye mighty" as subject of "look on." In fact, in response

to another question, this subject reads "despair" as "ye desperate," a noun in
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direct address paralleling "ye mighty." This reading continues: "All walks of
life can ]ook on the remains. Each type will see their representative in the
decay." This reader then seems to be at once conforming the mind to the artifact
(in the almost exact imitation of the poem in the rewrite) and the artifact to
the mind (in the pointing shifts and word changes) without cross referencing
the operation.

Rewrite III more clearly assimiTatfls the poem to the structures imposed
by the mind. The paragraphing, at least initially, is better. But notice the
revisions, again not expressly marked, of lines 6«8, Apparently, e.g., it is
the sculptor which survives; it is the heart as well as the hand that mocks;
and the reversal of "despair" and “look on" seems to make those verbs relate in
a way very different from that in the original, There are other aspects of the
poem as rewritten whose sense must surely elude all minds but the re-writer's.
And not always can such readings be sustained. I‘recently asked another student
to examine his egocentric rewrite of a Milton sonnet a week after he‘had written
it; he remarked bemusedly, "I no 1onger recognize the poem I saw then."

Once we recognize the ego-centricity of such readers (and such readers
are by no means a small minority of any of my samples) we need no longer be
surprised or despairing at their work. When they are largely imitating, they
preserve the specifics of the poem but cannot explore or defend an interpretation.
Neither reader nor teacﬁer can ascertain where the writer was aware of problems:
indeed the former will insist there aren't any. When such readers are largely

assimilating, the poem's specifics disappear while the reader's mental structures
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remain (almost) intact. But they, too, are unable to describe or defend their
emendations. Indeed, if they are aware of having made any changes they are
likely to be shocked or offended when asked to defend them, remarking on the
sacredness of a person's own opinions. Entitlement to one's opinion is |
precious when no other opinion is conceivable.

The fact is that ego-centric students cannot consciously assess their
operations, not even for consistency. On the same exercise a given student
identifies "fed" as intransitive, yet the relevant parts of the same student's
paraphrase of Line 8 gives "the heart that breathed 1ife into them while they
were created out of the stone." Given the unimpeded movement from imitation
(no object of "fed" is understood) to assimilation (the people were fed by God),
the student is making two unrelated assertions--with no sense that one has
precluded the other. Another similar reading seems at one time to think of
Ozymandias primarily as a person, at another as a statue, and at a third as a
hybrid with a heart which once vitalized those now trunkless legs of stone.
Piaget puts it this way: the immature thinker "hesitates, as we do ourselves,
between two opinions ... He has good reasons for each, but instead of ;hoosing
or suspending judgment, ('he) affirms each one in turn " (J & R, 164). Like the
child who does not conserve water poured from a skinny vessel to a squat one,
the pre-formal thinker focusses on states not operations or relations. The
immature reader does not focus consciously on syntactic relations, time sequencing,
and probable inter-personal relationships and so does not clear confusions about

the identiby of Ozymandias the king and Ozymandias the statue.
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Furthermore pre-formal thinking focusses more on its own actions than

on observed processes and effects;~ﬂ*lifu P . those actions take primacy

over hypothesizing. The formal reader has a rule which allows the provision
of "them" as object of "fed." The pre-formal one who has provided it in-
stinctively sees what has been provided as if it were really there. But when
asked direct]y such a reader sees no justification for adding an object, and
so asserts that it is not there.

These operations, short-circuited as they seem to us, are quite normal--
indeed they are the predictable patterns of unsophisticated thinking. By
unsophisticated I here mean those unfamiliar with the tasks at hand. I have
"Ozymandias" exercises from a wide range of people, certifiably formal in
their own disciplines--Ph.D.'s, Professors, etc.~- which are qualitatively no
different from those of Nebraska Freshman. I am not arguing that we should be
complacent because pre-formal thinking is wide spread, still less that it has
only been stamped out in English professors. Rather I am suggesting that if
we look carefully at the real demands of our disciplines and at the real
habits of our students, we can make a better match in our instruction,

Before getting to that, however, I'd 1ike to explore three other, more
systematic procedures which preceed the formal ones-~ those operations which
Piaget and Inhelder suggest are peculiarly "concrete." Concrete thinking is
called such because it deals best with objects that one can actually experience
(see, touch, manipulate) or with familiar objects. Such thinking, espeéial]y

when confronted with other kinds of objects, shares the problems I have just
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been exploring as characteristic of pre-formal thought. But it is advanced
pre-formal thinkingtwith suitable objects it has well defined sthémes,

utilizes limited self-consciousness and requires some exercises in reversibility.
Concrete thinking is particularly suited to ordering disparate items, conserving
them, serially ordering them, and classifying them. Such capacities are hard won;
they remain in use until hard experience convinces us of their inadequacy-~ |
and even then we change them only area by area. Unhappily, in the humanities
such operations seem inadequate even at basic levels. We deal with artifacts,
with structures of symbols (words or numbers) irreducible to concrete experience.
Nevertheless, many of our students come to us with no operations other than

the concrete available to them in our disciplines and we well advised to be
aware of how their operations funcf{on.'fConsider the following examples from

my "Ozymandias" exercises:

The first of Piaget's concrete operations that I will examine is conservation.

This is the operation by which we know that if essentials remain constant, sub-
stance remains constant despite appearances. Our willingness to play hide-and-
seek is an early manifestation of conservation; another is our confidence in

a constant volume of water whether poured into the skinny or squat container.
Reading my '0zymandias " papers I posit a third: despite changes in context,

words are reliably faithful to essential meanings. Such a rule is necessary

for a child's movement to conversation from mere expression; and is enforced

by years of pedagogical advice (some of it quite sound). But as long as one retains

such a rule in a relatively simple way, irony is a problem: one finds irony

disconcerting, confusing, and often indistinguishable from sarcasm. In reading
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ozymandias " students who sustain this rule assimilate their‘reading of “despair"
as a single-layer referent.
E.g., from my exercises:
-- Ozymandias': inscription means "Look on my words, you rich and you
desperate . . . " (We spoke’of this earlier.)
-- The king had the inscription carved because he knew his ruin was at hand.
-- The king caused the ruin so all would see and be wary of his power.

-~ The inscription was carved after the fall of both king and statue: it
expresses his feeling about their ruin and his own.

-- Ozymandias appears to have been a very powerful king: he wanted everyone
to admire what he'd done and envy what he had.

Not only do these readers not see more than one reason for despair, they seem
disposed against doing so. The shifting contexts do not seem to affect their

tendency toward univocal meaning.

These exercises show other indications of such a tendency. Many students,
despite repeated explicit and focussed opportunity, do not move to consider
'survive " or 'fed " as transitive once they have decided otherwise. Significant
numbers decline even to speculate about different reasons for 'despair," even
when asked explicitly why, e.g., the poet or the reader, might do so. Many,
even in response to explicit instructions, do not treat the 'hand" and ‘heart"”
separately and so never consider that they might belong to different people.

Each of these responses can be seen as the product of the Tinguistic conservatism

which results from the concrete operation of conservation.
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A second concrete scheme is that of serdial ordering, by size, age, or the

1ike. The example we use in the ADAPT WOrkshop material is ordering plants by
age according to leaf size. However, the more remote the elements to be
seriated are from the subject's experience, the more difficult the task becomes
and the more susceptible the subject is to accept an order suggested by someone
else. (Subjects thinking concretely 1ike formulas and can follow algorithms so
long as they do not have to assess their relative usefulness.) I asked 18
students to order events in the poem (See Appendix 1F.) 5 thought»the speaker
‘met the traveller before the latter went to the antique land; 3 thought the
statue had been constructed in the middle of the waste and 11 more that thought
the sands had encroached before the statue fell; 3 thought the statue was
smashed before the legend was carved on it. These responses 1ook to me to re-
flect an assumption that the chronological order of events is reflected in the
order of their presentation in the poem, and cannot be determined by some other
principle of probable sequencing. There is a disconcerting number of literary
works, even short stories, that cannot be intelligibly grasped with such an
assimilative mindset.

Piaget's third standard concrete operation is that of classifying into
sets and subsets. Again, concrete thinking can best handle familiar or

actual objects in familiar or presented classification systems. Approaching

the unfamiliar materials of Shelley's poem, readers thinking concretely grasp
for a cue which allows them to discover what kind of poem this is, into what
category it fits, and so under what sets or subsets its details are to be

grouped and understood. Unfortunately their efforts tend to be syncretistic ~-
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they connect a few items apparently arbitrarily and slot other elements in
the 1ight of that connection. Like Tolstoy's unhappy families, each such
classification tends to be unique:

Some éxamp]es: »

1.. Many readers posit 'The oppressed¥ as soon as they see an oppressor.
Ferhaps, my colleague Professor Bergstrom suggests, this movement holds par-
ticular relevance to the ancient world which they view as a DeMille epic. In
any event, recobnizing Ozymandias as an ancient tyrant ('A-Farrow,"one called
him) they conjure up downtrodden masses and set them to work in different ways:

- one should despair over the pain suffered by the slaves who built the
monuments ;

- the king both mocked and fed his people;

- the people hated Ozymandias and erected an ugly statiie of h1m (as an
object lesson to any would-be successor?);

- the people hated the king who 'was a bloodthirsty foolfgévastated everything
up and down the coast" (sand?) so they '“ore down the statue.

- etc.
2. Others, who may know the critical cliche® that Romantic art is about

art, variously report:

the sculptor's hand crezted the stone images, his heart vitalized them;

the sculptor despaired because he did not like the statue he had made;

this poem is a parable of the noble artist and cruel critic or debasing
Philistine; «

- etc.
3. Others posit Huns, Goths, or Vandals; a variant of this view is to

write about Kgyptian grave robbers.
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4. Others are religious allegorists. Some provide no more evidence for
their readings than assertions such as that the statue is an idol Gbr whom
despair is the preferred form of worship%lor that the hands and heart belong to
a patient and caring God, and the like. Richer readings, reaching for
integration, cite the religious language ( 'King of Kings," 'Ye Almighty,"
'despair ") and make a fascinating move. They see a religious title in 'King
of Kings " -~ it is not clear whether they know of this attribute from the
movies or from the apocalyptic wdrks of Daniel and John the Divine. (In the
formér, King of Kings is a title given toM ebuchudnezzer, a great King destined
to eat grass with the cattle, whose kingdom is designated for destruction;
Daniel's N ebechudnezzer does possess common elements Shelley's tyrant. In
St. John, 'King of Kings " is the title of the Christ in his role of chastiser
of nations.) Shelley no doubt knew these sources and left the title in the
inscription as a indication (available to the reader, but not Ozymandias) of
the latter's arrogance. What I cannot imagine but my students can, is that
Shelley expected his readers would think that the tyrant knew enough scripture '
to cite the title in a wilfully blasphemous address to the deity:

For your information, O God, I am Ozymandias:
Look at my works, O Mighty One, and be
humbled at what I, a mere mortal,
have accomplished.

Another variant has: 'Took at my works, Oh, God,
and feel grief" -- presumably at what I

contrary to your will have accomplished,
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Again, the reader has seized upon a single element and created a structure
from it on which the other elements of the poem-are racked. "Hand" and "heart"

in these readings belong to a patient (temporarily at least) deity.

Imaginative as of some of these readings are, all of them are still con-
crete. Hen when these readers grasp irony, it is of the singie-layered sort
that characterizes situation comedies or desk-copier commercials. Not even
the irony of Ozymandias taunting God in the face of death and judgment is much
more than monochromatic--especially for those bréd in a milieu where such
irony is a regular parabolic feature. To match the complexity of the standard
reading of the poem, the religiously-allegorizing reader would have to propose
the concomitant second construction of the inscription:

I am Ozymandias, O God; notice that even my works

have collapsed: you had best Took to your own ...,

Needless to say, I have not seen such a proposal. It seems of the nature of
concrete constructions to be one-dimensional~-- or at least to focus on only
one dimension at a time. They seem comfortable with 1ncon$isten€y but not
with ambiguity. Consequently readings based on concrete structures are
regularly, if unpredictably, reductive. The most common reductive readings

of "0zymandias " show no awareness of the kaleidoscopic shifts in focus Shelley
builds into his poem, They miss his emphasis on the universal constancy of
corrosive passion and substitute for it a cliché: about the leveling effects
of the sands of time; or another about the equalizing power of Nature who will

not be imposed upon.
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But it must be said of such readings that they are the product of thought,
of mental operations of a recognizable kind, Because such thinking is no longer
accessible to those thinking formally in a given discipline, we tend not to
recognize its products as normal to a certain stage of thinking. Achieving
formal thought is so difficult, occurs as such a sea-change, that we forget
how we used to think. But if we can reconstruct the thought processes involved,
we can comfortably teach those who use them, rather than label such people
in the impatience which springs from frustration -~ or 1augh at them out of
the frustration that springs from despair.

What must be remembered is that we are dealing with a mindset, one which
is normal but which regularly is inadequate for the formal requirements of the
humanistic disciplines. Sometimes that mindset is disguised behind a ready use
of formula: responses; it is generally inaccessible to objective tests which
offer no insight into thought processes. But, such a mindset is certainly
present in our classes, and as a mindset it is not subject to piecemeal correction.
We are not talking about isolated correctable errors: 1in fact responding to
concrete thinkers by rectifying particular errors offers no assurance that the
same errors will not recur. Remember how willing such a mindset is to live

with inconsistency, adopt suggested algorithms, etc.

Change does come and it can be nurtured, There is a definable movement
from concrete thinking to formal thinking and sometimes one can spot the signs
of transition. In humanistic disciplines one such sign is a willingness to

entertain and explore, however tentatively, alternative possibilities. The
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characteristic outlook of concrete thinking does not encourage such exploration.
Once it begins, however, the transition is an unstable period and not often
fully visible. Indeed, the products of transitional thinking are often no more
heartening in appearance than those of resolutely concrete thinking. My data
do not offer many clear examples, but I can offer a few:
- "The hand and heart are the sculptor's because he is using his sculpting
to mock the greatness of Ozymandias and by doing this he dqes what he feels
he should do in his heart. Besides, Ozymandias doesn’t sound 1ike he had much
of a heart with his sneer of cold command. "
- "0zymandias is warning would-be attackers away, saying he alone rules ...
The sculptor is perhaps despairing of the kind of rule and warning others to
be more compassionate...
- 'Hand, The sculptor's or possibly Ozymandias' (the original not the statue)
Heart, Ozymandias' (the oriQina], not the statue).
- "....It is ironic that (Ozymandias') words, f come from long ago
(despair--because this is my turf--your're in big trouble), are now

spoken to no one, If they are read now-«the warning has little meaning."

No one would claim that these were fully formed or complete interpretations,
but they are on the verge of becoming so. They show propositional reasoning,
a search for probability, and the initial stages of reversibility -- the ability
to think hypothetically and to some extent to consider alternatives. One can
expect these readers, with only 1ittle more experience, to read a great deal

better.
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The question, of course, is what kind of experience will help. Piaget
repeatedly says that he is an analytic biologist and not an educationist. He
is not sure that movement from stage to stage, from concrete to formal in
particular, can be hastened. Sometimes he is frankly impatient with the notion
that it ought to be hastened. His unwillingness to intervene ought to exercise
a cautionary effect on elaborate pedagogical schemes and an encouraging effect
on patience. There is further ground for diffidence in the humanities. The
ordinary interventions available in the physical sciences,‘the application of
hypotheses in particular, is not so readily confirming or disconfirming in our
disciplines. Readers assimilating verbal constructs do not, in my experience,
see the inadequacy of their schemes by Being asked to continually apply them.
My follow-up exercises on 'Ozymandias " show 1ittle improvement in subject
performance. Students thinking concretely evidence little significant change
when asked to apply grammatical analysis or to imagine the thought processes
behind readings other than their own. Frequently they show avoidance behavior--
as I noted earlier, a majority of my students who were explicitly asked to do so,
simply did not offer any suggestions as to why poet or reader might find ground
to despair in Shelley's poem. Often, too, their responses about why the king,
or the mighty, or the trave]]ef might despair are 1nconsistent and unrevealing.
Their ego-centricity is such that it is hard to get a full sense of their meaning

or of how it was derived.

On one set of 20 follow-up exercises, I noted 26 changed opinion's but only
three improved readings of the poem. Pencil-and-paper tasks--at least those of my

devising--seem inefficient.
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Lecturing, as we all know, produces similar effects. Students will
imitate our language blindly assimilated to their own schemes. See Appendix 3
where the language is imitatively professional (note my underlinings) but
the operations and the language use is assimilative. It is not always true
that the words for an operation come after the competence. And the evidence
in the paper reproduced in Appendix 3 is that force-feeding the language may
even impede development of operations. Students feel constrained to speak
and act as their authority figures do--even when their work shows demonstrable

misperceptions of the models.

Nevertheless I do not, like “Ozymandias,"counse1 despair. Unlike Piaget's
subjects, our college students are already formally operational, even if not
in our own discipline. We are not trying to hasten a global change--just
to expand the effective range of cognitive powers that already exist. If we
examine the factors that affect deve]opmentp'two are beyond our control (D and L,
78). First, we cannot effect the maturity of our students, although we can
assume they have it. Second, we cannot require them to equilibrate or self-
regulate--that is an internally spontaneous act. We can however structure
environments in which self-regulation can occur, ones, that is, which celebrate
thought rather than penalizing failure. And we can develop situations in which
there is enough Tikelihood of disequilibrium that they will promote self-
regulation. Crucial, I think, are the matters of experience and of particular
kinds of social transmission. The experience Piaget speaks of as necessary for

cognitive development is the 'experience of the actions of the subject, " and not



‘experience of objects themselves..." 'The subjects must observe in themselves
and in their peers the cognitive actions which structure the arguments that mediate -
between external objects and internal schemes." They must experience these
arguments from peers--just as my three year old must learn that "it's not fair"”
is not a variant of 'I don't like it " afid she cannot learn it from me. Piaget
says that our formal processes, hypothetic and deductive reasoning and all that
follow from it, are internalized arguments. And, he says, that we internalize
arguments that we have experienced in social give and take; found effective and
defensible.

Thinkers must learn reciprocity between their own thoughts and that of
others: only then will they be able "both to incorporate new phenomené and
events...and to respect their objectivity, i.e., the specific characters
they present” (I & R 180). There may be a sign of transition to such a
stage in a note I received from a student on an follow-up exercise. She was
a senior, pre-med, already admitted to med-school and finishing a requirement
in Freshman English which she had been avoiding after very uncomfortable
experience in an Inglish class early in her college career. "After having
read the poem in a certain way, " she wrote, 'it is very difficult to see how
anyone (else) keads it without talking to them. Thus, my answers change little
because it is difficult for me to see any difference. Stubborn, I guess."

I pass over in silence the moral reflection offered by the last sentence about
what we recognize as a cognitive problem. But what she says rings true to me:
subjects need to experience arguments from peers with whom they can interact--
more than they need instruction from authorities from whom intellectual judgments

are indistinguishable from character judgments or from oracles.
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My sense is that one definition of the humanities might well be the
arts of demonstrating or of arguing. They constituté a rhetoric,in various
branches, in which we must learn the appropriate arguments and invent the
realms of discourse within which those arguments are effective. Formal thought
is necessary to them because they deal with intangibles, unprovables, and yet
with the essential elements of our knowing and valuing systems. In this&"eflﬂﬁ,
the two items that we can affect, experience and social transmission, become
one and pkoceed step by step together. DiseQui]ibrating experience comes from
the feedback provoRed by inadequate argument or the expression of inadequate
hypothesis. Our classroom then should often become workshops--hot~houses of
arguments engaged in as well as observed.’ The arguments may be structured td
take advantage of what students can d0e;c1assifying, for\éxample. Yet their
form will frequént]y be such as to push classifying beyond its Timits so the
students must choose a system and defend the choice. In other words, they must
be given the chance to self-regulate. At other times, the structured exercise
can require the simultaneous use of different systems, so students must consciously
order material in more than one way, indeed mustc&bnscious]y change an order
previously adopted. In poetry they can be asked to balance or reconcile the
Texical and metrical forms of 'antique" for example, or the alternative readings
which follow from different grammatical ties for "boundless and bare, " or the
different lexical and grammatical constraints on 'fed." My sense of the inadequacy
of my paper-and-pencil tasks is that they encouraged no responsible arguing:
the situations required the writers to suffer no answers-back which required

defence. Formal thinking is internalized, consciously planned arguing which is
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responsible at once to material, to mental structures, and to other thinkers.
Classrooms which at once require such responsibility and which allow for the
possibility of the growth that comes from felt inadequacy must, if I understand
my own data and Piaget's schemes correctly, be those which will nurture humanistic

formal thinking.
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1. OZYMANDIAS
‘ B Pcfcj B ‘1 sshe S w\hj

I met a traveller from an antique land
Who said: Twoyast and trunkless legs of stone
Stand in the desert. Near them, on the sand,

Half sunk, a shattered visage]

lies, whose frown,

And wrinkled 1ip, and sneer of cold command,

Tell that its sculptor well those passions read 6
Which yet survive, stamped on these lifeless thihgs 7
The hand that mocked2 them and the heart that fed; 8
And on the pedestal these words appear:

'My name is Ozymandias, king of kings:

Look on.my works, ye Mighty, and despair?" 11
flothing beside remains. Round the decay

Of that colossal wreck, boundless and bare 13

The lone and level sands stretch far away.

1. .
Visage: the face, with particular reference to its features.

2

.Mock: to imitate, frequently (though not always: see, e.g., 'mock-up")
derisively.

Questions:
A  On all 1st instruments:

1. Those heart is referred to in line 8? Whose hand? Citing
the text, indicate why you think so.

2. plore the reasons for ‘Uespair"(]ine’1i)as you see them in
~ the poem. \
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B. Added Tater, appearing on most instruments:
What does 'them" (Line 8) refer to? Citing the text, indicate why
you think so.

C. For some students, as follow up:

- Give me a list of as many people as you can conceive of whoSe
heart might be referred to in Line 8, Do the same for 'hand."

- Identify the subject and object (if any) of the following verbs.
(Where the subject or object is a pronoun, tell me what the pronoun
refers to.): Met, lies, read, survive, mocked, fed.

For this question I provided models using 'Look (on) " and
YRemains. " I used 'met" and "Lies " to ascertain if they
understand the instructions.

D. For a further follow up, I asked some students to tell me what sense
the poem would have if the hand belonged to: the sculptor

the traveller
the King's people
N ature

God(s)

(A11 these names came from their own previous papers.)
I asked the same question, with the same 1ist, for the heart.
Another question on the same follow-up asked them to consider the reasons
each of the following (suggested by them) might have for despair:

The mighty, the King, the King's Hperor, the traveller(s), the
sculptor, the poet, the reader(sbﬁ those who think themselves powerful,

nature, God(s).

E. I further asked some students to
Write out 'Ozymandias " using normal word order. The verbal instructions

invited them to use ordinary paragraph structure, to retain as much of Shelley's
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actual words as possible. Where for clarity's sake they felt they had to add
or substitute words or punctuation of their 6wn, I instructed them to parenthe-
size what was theirs as distinct from Shelley's. This exercise was not designed
to get a full reading of the text--there is no substitute for the text for that.
Rather it is designed to assess where the readers are aware of problems and how
they approach them; it also reveals where the readers unconsciously change the

text or what changes they??ggaﬁdaESﬁmooiﬁhgon&qqmgﬁti&Jtmdmnbmeaflv

F. Other students I asked to order in sequence of time these events:

I met traveller

Traveller went to antique land

The statue was smashed

The statue was made

The motto was carved

The sands covered the area around the pedestal.
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Rewrite I

" Write out "Ozymandias" using normal word order; if need be, use other side of
page.
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. : Appendix 2 Continued
Reurite II ' '

. /ﬁrite out "Ozymendias" using normal word order; if‘—;z;;iwbé. use other sile.of

page.
. net a -lcaue{g; &wm an and; “we l‘ﬂd

Who sa:t"; Two vest ard Frunk less leig ot Sdune
inthe de'sn”r\ IS'J'E;Mlo Near Nhem  on ¥ SMN/,
. Haf suukl a \sha'ﬁe‘(n‘ U)s;igv',ils‘ Wlese @rawrl‘
A w‘u-,kled' (Rp, “au.l Sneer a"- cold Oommlndl
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Appendix 3

The following is a verbatim transcript of a student response to the
question about whose hand and whose heart is referred to in line 8
of "Ozymandias," The italics are added.

]

--0Ozymandiage~

A possibility of reference to 'the hand that mocked them' might
be Ozymandias' enemy, throwing slander at his kingdom,

I say that slander is involved because ¥hes of the word 'mocked,'’
which expresses one scorning another or meking one look foolish, ‘

'« « sy and the heart that fled;' (sic) suggests that this same
hand was met by those whom it mocked, and thus fleeing from its
present stanée.'

Thege two syllogisms together eemedwés I interpret as a cause
end effect of conflict coming to war. This conflict being between
Ozymandias' establishment and those at 'hand,' The end result

being Ozymandias' victory, after his cnemy flees,

This end result is phrased by the words on the pedastal, in that
the wreckage there was once the 'fort' ke which shellered his enemy.

-*-t

In addition to the facile im%tation of uncomprehended professional lang-
uage which I have italicized,;one might also note the assimilations
here, "Fed" becomes "fledj" fhe comma after 'fed'has become a semi-
colons and the hand which throws slander in the first paragraph

has been reduced to quite a different (and rather less interesting)
metaphor in the fourth., Notice, further, how scorning Ozymandias

leads to the necessity for flight--which presupposes a war and a
sheltering fort, which then must be that which was destroyed,



APPLICATION:

I.

Consider what classification scheme these students are using:

A. q.1.

“Them" refers to the people over which Ozymandias once ruled.

Lines 6 & 7 refer to the sculptor (probably a slave) that portrayed
in the stone the essence of the person who ruled him and his people.
"Hand that mocked" and "Heart that fed" gives one the idea of a
ruler having complete control over a group's lives.

The "hand" referred to is Ozymandias' hand, For as a ruler it is
he who feeds his people and he who can treat them as he wishes --
even mocking them.

Literally, as in the inscription on the pedestal, despair means
“fear me, for I am the best!" It serves another purpose in the
poem, reflecting the despair this fallen King probably knew as the
end of his reign as it is reflected in the broken stones.

Them refers to the two vast and trunkless legs of stone.
... The hand mocked the lifeless things; the heart fed them.

The hand is God's hand and the heart is also God's: "My name is
Ozymandias, King of Kings: Look on my works, ye mighty, and despair."

~ God has sculptored the world in his image and has given man a heart

w N

by redeeming sins.

God expects us to despair or in other words repent our sins; it

shows us that He is almighty and we are only creatures created by him.
The artist that discriminated his work referred to as the broken
sculpture pieces.

The artist, who develops the work, who puts feeling in it.

To destroy a piece of work by people who do not understand it.

1. The followerscor-worshippers: of the statue or ido}.

The people's hand, who made the likeness. The heart of him that fed
the people in faith.

The worshippers civilization is gone and the statue is by itself.

The parts of a statue of some conceded (conceited?) king.
The kings enemies hand, their hearts hungry for his b]oodf

The traveller may have been one of the kings followers and is in
misery for his loss.



Application (Page 2)

I1.

A. 1.
2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

B. 1.
2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

c. 1.
2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

D. 1.
2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

E. 1.
- 2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

F. 1.
2.

3.

F. gq. 1.

"Them" could be referring to Nature who the artist is tring to
immate.

2. The hand in line 8 might refer to Nature's force which with Time
will even destroy mans great works.
3. No matter how hard man tries he can never withstand Nature.
Seriation:

Asked to order the events of the poem in chronological sequence, students
came up with these orders. What ordering principle seems most common.

The sculptor made the statue

"Look on my works..." was carved on it

Boundless desert surrounds the place where statue was erected.
Statue was destroyed

I met the traveller

Traveller went to antique land. (4 students)
The sculptor made the statue

The motto was carved

Boundless desert surrounds the place where the statue was erected
Statue destroyed

Traveller went to antique land

I met traveller ( 3 students)

Desert surrounds place where statue erected
Sculptor made statue

“Look on ..." carved

Statue destroyed

Traveller went to antique land

I met the traveller ( 2 students)

Statue made
Statue destroyed
"Look on..." carved
Sand surrounds site
Traveller went
I met traveller

' ( 1 student)

I met traveller
Traveller went
Statue made

"Look on..." carved
Statue destroyed.
Sand surrounds site. ( 1 student)
. Sands surround site

Traveller went

I met traveller (2 students)

Statue made
"Look on..." carved
Statue destroyed

oY Ol D
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