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ABSTRACT

In the past flfteen years,_dozens of researchers and

ﬁfh'hundreds of theorlsts andipract1t10ners have publlshed booksyﬁ]:""

’fand artlcles about response to student wrltlng,

%;school teacher thlS plethora of 1nformatlon has created a

'jFor the hlgh ;f7df'

dnchaotlc plcture of procedure, for because of 1radequate traln-ipt7

f-j]*lng 1n response to student wrltlng, they are not 1n a good

:'5lp051t1on to make comparatlve Juognents about dlffelent methodS{:

; f;of response.; ThlS studyxhas organlzed the 1nformat10n about

fg.responseplnto elght categor1es or elght methods of response°7ff

4 i?rl) the One to One Conference, 2) ertten Peer Response,

ﬂvaQS) Group Oral Respons v4)?L1m1ted ertten Response,vS) Tradlif

"ff:methods of response.5f

hi;tlonal Response, 6) Staff Gradlng, 7) Hollstlc Evaluatlon,

wf8) Self Evaluatlon;} ’i'organlzat1on w1ll help the hlgh

o see the v1rtues of each method

dd{jschool wrltlng teacher

Vj'compare methods, and to‘understand howfeach relates to the

iﬁwrltlng process._ The bul of the study 1s an annotated

']fib1b11ography'w1th eachfe;try placed under one of the elght

Th1s1study found that the method of response the teacherbf~w

?ifuses should be chosi ito achlevedspeclflc 1nstructlona1 goals.f”

: fg;That ch01ce depends on 1) Wh.tlthe teacher'wants to teach

“fifabout wrltlngx 2)then :
'ff”occurs,

"”Mfclassroom 31tuatlon.('las

the wr t1ng process the response

»i) the ablllty and mat r1tyfof theistudent, 4) the

81ze, tlme'restralnts, etc )

a;{ThlS study also found tha_ regardless of phe'method of f

fhﬂfresponse‘used response should be prlmarlly to content.g e
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The purpose of thlS study is to categorlze and examlne

o theorles about and research 1n teacher response to student

”wrltlng.f Thls categorlzatlon and exanlnatlon 1s 1ntended bothn

“to help teachers of wrltlng choose whlch method of response 1sz
',:most approprlate for each 31tuatlon and to summarlze for'
“»theorlsts and researchers the state of the art of teacher i
hvdresponse to srudent wrltlng : Dozens of researchers and
,j:hundreds of theorlsts and practltloners have publlshed

ibooks and artlcles about response to student wr1t1ng 1n the
:‘past flfteen years, and yet many hlgh school teachers don td
f:know how few ch01ces they have 1n the way they respond to"

‘jdessays (Sommers, p 154) ThlS study w111 allow wrltlng

',fhteachers to compare theorles, judge research and see what/

hj'other teachers do.‘ By armlng classroom teachers w1th a
:svarlety of ways to respond to student wrltlng, w1th a strong
lwytheoretlcal base 1n response, and where p0851b1e, w1th
”:emplrlcal research that relates to response, thls study w111
“hglve wrltlng teachers more understandlng of and more control

"over thelr responses to student wrltlng.




Thls study 1n teacher response to student wr1t1ng 1s

| f@dlntended mostly for~secondary level wr1t1ng teachers.,[ R

hhﬁHowever, many of the theorles descrlbed and much of the

'research dlscussed focus on students or 1nstruct10n at

fff“elementary and college levels.u The state of the art is- such

‘3that hlgh school wr1t1ng 1nstructors need 1nput from all

‘7tilevels. The f1nd1ngs of the Dennls Searle and Dav1d Dlllon s

: 2 e
‘astudy in how 6th grade teachers respond to the1r students N

'“’Y;wrltlng, wh1ch contrast w1th the flndlngs of the Sarah

"lfﬂFreedman study of how college 1nstructors respond to thelr

'Thstudents wrltlng, w1ll be helpful to h1gh school teachers.

"‘_Know1ng both the response to thelr students essays at lower

‘lgrade levels and the response at the college 1evel hlgh

'Vtschool teachers w1ll be better able to plan tlelr wr1t1ng fl‘

lprograms.f So llttle 1s known about how students 1earn to

v"Lybwrltexat dlfferent age levels that 1t would be wrong to assume

that the f1nd1ngs of a. study on how communlty college studentsl

'f;react to "The Garrlson Method" of one to’one res ponse would
”;be of no use to a n1nth grade wrltlng teacher 1nst1tut1ng the‘
aconference method of response._:V' ””:“" ‘v” | o

ThlS study w1ll also address 1tself tovessay nrltlng,dl

’ meanlng non flctlon wrltlng--exp081tory,,narratlve and



':"déscriptive.; For the purposes of deflnltlon, essay wr1t1ng fﬂhd

B excludes 1mag1nat1ve wr1t1ng and prlvate wrltlng (personal fa"

';ffajournal entrles, personal letters, etc ) It must be notedff'

:vfythough that whlle nearly all the research and theor1es'v

vbhpertaln to the essay form, few exclude 1mag1nat1ve wrltlngéfV'”'

lifrom what they are saylng about respondlng to wr1t1ng
*Therefore, what we know about response to any one” type of

twr1t1ng may be useful in respondlng to other types.li:;rrlov..a.m

‘g Lastly, research and theorles that d1fferent1ate the
anba31c wrlter from the average or advanced wrlter w1ll be'

wexamlned but no one ablllty 1evel w1ll be the focus of

"wlth1s study Most hlgh school wr1t1ng teachers have all

”,three levels in the same class, so they must be flex1ble
"3and accommodatlng 1n thelr responses.‘ Moreover, the ablllty
v 'level of the student may not be the sole determlnlng factor

in- the decls1on on how to respond to a student s wrltlng,

Hf,for ev1dence 1nd1cates that personallty types, I Q ‘ and

:,hmotlvat1onal factors should also be con51dered (Edelsberg,

4373 A Gagne, pp._320 324)




'ff;j response," dellberately av01d1ng the term gradlng,

~ RESPONDING OR GRADING: A CLARIFICATION OF TERMS =

In the past when teachers of wrltlng read student oy
”dessays, they were gradlng them. In thls sense, respondlng

"to student wr1t1ng meant Judglng 1t, usually by placlng

v""crltlcal comments on the writlng and attachlng a 1etter7

‘,vgrade.ﬁ In the last flfteen years, however, numerous research- L

‘fers and theorlsts in teachlng wrltlng, James MoffEtt; Janet
'ermlg, and Peter Elbow to name a few, have been us1ng the wordf“
" whenw.
’d{talklng about a teacher or a student readlng an: essay-y O“?i"
‘tfof these theorlsts, Mary K Healy, deflnes response. kst*7i;

""The 1n1t1a1 reactlon to a. p1ece of flrst draft wrltlng,,_"

bfusually in the form of questlons to the wr1ter about the con-~

jfdtent or. form of the plece (p. 6) The term, response,

hhthen, is often used by spec1allsts 1n the fleld of wr1t1ng
"flnstructlon to mean somethlng dlfferent from evaluatlon.
A%SIDCG the word response has a general deflnltlon 1n‘
fgdlctlonarles of "any reactlon, and the gradlng of an essay
'[Fls a reactlon to 1t, the word has often been used to mean‘ff"
'y’

‘fJUSt that" any reactlon, 1nclud1ng gradlng., ResearcherS'b

”T,llke Nancy Sommers, L11 Brannon and C H Knoblauch use the

~_‘word 1n 1ts general sense, but they don t want teachers of

"wrltlng to respond to thelr students wrltlngs w1th JUSt any



- reaction. They want the response to be a controlled look at
content, even When'it aléo evaluates that writing.v Becéuse
‘many of the responsevméthods are evaluativé, in’this study,

the term may include evaluation as one form of response.



"ii hlgh school wrltlng

~ INTRODUCTION |

Response may be the most 1mportant step 1n the teaching"

'hlof wrltlng (see Moffett s dlscuss1on of "Feedbackh'fpp:;ﬁ\

'zm188 200 1n Teachlng *f!fmany

respond

fa}to student wrltlng, Many teachersTrespond 1n the same way

;hﬂthelr teachers dld-;ftfrffm

";f(Sommers;'p.'148) Tbelleflng that is how wrltlngpls taught,

“and expectlng thelr comments Lorrectlons and grades to teach

‘fpiand motlvate the student. L1kew1se, students expect teachers

:Ehto respond to thelr essays th3

’hdfments they wr1te on themt(Sommers, pj 155)
‘":f€hw111 freely dlscuss how e

/; ,only to flnd that many students learned 11ttle or nothlng_

'a,_With students whose teachers u’k

;_by, parents expect 1t,

r=fother teachers expectblt;fand admlnlstrators expect 1t.;‘Inj P

ﬁr?fffact, Engllsh teachers often measure thelr own worth by howpbhpf';'

vftdmuch t1me they spend correctlng papers and by how many com-;fh

Yet many teachers

anperatlngﬂlt 1s to work so hard

V3i22)

wffrom thlS labor (Dlederlch

\f?Obv1ously, some growth 1n:;r1t1ng ab111ty.takes place AR

“ﬂytradltlonal method of

,fgresponse, for many students_‘f. ”fbut”the growthtd‘u




ﬁaiteacher labor.gw

'~Q{injthé§ tudents 1s hardly commensurate w1th the amount of

Ev1dence 1nd1cates that a 1arge number of

bigstudents_‘oyld beneflt more from other methods of response 5'>

bfg(see Lynch and'"Testlng the Effectlveness of the One to One'
vuMethod of Teachlng Comp051t10n.” Improvement of Learnlng in-
".:Engllsh Pro;ect") Sadly, many hlgh school wrltlng teachers

:‘don t know much about other methods of response.~ Those who

'“;fhave sought 1nformat10n on response often don t use 1t

‘fgbecause the sources of that 1nformat1on--30urnals, books,
i conferences, and workshops--create a chaotlc plcture of
‘;jprocedure.‘ One source extols the V1rtues of the conference .

.»method another tralns teachers to use peer response groups,

::iand an artlcle 1n the Engllsh Journal tells the wr1t1ng
1teacher not to Judge wrltlng at all-—Just ask questlons

B about the text.p ertlng teachers are not 1n a good pos1t10n':
“to make comparatlve Judgments about such d1fferent methods ofi
t:response and many contlnue to correct papers w1th the tra-

‘ hdltlonal red pen.;imd E e A 3 B

‘ Whlle there 1s much to learn about response,:there 1s
dalready much known. To glve a more coherent view of the fleld
I have organlzed the 1nformat10n about response--theorles,f” -
‘yresearch and practlces--lnto elght categorles, or methods,'

‘fdofvresPonse. Actually these elght methods had already formed_/

: themselves.u They are all dlStlnCt classroom practlces that

‘"f‘have been researched and thoroughly dlscussed ‘ For 1nstance,!i‘

~Ha large and grow1ng amount of 1nformat10n has been publlshed



’*h'about;the beneflts of ertten Peer Response, and 1n a 31m11arjf31

”\hfmanner the dlstlnctly dlfferent practlce of the One to -One

'?¢~wr1t1ng.

H<ﬁilt 1s more than llkely more

‘t%Conference Method has glven rlse to a great deal of 11tera-

ffture.g What thlS study has done, then, is dlscover how many

.imethods of yesponse seem to be avallable ﬁ“ﬁthe teacher of

)glhough I have found

ethods w111 be created for

‘“there 1s enormous 1nter‘st “'athe wrl 1ng process as funda- :

Vf'mental to educatlon

:nformatlon on elght methods,e,ﬁf' -



bjﬂﬁfdfresponse,'and in h‘wplng the student wrlterllearn from 1t.,f

| THE EIGHT METHODS OF RESPONSE

The elght methods ara,llsted 1n the'order I thlnk mayffhfff

be used most effectl'ely throughdut the wrltlng process.

. Vf[ﬂOne to One Conference |

o :fBest used for earlypg7hy
'_:ertten Peer Response drafts to stlmulate_g
‘ Iprev151on:%; T

lt;Group Oral Response"

hﬁBest used‘for laterf77
~drafts and for
wzevaluatlon EEh

nff;lelted‘ertten Responseffip

:»Staff Gradlngfffffuf"*"

vﬁiHoi“ t?c Evaluatlon **L!tionjOfbfinalsdraftg'd

ﬁ”niSelf Evaluatlonﬂy

'thEach method has a unlque purpose, a purpose whlch creates a tfi

yjfxfhspec1allzed role for the wrltlng teacher., In the One to Onepw o

. _tConference and 1n the L1m1ted ertten Response,‘the teacher ﬂ%}

fxfls a questloner and motlvator.h In the ertten Peer Response

”rthe Group Oral Response, the Staff Gradlng, and the Self-,;fﬂd

:7N>Evaluat10n, the teacher plays a 11m1ted role as responder but"
leils 1nvolved 1n settlng the crlterla for response, 1n tralnlng

':iithe responders, 1n"“a}n1ng the student wrlter to expect

'l‘ppOften the te c

‘J:iﬁStUdentS make ‘To dedide“whlch method 1s best for thevh’ab

hwgfdstudent at each stage ofuth’ vritlng-proces the wrltlng

a;fteacher needs,to understand all elgh ;methods.&iﬁdrd*;d;_;“:é'

Best used for evalua- =



The One to One Conference Method

Descrlptlon‘f

The One to One Conference Method may best be descrlbed

‘rhfas 1nd1v1dua1121ng. - The teacher talks w1th each wrlter,

"usually 1n a three to“ten mlnute conference, about the essay,ﬁ*

b?i:cSpeclflc gu1de11nes steer thls*conference to produce the best,}f

fsresults and use the tlme eff1c1ent1y., Follow1ng areﬂsome

."

tsample gu1de11nes taken from'Murray s and Garrlson s*books"'

“'?3Q1’ The teacher should qﬁe

1;self assessment.g-"What doryou thlnk about your H

| ?fessay7" "Any partlcular part you re not happy w1th7"v_

'f"Why7" "Any partlcula
) . ‘,:"‘"w}ly?" e B ’ v

‘hfffZQbfThe teacher may scrlbe any personaliresponse to E

“:fﬁfwhat the wrlter 1s saylngvin the essay.,.ﬁ

1on..helsgudent to encouragei R

part you espec1ally llke?"7nyjt7:ﬂr

'by3gQ?It may be necessary for the teacher to restate what}'v‘f;,

1wrlter has attempted to say to show the wr1ter-f

lbhow we11 he or she communlcated what he or she

“Tf:1ntended to communlcate.

.'f;The teacher should comment on what the wrlter has

“The teacher should limit criticism to only the

‘The teacher should allow the student to wrlte on

fthe text*or ;o take notes 1f necessary, but the

fﬂteach r'-hould_not wrlte on th

'text of the essay.g:"



'“ffﬁMethod encourage studen s

‘5:;ﬂsay1ng 1n’w

*;.after helplng the student w1th at

: Integral to th1s method are student generated toplcs.t:;yfi

vMurray,'Garrl on, and Wlener advocate the teacher settlng the

:h'task but the student flndlng the subJect matter.ujfgr ;"’

" 1nstance,_thy’teacher may ask forfa‘persua31ve essay, then

,fthe student should dlscover what to be persua31ve about.,

‘"7Student generated tOplCS along w1th the One to One Conference

o thlfk:more about what they are

gredlto help students

”yrrev1se andtto help teachvrs evaluate‘student wrltlng, f&r:jfﬁvﬁ

st one rev131on, the

*vteacher w1ll be fam'f1ar w1th the student s 1ntent10ns 1n

';‘wrltlng the essay.r:Thls;then would help the teacher evaluate Ai

”T»'ffhow successfully the student.had achleved those 1ntent10ns._¥iﬁjdf

B correctly““

Comment

'r{_lnce there 1s more to the One to One Conference Method :

'wﬁlthan Justil”'“method of response, wrltlng teachers should

~i‘follow the gu1d‘llnesuof Garrlson and/or Murray (they are'tb

‘_gqu1te 31m11ar)1from start to f1n‘s t;t‘

,xjfa paper homenlfi ;llass'and the conferences are managed

and Calabrese s artlcles on how to

':gfhandle'a secondary class whlle u91ng the One to One Conferencey




12

Method should encnurage_some teachere to try this, but a
therOUgh nnderstanding of the method, best obtained by study-
1ing Garrison's and>Murfany books, appears necessary.. The
most impressive piece nf feseérch fnundxfor any of the eight
methods, "Testing‘the Effeetiyenees of the‘Qne-tb-One Method
of Teaching Composition:,-Imprnyement;of Learning‘in‘Englishy”
Project," shows fhet thei"Gatrison Methnd"vis more effective
‘in teaehing composition‘et the‘eommunity college level than |
previous approaches. 'Insffuefors in the control classes for
this study were not u31ng any spe01f1c method--they were doing

what they normally do. What that was the study did not

say.
Annotated'Bibliography
Theory and'Practice
Calabrese, Marylen E. "I Don't Grade Papers Anymore.

"English Journal. 71 (Jan. 1982), 28-31.

This article explains why grading essays hinders writing
instruction andfwhy ethef types of responses ultimately wiil
lead to effective writing instrucfion. ~Calabrese believes
that good writing'instruetion develops‘seif-evaluation in the
student. A "richness of response" is needed so students can
learn how otheré,perceive whaﬁ they are saying. hRestatements,
observation, impressions, and questions are the types of re-
sponses needed. Teachers who only judge writings of their

students are evaluating, not responding, and students learn to
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'dsee only the grade.' A practlcal method for determlnlng a.-T'
i’studenat s grade 1n a wrltlng course 1s g1ven w1thout ever

'jgradlng an essay. Strategles for meetlng res1stances to non-;i

*.jgradlng are d1scussed and references are glven.;,h,f53-

f-Garrlson, Roger. ;How"A‘nggef'beks;fagaﬁﬁefj&]kawg N}Y«_l981;.
l, 99 pages dd" e u.,“‘ 5 Ul | 't"“' o
‘ In thls book Garrlson assumes that each wrlter has 1nd1-;‘b
:_v1dual problems that cannot be effectlvely addressed in a e

‘class group He also assumes that the ]Ob of teachers of

'”'wrltlng 1s to match problems 1n expre831on w1th learnlng

vttasks.ﬁ Teachers can best do thelr JOb by collaboratlng l”‘

fi»person to person, student-to teacher, the way a profe831onal

“wrlter works w1th an"edltor.M The goal of "The Garrlson Meth-
‘ d"vls to 1ead students eventually to become thelr own crltlc-
‘»edrtor,, One last assumptlon of thls updated apprentlce"

”hsystem .1s that the teacher has mastered the ab111ty to.

‘f,Write;v Garrlson 1ntends thls book for student use, SO’ 1t

often 1nformally addresses the student.v Garrlsonvhelps the

‘g'student w1th flndlng 1deas to wrlte about, w1th wr1t1ng about

’ 111terature, w1th flndlng v01ce and style. He glves many‘
3,’tasks that treat wrltlng as learnlng.y He also glves examples -

’lof what goes on 1n a student teacher conference. ‘Anllnstruc-_

ftor slmanual,FOne-to-One:‘ Maklng Instructlon Effective,tis

available.
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F'Garrlson, Roger H. "One- -to- One Tutorial Imstruction in

Freshman Composition." New Direction for' Communlty
Colleges. 1T (Sprlng, 1974), 55 84 PR

Garrlson states that the real work 1n most compos1t10n’

» classes is done by the wrong person° the teacher.~ It is the

; teacher who learns to 1dent1fy errors in wrltlng, not the i,,‘vf'

student, who usually accepts pass1vely the teacher s edltlng
Garrlson s ~premise 1s that the student must be the one to'
'rewrlte and-edlt._ He empha51zes that the teacher can best
gu1de the student 1n a one- to one conference, in wh1ch the,:;'
teacher must not correct the student s paper but p01nts oct
,;the strengths and the most serlous error.i "One problem at
ha t1me and the most 1mportant one flrst,, is Garrlson s

"'motto. Puttlng a grade on a paper 1s ‘a’ temptatlon to be

'u;avoided Grades should be glven only at 31x or seven week

-1ntervals because growth 1n wrltlng is slow,_and only the -
last one should be the student s grade 1n the class..

li;Averag1ng earller and later grades only punlshes the student'
for poor wrltlng before 1mprovement occurred.t This artlcle :

:1s a brlef yet thorough 1ntroduct1on to the One to- One

”Conference Method.

- Murray, Donald M. "Teachlng the Other Self The erter s
. First Reader. CCC 33 (May, 1982) 140 147

Profess1onal wrlters clalm that they wrlte to please
,themselves flrst.v Murray says that w1th1n the m1nd one. self

wrltes and another self reads, and teachers should traln the
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v'«:self that wrltes by tralnlng the self that reads.. If thebv.
J!audlence w1th1n a student wrlter can act as monltor, the

'ffstudent is. on the wa

'mto wrltlng well.t The reader self
,entlty but also serves at least flve

'fother functlons, and Murray says that research is needed to

u‘frjdetermlne how complex thlS "other self"” To traln that

self;;the teacher must be a llstener.t In one- to one confer-
}hences'the student should talk flrst so- that the teacher can
“determlne how the other self" percelves the wr1t1ng process,h

‘:hthe context of the wrltlng, the audlence, and the product B

‘f'before respond1ng to the wrltlng N The teacher s response -

"should be non Judgmental nelther pra181ng nor: crltlclzlng,

and should be based on the assumptlon that all texts can be

’3‘1mproved. Murray asserts that the successful teacher has

“7{ the student dlscover what 1s worklng and encourages the

‘y‘student to bulld on 1t, av01d1ng the correctlon of errors.‘~'
. ‘He g1ves strategles and questlons that: teachers w1ll need to

"dfollow hlS method.,

:Murray, Donald M A erter Teaches wrltlng-thOughtonv"
‘ leflln Co.. Boston, 1968. SRR R

;256 pages
s Murray states here that most Amerlcan hlgh school

graduates don't- Know how to wrlte (p 103) because the1r

'”‘teachers don 't know how to teach wr1t1ng He descrlbes the

"'classroom env1ronment necessary for wrltlng, detalls the

cstepssa wrlter goes through to produce ardraft, and o
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f’summarlzes ten myths whlch have h1ndered teachers of wrltlng

hOne of'those myths is. that‘"Each student paper must be

| b_ucorrected by the teacher. : He belleves the opp031te is true-_”

""students must correct the1r own papers.vahe teacher tralns
fthe student‘to.thlnk crltlcally about writing by pointing out -

v the ma1n or chronlc problems of papers in conference w1th

'_ithe studentb Occaslonally the teacher may have to edit

'ruthlessly in red 1nk (to punlsh slopplness) but r1d1cule
'must be av01ded Murray suggests a "writing lab' env1ronment
'bevcreated in theFClassroom_wherein»students helpveach'other
edit.Vt"Most:paperslin a.writingycourse‘should not receive

" a grade":<p;.37).‘v0nly at’thedmiddleiand at the end of the
- course Shouldupapers‘be graded. Detailed chapterS‘areygiven
on how to run;a'conference anddon;how tohteach studentsdto

~edit their’own work.

O'Brien, Michael. ,uoral'Evaluation' An Effective Vehlcle.
' English Journal. 71 (Jan. 1982), 43,

In this art1cle,l0 Brlen, a hlgh school teacher, de-
'scr1bes hls method of" evaluatlng student papers in brlef
one-to-one‘conferencest He llsts elght points he has worked
| out through experiencef‘ 1) aSSIgD brlef.papers, 2) work
>1nd1v1dually w1th a- student whlle other students work on
‘wrltlng ass1gnments or - worksheets,A3) ask students at outset
of conference what thelr problems were in wr1t1ng the paper,_

',4) try to. glve favorable comments, 5) cover only one or two

“major problems, 6) glve students a chance to respond and to
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7‘¥ask euestlons, 7) have studentsdrecord comments in thelr

'1;Journals, 8) do not grade Papers 1n a conference. O Br1ent5ﬁ’d

dihsays students choose the one essay they want graded after::ur
;if{several have been wrltten and orally evaluated That one 1s;f

s then rewrltten and graded 1n the tradltlonal manner. ;

;‘O Brlen states that he can get through"'slx to seven essays'fh

”-_1n a. 50 m1nute perlod that most students aoprove of the

- one- to one conferences, that the conferences 1ncreased the o

yseffectlveness of hlS teachlng and decreased h1s after schooljﬁH

.rlfgradlng. Hav1ng adapte?'the One to One Conference Method

to hls ownxsftuatlon, O Brlen has addeo somethlng wr1t1ng

teachers should note’9 not every essay 1s rewrltten, only

\ one.; He seems to be tedﬁwlng students that the wrlter must
t;judge whlch wrltlngs are worth worklng over and whlch should

~ be put aslde.

| Wlener, Harvey S. The ertlng Room. OxfOfdeUhiVersity
o Press: ‘N.Y. 1981 By , I .

‘ 337 pages

: Thls res0che book bu11ds on Mlna Shaughnessy s work

‘ «hand glves clear practlcal adv1ce. Whlle 1t remlnds the

"vi‘reader that wrltlng is personal therefore the wrlter 1si

vﬂfemotlonally attached to 1t, the book also prov1des sequen-

'7fytlal structure for teachlng erLlng Wlener doesn t 1gnore

;uthe hard facts of grammar, spelllng,‘usage, and syntax, but
,he does emphas1ze the need for the beglnnlng wrlter to spend

‘,tlme on the whole process of prewrltlng, wr1t1ng,,rev1s1ng,



ledltlng, and respondlng.‘ The teacher must refraln from
; wrltlng the paper for the student, he says. Whlle the draft
”,1s st111 in an unflnlshed form, the teacher should not

‘respond 1n wrltlng but should roam about the room maklng

::general comments to 1nd1v1duals., ‘When a flnal draft 1s

iv_;turned 1n, then the teacher may make a ertten response to

v'the essay, 11m1t1ng 1t to What was taught and keeplng it
,mostly positlve.u The teacher should not rewrlte any passages,
.the student may- be dlrected to do so, but only if maJor o
dflaws.are-found, Wlener also suggests that the best essays,;
’,,be read7aioud"by the Writer"after SpelelC llstenlng obJec--
rytlves are glven to the class.' The book is easy readlng .
Jand prov1des a varlety of alternatlve act1v1t1es for. thev

teacher 1n each area of the wr1t1ng process. T]

;uBrannon, Lll and C H.. Knoblauch._ "On Students nghts to :
.Their Own Texts: A Model of Teacher Response. CCC.

33 (May, 1982),h157 166 L _ T

051ng resulte of thelr own research as an example, L11f'

f{dBrannon and C. H Knoblauch clalm most teachers respond to‘h‘

iystudent essays 1n one of two ways.»‘ ) o

: 1) Conservatlvely comparlng the student wrltlng tov
,.an Ideal Text, w1th the student s work always

;falllng:short._ The teacher s JOb here 1s to f1x

'~the_text‘tovCOmekcloser to the_;deal.d



'M;Z)I"leerally°f'exaggeratlng the wrlter s competence,ynff'q
v:assumlng that, although the wrlter has not matched
'hthe Ideal Text,‘some quallty 1n the wr1t1ng excuses

'jﬁfthe lapse.'

=1>Brannon and Knoblauch say the trouble w1th both 1s that

- teachers belleve they actually know what the wrlter meant to

3vsay;5 Teachers adherence to an Ideal Text 1nterferes ‘with
’l jthelr aolllty to read student wrltlng.” Brannon and Knoblauchf“

‘suggest that teachers need to consult student wrlters about

‘dwhat they 1ntended before suggestlng how they ought to say

'h,it.f They recomnend the One to One Conference Method as an

llfleffectlve'way to attract a student wrlter s attentlon to the

'¢relatlonsh1p oetween 1ntent10n and effect.f Brannon and
lfKnoblauch also recommend peer group collaboratlon and certaln?
~kinds of,teacher comments-wrltten on‘essaysrg The»teacher'
vmust re51st the temptatlon to say, 'Do 1t thls way._ Théy?
go on to descrlbe a process for students to wr1te their' .
1ntent10ns 1n an expanded margln of the essay as a substl- y

: tutlon for a one to one conference. Evaluatlon of the
‘_student s essay occurs only after these three steps. d

1) Peer and teacher response,

'g2) Rev1s1on,31f de31red
l3) _The student s declslon that the essay is a flnlshed "

.‘product and ready for evaluatlon.,v
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Johnston, Brian. "Non-Judgemental Response to Students’
~ Writing." English Journal. 71 (April, 1982), 50-53.

»A‘psy¢holdgist in the réséarch"section of the educa-
tioﬁal départmeﬁt_OE'Soufh’Austfalia, Johhston didrresearch»'
in 1978 cOmparihg?theveffeéts of judgemental aﬁd‘non-judge-
 mentél response on studént hotivatidn to writé; 'The
‘research is only superficially described as a sutvey of over
one thousand Ehglish teachers>(presumably at the secondary
level) énd their studehts. " The conclusion he reachéd is that
'non;judgemental respomnse in a one-td-one conference is
better. The article is his description of three ways to
réspoﬁd'non—judgementally to student writing:

1) Questioning to encoufage self-assessment,

2)»‘Describing one's pérsonal response, .and

3) Empathetic'résponsé;  |
Examples and comments are given for each. Advice and evalu-
ation afe'little helpito:the‘ﬁriter, he says. vNovattempt
was made to assess wfiting growth. Motivation seems to be

the only factor considered.

"Testing the Effectiveness of the One-to-One Method of
Teaching Composition: Improvement of Learning in
English Project.'" Los Angeles, Los Angeles Community
College District, 1979.

32 pages
This research project undertook to determine if the

"GarrisonbMethod" would be effective in the Los Angeles

Community Colleges. The outcome givesvevidence that
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,'Garrlson s tutor1a1 method 1s effectlve as the research showsdf
:?~that student wr1t1ng 81gn1flcantly 1mproved when the
""Garrlson Method" was used compared w1th a control group. .

"The number of students 1nvolved over 4 OOO _the number of

. 1nstructors 1nvolved 16 the profes31onal manner of assess-7

"ment and the three areasiof assessment all glve va11d1ty to

‘f‘thls research In two of the three areas tested groups

’fu81ng the Garrlson method showed better results than the‘

'vgfcontrol groups. ertlng 1mprovement was the most 1mportant

' 7area tested and. the area of the most dramatlc 1mprovement
butﬂstudent and teacher morale also 1mproved. The thlrd
'sarea‘was an obJectlve test of vocabulary, usage, and sentence'

‘EStrUCture.ero 31gn1f1cant d1fference or progress was made

lfﬂ.by the Garrlson groups or’ the control groups 1n thls area.
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The Written PeervReSponse Method

Description

eritten Peer Response requires that students read each
other's essays and, using set guidelines, write a response.
The guidelines vary, dependlng on the authority glVlng them.
Frank O'Hare»suggests an editing sheet that refers to con-
tent, form and grammar (p. 77, and‘students become "seekers
of errors," writing symbols and comments on the essays the
way a teacher would. The student then revises the-essay
before handing it in for teacher evaluation. Kenneth Btuffee
has students do something quite different. His students
write "descriptive outlines" of their own papers, following
detailed guidelines, then palr up, exchange essays and write
descriptive outlines of each other's essays. The descrlptlve
outlines and essays are then returned, end students compare
the outlines done by peers with their own outlines. This
allows peers to respond to content without making judgments.
Students see how well or what they communicated and base
their revisions on the deseriptiye outlines (pp. 103-125).
In a variation of this, the peer writes a brief summary,
sometimes as brief as one sentence (Elbow, p. 20). In
another peers write a mixture of positive and critical com-
ments on the essay. Thompson s holistic procedure is yet
'another. All methods require the teacher to train the

students to respond to spe01flc 1tems,



B Comment.7
ertten Peer Response appears to have many advantages"

v1) the student wrltlng w1ll be better by the t1me 1t is handed

'_1n for teacher evaluatlon 81nce 1t has already been looked at"

’cr1t1ca11y by a tralned audlence, 2) fewer essays need

B teacher response as students plck up the load 3) student |
wrlters recelve 1mmed1ate response, 4) an audlence of "51g-u
n1f1cant others" (Emlg, p.7100) w1li pressure the wrlter to
‘perform better than for a teacher, and 5) student responders‘;‘
\ w111 learn how to read cr1t1cally whlch w111 enable them to
_wrlte better (see Thompson s research) Some 1mportant‘
detalls that pertaln to classroom realltles, however, should
‘be remenbered about thlS method ” Flrst,_the teacher still

’ grades essays out31de of the class,;>Second, this method of
response‘seems'best fittedrto thedearly‘and_middle stages-Of
,the writing"process. Finally, the'teacher's class time is -
vused to traln the students to respond and to monltor them ’

_ closely wh11e they are respondlng.‘ ThlS could poss1b1y mean
that less class time would be used helplng 1nd1v1duals with

‘1wr1t1ng problems,‘

Annotated Blbllography

*”heory and Practlce

5 fBruffee, Kenneth A A Short Course in ertlng. 'Winthrop‘
& Publlshers, Inc;: Cambrldge, 1980. v

3:232 pages
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vThis short course stresses exp031tory argumentatlve'

_wrltlng 1n a three paragraph model.. Bruffee clalms that it

~f,1s adaptable to the klnd of wrltlng most people have to do N

‘.1n the1r 11fe and work...w What: 1s new about Bruffee s methodu

}1s that he asks for an outllne aﬁtgr the essay is wrltten.b |

.Thlsl"descr1pt1ve outllne is then thertool for rev1310n;

~In this pedagoglcal procedure Bruffee calls "Collaboratlve
Learnlng,d the teacher tralns the student, u51ng model

fessays at: flrst, to wr1te descrlptlve outl1nes.' Students

5 _work with each other,’respond1ng to each other s essays 1nﬂ
”ha structured helpful manner._ Bruffee s goal is tralnlng
?students to respond to the1r onn wrltlng in a way that
'objectlvely looks at content and form for the purpose of

. rev1s1on.- :

:Elbow, Peter.‘ Wr1t1n
' Press. N Y.,v ,

WithoutﬂTeachersgFZOxtordZUniversity

fh'317 pages | |

| The ba81s for thlS book is Elbowvs con51derable
'hexperlence in teachlng wrltlng, not research., Speclflc, trledii

:5,gu1de11nes are glven for the creatlon and perpetuatlon of a
"'teacherless wrltlng class, whlch he explalns as a small
-group of motlvated wrlters who react to each other s wrltlng.
'vHe denles that teacher response has any value;_for one - |

Vvlperson s response 1s too narrow, espec1ally 1f‘that person d.

N1s an Engl1sh teacher, Elbow belreves that Engllsh teachers

elare often callous and calculatlng when they respond to
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”:student wrltlng The book 1s spe01fzc, thorough practical
and theoretlcal.; It would be an over 51mp11f1cat10n to say
dElbow bases hlS thecry solely on the wrlter 's need for a
v'broad audlence, for he also dlscusses the process of wrltlng,vf

prlvate and the publlc aspects and methods for stlmulatlng

nwon

ertlng._ He uses terms such as "freewrltlng,_ grow1ng,

"cooklng, and center of grav1ty to descrlbe hls 1deas.

Elbow;‘Peter; Wr1t1ng,W1th Power. FOxford-Uﬁivérsity:pfess;
N.Y. 1981._ T e e e

>384 pages
What Elbow means by wrltlng w1th power 'is ﬁgetting'
'dbpower over the wr1t1ng process.,n In thls 31x sectlon book
,'he moves through the wrltlng process, startlng w1th two
vsectlons about ways of gettlng words on paper.v Pe then
‘glves the reader a sectlon on dlfferent ways to rev1se,'
vfollowed by sectlons on "Audlence and "Feedback ": The
‘lflnal sectlon,i"Power 1n ertlng,i 1s a theoret1cal dlscus- f.
h‘31on of why some wrltlng has great power over readers even“:
dithough it is not good' by most convent10na1 measures. |

'He explores the poss1b111ty that power comes-from several

‘ sources.yfthe wrlter s v01ce, the words flttlng the subJect,"

'v’-and the maglc words have to allow the reader to experlence

what 1s wrltten.'v.
- The four chapters 1n the "Feedback" sectlon glve SpélelC
’ gu1de11nes for the wrlter to follow when asklng for response.

d:Elbow says the wrltlng may be read aloud or JUSt handed over.




'eto be read In elther case, he dlscusses two types of feed-’-ﬂ

A"f'back Crlterlon Based Feedback, and Reader Based Feedback

faU51ng Crlterlon Based Feedback the wrlter should ask the f->:'

_reader Sp€lelc questlons about the wrltlng Is the ba51c

.V1dea a good one7 Is 1t supported w1th loglcal reasonlng or,‘kd'“

'7d;va11d argument71,13 the whole thlng un1f1ed7 Are there too o

~~_many abstractlons and too few examples? Are the sentences

"“clear and readab1e7 If the wrlter wants to know what the

'-'_wrltlng does to a reader, these types of questlons should beﬂ:

',7Lasked to rece1ve Reader Based Feedback. What was happenlng

f_to you, moment bv moment, as you were . readlng the plece of,*'f‘

;fwrltlng7 Summarlze the wr1t1ng. Whlch words or phrases

o struck you mostV What 1deas or- bellefs or feellngs do you‘

'brlng to thlS plece that could 1nfluence the way you read

.x'fifz‘ As 1n hls prev1ous book ertlng Wlthout Teachers,

szlbow adv1ses wrlters to form a wrltlng support group thatj;x

bpfmeets regularly to g1ve support through feedback. :,f,fv

-fHow to Handle the Paper Load NCTE:?Urbana,ﬁigjg;_i_dﬁ~j§fﬂ

"*_f’135 pages i

Thls book con31sts of 27 artlcles about respondlng to]ffn

'Ti[student wrltlng It 1s d1v1ded 1nto 51x categorles 1) Un-if’T

t’jhgraded ertlng, 2) Teacher Involvement--Not Evaluatlon, L

FT'[3) Student Self edltlng, 4) Practlce w1th Parts, 5) Focused R

o Feedback 6) Alternatlve Audlences.. These artlcles contaln‘"

| pract1ca1 alternatlves for wr1t1ng ass1gnments and practlcaliu?a.’



1.-322:-'

) alternatlves for respondlng to student wrltlng. 'Many'of‘the“"
”,artlcles are based on research and all of them are cons1stent o

' fw1th modern theory of wrltlng as process. Whlle the tltle

-explalns the 1ntent10n of the book--remov1ng the overwhelmlng syi.

number of essays teachers grade--the book also explores e

'id1fferent ways of teachlng compos1t10n

"‘Koch Carl and James M Bra21l.v Strategles for Teach1ng the_
Comp051tlon Process. NCTE Urbana, 1978

krl08 pages“l - E | e ‘

| Th1s book glves the hlgh school teacher who deals w1th :
vlarge classes a varlety of strategles for teachlng each step
, of the compos1tlon process._ Each strategy 1s in outllne

 form under subtltles of "Group Slze,“‘"Tlme Requ1red

F"Materlals," "Goals," “Process, ‘and "Varlatlons,v' ln essence
1the book is a compilation ofhlessonvplansdfor a ertlng class
at a'high sChool‘level.' Group 1nteract1on is stressed

_Koch and Brazil bel1eve that students 1earn more 1f they

are also teachers. : I "Appendlx A" they address the teacher's
role as responder and remlnd us to comment on the good thlngs
in a paper, to dlagnose the maJor problems, and to. begln
llworklng on those problems in a systemat1c manner._ Thelr |

”’prlorltles for handllng wr1t1ng problems start w1th unlty,

focus, and coherence and end w1th mechanlcs, usage, and.

o dlalects.
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?fftBrannon, Lll and C.H. Knoblauch | "On Students' nghts to

'Their Own Texts: A Model of Teacher Response.. CCC.];-tn'
33 (May, 1982), 157-166. SEIN It

(For annotatlon see page 18 )

trwtyEdelsberg, Charles Marc.‘ "A Collaboratlve Study of ctudent

Writers' Uses of Teacher Evaluatlon. ‘Dissertation
~Abstracts’ Internatlonal 41 (June, 1981), 4373 A
r(Order No. 81073197

‘aStated'in general terms, the research questlon forvthls
study is: How does evaluatlon of students wrltlng functlon
“for 1nd1v1dual 1earners7 Edelsberg examlned a one semester,v"h‘
4ﬁeleyenthjgrade comp081t10n course., One assumptlon of this
‘ study was that’teachers evaluatlons and students responses
”tokthem,cannot‘be separated from other teacher student 1nter—~‘

gaétiOn}i Not‘all wrltlng was graded peer tutorlng was

‘.'¢ommoﬁ, and teacher evaluatlon was’ tradltlonal The study

reyeals that students attend selectlvely to teacher commen=
tary, and that they also use other sources of 1nformat10n-e
°‘c1ass act1v1t1es, a331gnments, d1rect10ns, peer. response,~
in- class teacher feedback etc.e-to help them generate and
.ed1t compos1t1ons.‘ A maJor factor 1nfluen01ng students

"use of teacher commentary 1s the student s own motlvatlon to~

>‘wr1te. Edelsberg reportS‘that'at least-four motivations could .

v fbe-detectedr 1) to get good grades,_Z) to be a model student

"3) to do more competent wrltlng, and 4) to become more fully
reallzed as a person. Some students felt the teacher s

‘ comments were useful 1nformat10n to help them develop as i



"_j wrlters, others felt the comments ‘were Judgments on. perfor-v_ru -

.Fmance. The study demonstrates what seems to be Edelsberg s’
'th381c assumptlon.; evaluatlon 1s not a 31mple matter of
. ‘automatlc pup11 response to one- d1mens1onal teacher stlmu-”““

'lus.

yEmig,-Janet., The Comp051ng Process of Twelfth Graders.
NCTE: Urbana, 1971 4

151 pagesj
| Elght twelfth graderslof above averagevab1l1ty were
‘3chosen for~thls study ' These students were 1nterv1ewed SR
labout thelr wrltlng and wrltlng 1nstruct10n, then each wrote
three essays, comp031ng aloud 1n the presence of a tape'
recorder and an’ 1nvest1gator.‘ Whlle Janet Em1g draws many
Vconclusionsvfrom‘thisnstudy,eshe~does‘notacla;m it to be
tlexhaustlve or definitivet Her conclusion’is’that "teachersv
’of comp051t10n don t know how to’ teach compos1t10n, and
that they need | to be tralned and retralned.' They need to
'wrlte themselVes,fand‘they need to change the way they ‘
arespond to wr1t1ng (p 98). She advocates more peer response N
- yand less teacher evaluat1on,."We have seen that the most
‘51gn1f1cant others 1n...the wr1t1ng of twelfth graders are
fpeers (p 100), and states that teacher centered presentaf'
tions must change.’ Thls study is complete, full of commen-

tary, andulncludes anpexten51ve blbllography;,
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'”Thompson, Rlchard . "Peer Grad1ng°' Some Promlslng Advan-

- tages For- Comp031t10n Research and the Classroom.'" =~

- f’f,Research in the Teachlng of Engllsh 15 (May, 1981), S
o 177-175 RETE T R - -

-;h."In thls brlef artlcle Rlchard Thompson descrlbes a two
"fiyear study he conducted w1th hls own communlty college Engllsh
ff{classes.l In elght short practlce se331ons, he tralned

'}?students to grade essays hollstlcally. He then compared thelr'

“S,hresults w1th those of a panel of Engllsh teachers and’ found

1:that hls students were 80% accurate.5 More 1mportant,‘at the.dd
v,end of the course; he compared the wrltlng of these tralned
Tgraders to the wrltlng of 51m11ar students who were not
'_tralned and found that the tralned graders wrote better.
_iMore detalled 1nformat10n on hls exact procedures 1s neces—d,d;,r
5sary to evaluate h1s results,thowever, the results do seem ‘
‘1'to support Bruffee s contentlon that students must learn

”ﬂpto be Judges of wr1t1ng in order to wrlte better.;’dt'
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The Group Oral Response Method

g8 Descrlptlon

Group Oral Response 1s the oral response a class and

B -1ts teacher glve to a: student essay read aloud Stueents"

"'n'learn from hearlng the sound sense, and rhythm of thelr own. .

f’fbessays (Macrorle, p 3) and. from hearlng and seelng the

»‘yresponse of the audlence. Usually students read thelr ownlf-
| essays.‘ The teacher s role is to make sure that the content~;:w
;1s not embarra581ng to the student or to the audlence
;.(Macrorle, p- 286), and to. tra1n the stuaents to respond

B helpfully.ﬁ Tralned students should respond p051t1ve1y, d1-,f“

rectly after the readlng, by statlng what the student did

’well then crltlcally by asklng questlons or maklng observa-'

tlons. Both types of response should refer spec1f1ca11y to‘“

‘ideas and features in- the wrltlng. For example, student

'lresponders may say that they 11ked the 1ntroductlon because_.

:tult ‘was humorous and caught thelr attentlon, or that they

"became confused when a: spec1f1c word or allusion was used

(the wrlter may then explaln what was meant) In The ertlng

"ﬂRoom, Wlener has students take notes wh11e the essay is belng

‘read.’ These notes relate to features of wrltlng the way
the tOplC 1s stated or the use of tran31t10ns (p. 55)
,Caplan, in her research had success in teachlng students to
vlwrlte by tralnlng them to look for den31ty of detall move—,pli
fyment from general to spec1f1c, and cllches._ |

The teacher may want to try a few other tactlcs w1th this

g



_?method",81nce the goal is to traln students to respond'fol._V”

G thelr own wrltlng, teachers shouldn t forget‘that students,~

”“hear1ng thelr essays read aloud may w1sh to respond w1th a

wcomment or two of thelr own also.. Moreover, the teacher may'

B respond to the essay, but only to demonstrate how to respond -

_Lastly, to enable more essays to- be read and to enable more g“'

».students to respond essays may be read aloud by the1r authors.'e

in small groups. Ken Macrorle ER Helplng Clrcle" (pp. 73 77)

is a good example of how one of these groups functlons.

' Comment Ll

Thls method 1s tlme consum1ng but rewardlng. Readlng
‘essays aloud to a whole class could take a week or more 1f
‘goodvdlscu331ons follow each readlng. ‘Separatlng students
"1nto groups of flve or six may be the only way to read every ’
; essay aloud in a reasonable time. “'Hirsch says only the best
’essays should be read aloud in order to av01d embarras31ng o
- poor wrlters anditorlllustrate to,the”whole class what
- students can”do‘(p,‘160),‘ HirsCh'sygoalsfSeém:to be to
reward»goodxwriting-and.to,giveVmodels of excellent writingdx
to the_class, goalsldifferent from Caplan‘s,iWienerfs and_w-f;"
Macrorie's,keTheydsay'the'value of Group Oral Response is
in the training of the class to respond and in the motlvae
tions the. students rece1ve to perform. Emlg agrees that
‘readlng papers aloud before ‘the class motlvates students,

add1ng that they w111 work harder, know1ng that fellow
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ﬂ”'students w111 be 3udg1ng that wr1t1ng.liThe”poWer'of writing
‘must be felt by everyone in the class (see Jane Tompklns

'”1ntroductlon to Reader Response Cr1t1clsm), for it affects

vﬁpeople, and the students are bound to sense that. 'Qo, w1th‘
l:Paplan s research reveallng that tralned responders become'~'
,ﬁbetter wr1ters, and Emlg s that the students w111 be hlghly
motlvated w1th an audlence of peers, thls method of response o
'appears to be benef1c1a1 for both the wrlter and the -
vfresponder.v As 1t takes place near or at the end of the ert-:
lylng process (if lesch s adv1ce 1s followed), thls method
hg'should be used w1th another form of response that 1s effece E
dtlve in the early stages of the wr1t1ng process. vBut, if
Caplan, Welner, and Macrorle are followed it takes place
rln the early and mlddle stages of the wr1t1ng process, and
.should be used 1n conJunctlon w1th another form of response

'tthat is effectlve in the 1ater stages of the wr1t1ng process.,h

Annotated Bibliography

’7:Theory and Practice

_hHealy, Mary K Using,Student WritinggResponse*Groups”in'the
: Classroom.' Bay AreapWriting;Project:,.Berkeley,'T§80;_..

Zr31 pagesvk

| | Th1s nonograph outllnes a process for developlng student
1Eab111ty to work effectlvely in response groups.‘»Healy ex-.
:plalnSFhOW»tO prepare;a‘class forgresponsevgroups,‘how to:_:'
xform;the response‘groups;“and'howdtokmonitor thehresponse,ﬁ

‘groups._ Shevincludes7assignments;'examplesFOf desired
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responses, excerpts from a transcript of an actual response
group, checklists for evaluation of response groups, and a
bibliography. She works with seventh and eighth graders, and
her groups respond orally. Building on Peter Elbow's and

Ken Macrorie's work, Healy's monograph is intended, she says,
for "any classroom whether English, science, social studies,

etc."

The response groups help students ''develop a sense of
writing as a process which involves revising based on

reclarification of their ideas and purposes."

Hirsch, E.D., Jr. The Philosophy of Composition. University
of Chicago Press: Chicago, 1977.

200 pages

In this book Hirsch deplores the lack of research in
teaching composition and gives his answer to the question,
"What is the most effective way to teach composition?'" He
points out the problems inherent in teaching a subject
abounding with authorities who disagree with each other and
who have little proof, if any, for their theories. Nonethe-
less, Hirsch proceeds to give an answer to the question. On
pages 159 to 161 he lists nine '"maxims of commentary."
Teachers should follow these nine maxims, he says, when
commenting on students' papers. These maxims are meant to
direct revision by forcing the teacher to read accurately,
be brief, and keep in mind what is important to the student.

On succeeding pages he explains that after revision a third



'Step—-thlrd party evaluatlon--takes place. For thistirSch7:

'suggests oral readlng of papers to the class, then testlng

o the class s understandlng of 1t to help assure the readab1l-'

',’ﬁlty of the prose Lastly,_he advocates that essays not be

’1°*vre11able and practlcal

zfglven grades,vthat a colleague relatlonshlp needs to be
jkcreated between student and teacher.; The only problem lesch
'sees 1s that the assessment of wr1t1ng on. a test is neces-

tsary, and as of yet no method of assessment has been proved '

o Lyons, Blll '"The P Q P Method of Res ondlng to ertlng.
\ Engllsh Journal 70 (March 1981 42 43 & o

. Lyons says that "hav1ng wrlters ask questlons about

”bfl”thelr own. paper promotes comm1tment to tbe rev151ng and

>?>proofread1ng process..p These three questlons are what he
-Q;suggestso“"=\”" i l,. ,4 : _ ,’; : : . d
‘ P (pralse) - What do you llke about my paper?’“

Q (questlon)'— What questlons do you have about my |

| i _ paper7 o ‘. : ; , e |

‘;: P (pollsh) What klnds of pollshlng do you feel my

paper needs before it can be publlshed?

A teacher, another student, a group, or the student wrlter

35

1nh1mself or herself may respond to these three questlons..lA,ya“ o

o dlscu3510n of how to traln a class to use these questlons is

V h_lncluded lee Healy, Macrorle and Wlener, Lyons empha81zes-'

‘_e”the need ‘to traln students to respond The Healy monOgraph;tb

detalls, step by step, how she tralns a class.'
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AuMaCrorie;'Ken{f'Telllng'ertlng; 3rd edltlon, Hayden Book
L Co., Inc.. Rochelle Park 1980. ‘

d3300 pages | |

In thlsb extended essay ‘on the nature of wrltlng,}clpf;,
‘iMacrorle descrlbes what 1s wrong w1th the teachlng of wrltlngﬁ
l1n most 1nst1tutlons and he descrlbes how wrltlng should be ;‘“
”~taught., In the flrst chapter he deflnes "Engllsh" and tells

:w‘why students use 1t.‘ Students wr1te meanlngless, vo1celess
h»wrltlng because teachers have not responded to the 1deas 1n

J'thelr wrltlng, but seem to care only about spelllng and

‘iipunctuatlon.v Hls cure focuses on ‘the types of wr1t1ng a581gn~ N

"ments and on the quallty of the responses.lj Students should
~fwr1te more from thelr uncon801ous, as that is- how profes-];-*t
’51onals work : He says thls forces students to speak 1n
“honest v01ces and tell the truth. He suggests students begln
| w1th "freewrltlng ‘1n order to dlscover somethlng they ll

hwant to focus on.' Flnally, the students w111 "tlghten thelr,gv

ﬂvressays through rev1s1on.~ Macrorle stresses facts rather than .

"»1deas in essays to get at the truth of reallty. To 1mprove

"Dresponse he uses "The Helplng Clrcle, the class or small

7::group that responds to the wrltlng after 1t is read aloud

He. outllnes strategles on how to control and 1mprove response;
xlThe teacher 1s not the sole responder or Judge, and few or ‘no
"amarglnal comments are made. Student wrltlngs are reproduced
h’for the class or publlshed for the school The hook is full

of as51gnments and examples.' o
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}'Moffett, James. Teachlng the Unlverse of Dlscourse. houghton, =
‘ leflln Co.. Boston,:T?ES.ar - . R

. f215 pages _ | -
[ Moffett reasons that w1thout feedback to the1r wr1t1ng,”h
:the students motlvatlon w1ll d1e.p They need audlence, ‘an- B
audlence that w1ll react to what is sa1d not Just to how 1t4

.,1s sald. The response must be real and pertlnent--unvarylng

o response teaches nothlng.. For students, the best and most

Tfnatural aud1ence 1s thelr peers, classmates. The response of

b';a person who 1s 1mportant to the wr1ter has more effect than

o a person who 1s unlmportant.. Teachers should encourage and

”f;create the audlence to- coach and help the wrlter.b The teachert
o S .
_[can help as ‘a clarlfler of problems students have ra1sed.
“’The teacher then must U%mh the students to teach each other. y,f

The next p01nt Moffett makes 1s ﬂum the teacher should

'“;Wnot try to. prevent the learner from maklng errors by pre-'i

‘:Vteach1ng problems and solut1ons._ Students w1ll learn faster;"

'1f43fand more thoroughly by maklng the1r own errors.f They need

'”eredback durlng wrltlng--not JUSt after.v Whlle they are
ﬂ,wr1t1ng, they know they are maklng errors, so they should
;_‘have the response durlng the process so they can overcome |

"fhthelr errors before they f1n1sh the flnal product.rl

T”riMoffett, James.w “Active Voice. | Boynton/Cook Publ1shers,
A Inc.. Montclalr, N'J 1981 j» :

G 148 pages a

In the 1ntroduct10n Moffett states that the purpose of



'bf]:this book‘is tO“"enunCiate‘ wrltlng a551gnments central to an»~‘*

f;Engllsh currlculum and to array them 1n a purposeful order..

”'Empha31s is on the evolutlon of one klnd of dlscourse 1nto

'ffanother in a way that 1anguage experlences bu1ld on and

";relnforce each other., Moffett 's. a551gnments fall into three ht'
’d'groups" 1) Rev131ng Inner Speech 2) D1alogues and Mono-'jff.t
-‘logues, and 3) Narratlve 1nto Essay. He regards these three -

"Qgroups-asb runnlng parallel" to each other "in sequence, P

B meanlng 1nd1v1dual sequence, not group sequence, 31nce

: 1nd1v1dua1 d1fferences ‘in growth rate and growth order out-v
’: welgh...any un1versa1 or tlmlng"'(p. 9) Students are ffﬁ

v 1n1t1a11y asked to draw subJects from actual personal obser- o

"V;tvatlon and then move to h1gher levels of abstractlon.L-

Moffett says you can t generallze for ‘a whole grade level
:(ithat what should be taught and in what order depends on the

' 1nd1v1dual student.‘gln "Mld-wrltlng" Moffett adv1ses the ’

't;°teacher to form the students 1nto groups for the purpose of o

:5response.. These students Wlll 11sten to each other s :

| wr1t1ngs, w1th the teacher over seelng and gu1d1ng the type

‘s_of response.; At the "Post-wrltlng stage, flnal ver81ons

‘.are to be posted prlnted or performed. One 1ast note .
'fMoffett makes., students should be told at the beglnnlng
"h;of the wr1t1ng process that they are wrltlng for more than ali

1§grade. 5
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’_Najlmy, Norman C. ed., Measure for Measure. tNCTEt”Urbana,s |
1981. o R Lo :

. Thls‘guldebook for evaluatlng.students ex posltory |
‘{wrltlng emphas1zes that evaluatlon 1s a v1ta1 step in teachlng
students to wr1te. HOllSth gradlng by teacher and students
‘and analyt1ca1 gradlng by the teacher are descrlbed. In order -
1for the wr1t1ng task to be taken serlously by students,‘

, Najlmy says, the teacher must: honestly,.reallstlcally, and .
constructlvely evaluate the students' writings. The gu1debook
ilooks to content ‘and expresslon as the‘hearthof the evaluat1on‘

- process.

Wiener, Harveva.‘ The ertlng Room. ’Oxford‘UniVersity_
Press. N Y. 1981. o

bh337 pages-

(For annotation see page_i7.)

Research

Caplan, Rebekah and Catherine Keech. Show1ng ertlng. :
Classroom Research Study #2, Bay Area Writing PrOJect
Unlver81ty of Callfornla at Berkeley, 1980.

144 pages

This research study'illustrates‘the "effectiveness"
of Caplan s program for tralnlng wrlters. Integral to her
.‘program 1s the method of response to the students wrltlng-
‘the teacher reads most of ‘the wrltlngs aloud to the class:

(five to seven a day), andvthe class responds as well_as



!the teaeher.~ Both students and teacher are looklng for .

. dens1ty of deta11 for the wrlter s ab111ty to ‘move from

:'general to spec1f1c, and for the av01dance of cllches.'
lKeech helped evaluate the study and found that not only dld
k»Tithe students effectlvely" learn, but many were also able

hlto transfer what they learned to other 81tuat10ns
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"The Limited Written Response Method

Description

This method limits the teacher’to‘Writing comments on

the student's text that respond to content and what was

taught.

1.

Generally, comments shouid follow these guideliﬁes:
What the student sajs‘is more important than how
the student said it.

The teacher's response should be honest énd mostly
positive. Students neéd to know what it is they

do well. Restating ideas and asking questions are

more appropriate than sarcasm or negative comments.

If many problems are present in the writing, teachers .

should respond only to the most important. Content

is more important than form or style, and gfammar
and spelling are less important.

Comments must be text specific: '"good writing' or
"more details needed" have little meaning for the
student, or fhey are vague enough to be arguable
or misunderstood. Be preéisé: "Your use of verbs
like 'trotted,' 'skimmed,' and 'puffed' in the
second paragraph help me see what you mean. That
is good writing!" |

Avoid rewriting student sentences in most cases.
Make the student work with the language.

Comments should aim toward revision, teaching

"writing as a process."
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Comment
A lafge numbef of researchers and'theorists‘recommend
~ this method (see the.annotated bibliography) because it seems
to satiéfy many needs. It is an appropriate fdrm of respénSe
to‘Both earlyiand 1a£e drafts, because it limits:response
to Ehéi was said,,not.to how it wés said. The critical
comments will stimulate revision in content, and the positive.
 comments will encourage the student. With some practice,
the teacher will spend far less time on each essay (see
Metzger's article) thah with the Traditional Method of
résponse.v_Both student and teacher will have improvedvatti-
tudes about writing (see the Brimﬁer; Diederich;,and Sommers
bérticles) becauée of the balance‘of positive andvnegative
criticism, and‘because of the.brief‘timé needed forvresponse.
Besides encouraging revision, this method can be used for the
final grading of an essay, the comments being the justifica-

tion for the grade.

’AnnotatediBibliography

- Theory and Practice

Butler, John F. '"Remedial Writers: The Teacher's Job as
~Corrector of Papers." CCC. 31 (Oct. 1980), 270-277.

Remedial writers need different treatment from average
or better writers.‘ Butler has found that remedial writers
need someone who will look clo§e1y'at ideas and ignore

mistakes of form and meghahics. - By relating a case history,
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. he argues the need for someone who w111 serlously try to
educate(remedlal wr1ters, not 31mply prove them unworthy.

dHe»doeshnot mlslead these s udents butvtrles>t0>make them S

: realizefthey are 1mprov1ng.; Butler is notlng the same

chncern_as ‘Mina Shaughnessy 8 Errors and ExpectatlonS'

‘remedlal wrlters can be taught to wrlte better,,but not by
',merely marklng thelr errors.‘ Both-Butler and Chaughnessy
say the temimr s response must be reallstlc but must also

*enoourage_more wrltlng-

Dusel, Wllllam'J "How Should Student ertlng Be Judged7"
Engllsh Journal - 46 (May, 1957), 263-268.

Thls artlole explalns why student wr1t1ng should be
judged~ what standards of Judgment should be used, and how a

teacher can. go about the task.,‘FirStf Dusel‘states that

';teachers have to Judge student wrltlng to justify the cost

of the educatlonal system, and second ,teachers need to
‘ ascertaln whether or ‘not course obJectlves have been met.
‘He llStS flve categorles for Judglng student wrltlng, but
'he remlnds us that pUpllS are not adults,‘so emotlonal
temperaments must be con51dered The,flve categorles are
as follows.‘ ‘ o
1.--Content, w1th honesty as the hlghest value. B _
2. Complex1ty, not dlstorted by stereotyped thlnklng,
hablt, or preJudlce.

3. Order," 31mp1e progre551on of thought.
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. 4§"hApproprrateness of style, concreteness,'and flrste )
b;hand experlence, nelther 1nflated nor colloqu1al |
'j 5.“Accuracy, exact wrltlngr-no more. Mechanlcs must p
:not be forgotten, but perceptlon,’creat1v1ty,_and”'
‘Judgment are to be valued more.
vDusel suggests that students, u91ng a checkllst,-evaluate_
thelr own wr1t1ng first. Then peers and groups of peers
"evaluate papers. Flnally, after rev181on, the paper should
":be submittedvto the teacher.‘ He observes that students may
\flnd peer cr1t1c1sm more worthy of attention than the :»‘
*teacher s crltlclsm and concludes that teachers should not be
‘gradlng machines, that wrltlng should not be seen as somethlngb

produced[just for a grade,”

Haswell, Rlchard H "Minimal Marklng vCollege English.
45 (October, 1983), 600-604. N

In. thlS article Haswell-descrlbeS'his”method of marking

‘ surface errors in student wr1t1ng.‘ Each mlstake, any unques- -
'tlonabie error‘ln spelllng, punctuatlon,‘capltallzatlon, or
grammar,'ls 1nd1cated only with' a check in: the margln by the
line in whlch 1t occurs. The number of errorsvln any'onev
line determlnes the number of checks. next to 1t. The sum of
checks is recorded at the end of the paper and in the grade-
fbook. Papers are then returned f1fteen mlnutes before the
»end‘of class. Students correct thelr papers as best'they_;‘
'can and turn them?back ins Haswelidsays that by the end of

“the term the surface errors decline'by approximately soz]



h;(& 6 errors per 100 words to 2 2 per 100 words) He has

’ghnever set up- a control group, for he con51ders th1s method J:@
 too valuable to deprlve any student of'1t dellberately =
‘"The ultlmate value of the method " he says, 1s that 1t A

frelegates a mlnor aspect of the course to a m1nor role in

tlme spent on marklng...whlle at least malntalnlng and prob-'jnf

";ably 1ncrea51ng the rate of 1mprovement 1n that aspect.ﬁ.;”“t

~HirSCh ”E'D., Jr; The Phllosophy of Comp031t10n._ UniverSity 2
' of Chlcago Press. Chlcago, 1977 % S

(For annotatlon see page 34)

hKoch Carl and James M. Bra211 Strategles for Teachlng the o
B Comp051tlon Process.; NCTE Urbana, 19/8 _

(For annotatlon see page 27)

:;Lees, Elaine O. "Evaluatlng Student ertlng. CCCQ 30

. (Dec.:1979), 370 374 : N
U51ng a sample paper, Elalne O Lees examlnes some of
,the complex1t1es of response, whlch she arbltrarlly d1v1des

E 1nto seven modes. correctlng, emotlng, descrlblng,'sugges-if‘

"dtlng, questlonlng, remlndlng, and ass1gn1ng.. She then

5u;exam1nes each of these modes._ The f1rst three put the burdenf‘

~,of work on the teacher,’she says,‘the next three Shlft some

: of the burden to the student, and the last prov1des a way to

]Hdlscover how much of that burden the student has taken. A
‘ response to a paper should utlllze several modes, but the‘

7»11ast mode, a851gn1ng,‘1s the most 1mportant, for 1t forces
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l:nthe student to react by wrltlng, usually another paper..>She.3y
belleves that heavy ed1t1ng of a student s paper 1s, as |

rpGarrlson has also sald, approprlatlng the student s JOb

"Metzger, Margaret'Treece.-b"Talklng Back to Students':
Responding to Student - ertlng Engllsh Journal
71 (Jan. 1982), 39 42, :

Thls artlcle is an account of Margaret Metzger s‘searchd;‘,
for a reasonable way to respond to student wr1t1ng She
‘tbrlefly descrlbes how her papers were - graded when she wasda‘
student and how she started gradlng her students the same
nway,y Dlssatlsfled w1th error marklng, she moved into "Re-

ﬁspondlng Comments," "Crltlcal Comments," "One Word Comments,' ,

k,‘and "Longer Comments.‘, She adapts Don Murray's method to

‘her own style. Like Murray, she focuses in on the main
dweakness of the paper and comnents on 1t.v'The difference
is: that she keeps a rnnnlng comment in thevmargin--her‘
.‘response to the content. At the end of her reading, she
~writes about flve sentences describing her reactlon and

. offerlng advice. ‘The‘artlcle ends w1thv15 standard commentsbt‘

she uses.

Murray, Donald M. "Teachlng the Other Self: The erter s
' First Reader. gcc. 33 (May, 1982), 140~ 147 :

(For annotatlon see page 14 )



47

Murray, Donald M. A Writer Teaches ertlng, Houghton
Mifflin Co.: Boston 1968. o .

(For annotation see page 15{)

Najimy, Norman C. ed.,'Measure for Measure. NCTE: Urbana,
- 1981. ' : : .

(For annotation see‘pagej39,)

Shaughnessy, Mina. Errors and Expectations. Oxford.
Un1vers1ty Press. N.Y. 1980.

'.311 pages

| Teachers, usually trained to evaluate writing by abso-
lute standards rather than by developmental standards,
lconcentrate unreallstlcally on certain errors durlng the
early stages of writing instructiou; Shaughnessy says.v She‘
: then argues that we need developmental models for maturatlou
of writing skills. Lacklng these models, we cannot say w1th
certainty what progress in writing ought to 1ook,11ke. ’The
absolute staudard ef correctness associated with English

- teachers is unrealiStic, yé; it is ﬁirresponsibly romautie"
to say'that error is no£ importautvat all. She presents two
;_prop081t10ns to help Engllsh teacherS'v | o

| 1. Errors.count but not as much as most Engllsh
teachers think.' Error- prone Engllsh students should be
v1ewed the same way ESL s;udents are v1ewed thelr errors
reflect thelr 11nngst1c 31tuat10n, not thelr educablllty._

Tlme w111 rub off the rough edgeS‘ Engl1sh teachers should



force.them to use 1anguage. which means-allow them to write,
‘wrlte, wrlte. - | B - |
_ : ] ) _
‘”2._ Teachers should keep in mlnd the cost to them and
their students of masterlng certaln forms and be ready'
cicut thelr losses ‘when the 1nvestment seems. no longer commen-p
hsurate with the return. The fact that a student has not
imastered a concept does not mean the teacher should go back
and teach it over and over unt1l the student masters 1t.

fCognltlon‘of the concept may be beyond'the student at that

.moment Allow ‘the student to wrlte and casually keep notlng

o the error.

Wiener, Harvey S. The ertlng Room. 'Oxford.Universityf
Press: N.Y. 1981. '

(For,annotatlon‘see page 17.)

Research
Beach, Richard. 'The Effects of Between-draft Teacher. »
.Evaluatlon Versus Student Self- evaluatlon on High School.
Students' Revising Rough Drafts.'" Research in the

Teachlng of Engllsh 13 (May, 1979), iii- 119.

Among other thlngs, this study examined treatment
'(wrltten teacher evaluatlon versus gu1ded self- evaluatlon
» between-drafts). tOplCS, grade level, and sex as they affected‘.
: the mean degree of change from rough to f1na1 drafts. 103 )
';students in the lOth 11th and 12th ‘grades were subJects.

dand their papers were Judged by separate graders. The



't*‘fessentlal flndlng was that students who were prov1ded between-"

.'gdraft teacher evaluatlon showed a greater degree of change:

'hfthan students elther employlng self gu1ded forms or rece1v1ng ‘g-vv

i’no evaluatlon., L1tt1e dlfference was noted between those'"

’td01ng self evaluatlon and those d01ng no. evaluatlon., Beach

‘”',dld not say what method of teacher evaluatlon was used but

“"proposes that teachers encouraglng rev151on should prov1de

'-evaluatlon between drafts.a The dlfference in toplcs (all in-
7;the exp051tory mode) also produced markedly dlfferent results
‘*1n rev181on. Beach suggests that great care be glven to

‘toplcs and that more research is needed

hlBrannon, Lll and C.H, Knoblauch "On Students' nghts to
‘ Their Own Texts: A Model of Teacher Response." = CGC. -
33 (May, 1982), 157-166. o ST

(For annotat1on see page 18. )

Brimmer, Larry Dan. . "The Effects of Pralse and Blame on:
‘ ertlng. Engllsh Journal. 71 (Jan. 1982), 58-60.

This experlment was conducted by Brlmmer in h1s wr1t1ng
lab over an e1ght week per1od Eleventh and twelfth graders
,lwho had falled the wr1t1ng prof1c1ency exam and who were,‘
~-with one exceptlon, Mex1can Amer1cans w1th readlng compre-
n,hen81on levels between 4th and 9th ‘grade, wrote one samplev‘l'
':each week Some students rece1ved negatlve comments on
thelr papers, others pos1t1ve comments. At the end of the
v.elght weeks there was no observable dlfference 1n the wrltlng

of students from the two groups. Brlmmer s conclu51ons are



",that students w111 respond favorably to elther type of

v"fre1nforcement, that "What seems 1mportant is that- attentlon

 of some klnd 1s pald to student attempts,"and that the

”attltudes of the two groups were markedly dlfferent' students ?v

"rece1v1ng pralse wanted to wr1te more.' Br1mmer concedes that

a long term study is needed He footnotes other'research,

'Freedman, Sarah Warshauer. "Why Do Teachers Give the Grades
~ They Do?" CCC. 30 (May, 1979), 161-164.

~ This:" study of college teachers at Callforn1a>State
‘-Unlver81ty at San Franc1sco found that teachers at that
‘level valued content over‘organlzatlon, sentence structure,:
g and mechanics. ;Freedman rewrote’student papers to be weak‘

- or strong‘in‘content, organization, sentence structure, or -
mechanics.“She then had colleagues,ilgnorant of what she -
was d01ng, grade them. She concludes that "a pedagogy for
vteachlng writing: should aim f1rst at help1ng students develop |
”:thelr 1deas loglcally, be*ng sensitive to approprlate amount
of explanatlon necessary for the audience.'" The findings of
this study contrast with the Searle and Dlllon‘study‘(see‘
 page 55) which discovered that mostjteachers‘at'the inter-
mediate grades avoid’comments onpcontent.n The Freedman
study seems to say that teachers‘at‘all'leyels’should pay

"attention to content first.



Gagne, Ellen D., J Wllllam More, Wllllam E Hauck and .
Robert V. Hoy. "“The Effect on Children's Performance

. of a Dlscre?ancy Between Adult Expectancy and Feedback

. Statements.’ The Journal of Exnerlmental Educatlon. -;

."47 (Summer, 1q7§5 345-3 4.,

70Th1s research on fourth graders; though not in. the fleldhﬁ

‘fidof wrltlng 1nstruct10n, may have 1mportant 1mp11catrons for

",the teachlng of wrltlng,“ Whlle some researchers in teacher

15f'response to student wrltlng try to determlne whether p051t1vvi

or negatlve response is better, thls resear h trles to

determlne 1f p051t1ve and/or negatlve feedback statements,

1when comblned w1th low and/or hlgh expectancy statements at

 the beg1nn1ng of a task (1n thls case a memorv exerc1se),

hiaffect the student s Derformance. The flndlngs p01nt 1n a f_.f

"gtnew dlrectlon.‘ Instead of trylng to determlne Wthh 1s

‘7~dbetter._ erhapc researchers should explore the p0331b111ty

,fthat nelther 1s as effectlve alone as when used together. B

;i'These researchers found that when a- dlscrepancy ex1sts

'1gbetween adult expectatlons and feedback statements;'most

5f¥group1ngs of s:udents performed betfer.. The bestfperformance[‘

"focctrred w1th a group of hlgh achlevers glven low expe

‘Tgtancy statements before the task then p051t1ve feedback

durlng the task.g Because the groups were formed by I Q

“ Itfand by achlevement level thlS artlcle is worth readlng by

hfanyone concerned w1th 1nd1v.dualizang 1nstructlon or w1th

«,'homogeneoustgrouprng,g\gajffﬁ' "
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»ddLynch':Catherine‘M and Patr1c1a A Klemans.‘ "Evaluatlng
Our Evaluatlon._, College,Engllsh, 40 (Oct. 1978)
166-180. i T Heast

These 1nstructors of comp031t10n and l1terature at
"fPennsylvan1a State Un1ver51ty at McKeesport de51gned a:
'.questlonnalre asklng ba81c wr1t1ng students What they thought»z

"of teacher comments wrltten on thelr papers. The study

:af,revealed that students found comments that clearly expla1ned

:ﬂrwhat was. wrong most helpful.» The comments they thought leastb
"useful were vague llke awk" and those which questloned

, content. The results are detalled w1th many categorles
(over 16) and many student comments 1ncluded Lynch and

u Klemans conclude by statlng that the 1deal vehlcle for
_response is thevpersonal conference' but 51nce many factorsl
vforce teachers ‘to rely on the written comment those shouldl
be detailed, clear, factual and p031tlve.‘ They report that
" many students remarked that comments at the end of the

paper ' counted and helped the most.f i f

Qommers, ‘Nancy. ”"Respond1ng to Student ertlng ' ¢cC.
33 (May, 1982), 148 156. ‘

Th1s art1c1e 1s the result of a year long study by
yi'Nancy Sommers,_Lll Brannon, and Cyrll Knoblauch on, comments
”‘teachers write on student papers to mot1vate rev131on. 35
'hunlver51ty teachers at two un1vers1t1es were studled | This
lstudy was an attempt to determlne what messages teachers
lglve thelr students through comments on papers, and what

i ‘determ1nes whlch comments students 1gnore or use in rev151on.



A computer response was compared to the teachers

Sommers reports two flndlngS"af

responses.‘

vvaL) *Teachers ’comments can take students attentlonvf

;ffaway,from t e1r own purposes and focus that

”attentlon o fthe teachers purposes.

' 2)§~Most teachers comments are’ not - text- spec1f1c and :

ffkcould be 1nterchanged rubberestamped,.fromttext:f"'“

G‘rto text.e;gr‘%'j : h;‘}, t? xt‘f“‘

lie:These flndlngs are not gOOd SOmmers says, blamlng the

: problem on lack of teacher tralnlng in how to respond in

‘?;vthlngs when respondlng 1n wrltlng

’“fhwrltlng.\ We teachers, she goes on to say, need to do three:'ﬂ

1) Sabotage our students conv1ct10n that the drafts» '

vj_‘they have wrltten are complete and coherent.

‘LuZ)*HDevelop an approprlate level of response for.f'

'33»conment1ng on a flrst draft, and dlfferentlate'

’ that level from the level sultable to a second or

4th1rd draft.

,3)‘iV1ew our comments as a means of helplng the

'students become more effectlve wr1ters.



The Tradltlonal Response Method

Descrlptlon

lhIIn the trad1t1onal‘way of respon 1ng“to student wrltlng,u
]lteachers collect essays, take them home, and us1ng red 1nk
-pens,'correct or p01nt out every error they can f1nd ' A.!
"grade is then attached w1th an- explanatory comment.p ‘While
some comments are dlrected at content the teacher is mostlyf
an edltor of grammatlcal and styllstlc errors found in booksi

"_llke Strunk and Whlte s The Elements of Style, Warrlner S

h Grammar Book ser1es, and/or The Harbrace College Handbook .

'lThe teacher s comments are responses to student: error, and.d
e good wrltlng is. rewarded with few red marks and a hlgh |
hgrade;,' o | | |
flnharvariation‘of.this_method;vtwo‘grades arefwritten_h
h.on'each essayy one foricontentvand one for mechanics:
Another_is-the analytlcal checkl1st attached to the paper'l

"‘as many 'as- twenty d1fferent StyllSth or. grammatlcal cate—

"fgories are often featured and the teacher checks the degreel{"

o of success the student had in av01d1ng error in each area..

”(For examples of these checkllsts see Compose Yourself

pp. 62 64 ) Other teachers ‘use the edltlng symbols found
in most grammar books, and students are supposed to use

-these books to understand the teacher s response.n

Comment
Thls method seems best su1ted as a response to mlddle

or. late drafts of students who need tough cr1t1c1sm.. Both
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Murray and Shaughnessy‘agree that students at tlmes need
:ﬁdharsh cr1t1c1sm.~ The teacher u31ng thls method (spendlng
f‘a great deal of t1me correctlng flaws in the essay) makes‘
h:many comments and suggestlons on a student S. paper.k.The"
’student is. expected to rev1se the paper accordlng to the
'7suggest10ns and correctlons. Slnce the 1n1t1al stages of
‘ldwrltlng are devoted to dlscoverlng content, a Tradltlonal
;Response too soon 1nto the wrltlng process could hlnder the"
d'wrltlng process by asking that too much attentlon be glven
lto edltlng before the student has suff1c1ently developed the
'toplc.' Or;‘the student may try wrltlng what the teacher
thlnks should be wrltten, not in th1nk1ng about the subJect
in an actlve manner that would dlscover the student's own
subJect matter. Good erters and writers who occa51onally
need to be- remlnded that they are not as éood as they thlnk
Tthey are will benefit more from thlS method than the insecure .

or the truly weak_wrlter.

Annotated Blbllography

Theory and Practlce

vBlack Mary J. et al. A Common Ground for Asse551ng Compe-'
tence in Written ExXpression.. Office of the Los Angeles
County Superlntendent of Schools. 1978

-h46 pages

- This booklet gu1des teachers and adm1n1strators 1n

e understand1ng the complex1t1es of measurlng competence 1n

y'wr1t1ng.j It makes the p01nt that wr1t1ng assessment can



56
become‘a‘COmmon7ground»fof'ﬁlanning'inStruction. The bookletVu
--was 1ntended for workshop use and glves excellent examples

Lfof hollstlc and analytlc scales,galong with' wrltlng samplesdv’

-‘fwh1ch can a1d 1n understandlng on what grounds students may -

:fbe assessed.: The bookllt_'rgues agalnst the obJectlve
'd?testlng of wr1t1ng skllls and for the dlrect measurement ofl

Jiwrltlng samples.- It moves away from the preteachlng of

‘dvywrltlng skllls through pretiachlng problems and thelr solu~ .
| tlons, and towards the teach1ng of" wr1t1ng by handllng | |
":Lproblems as they come up 1n student wrltlng.; The booklet

L also descrlbes wrltlng prompts 1n the four domalns of wrltlng,

~l[“shows steps for creat1ng a scorlng gu1de, contalns a glos-.'

Sary, and has an excellent brlef,blbllography,e_up

o Compose Yourself Plan for Instructlon in ertten Compo-nlf”

. sition Grades 7-12. Tos Angeles City Schools Instruc-
~tional Plannlng D1v181on, Publlcatlon No.. SC 741 1976 o

“f75 pagesiffi |
ThlS "Plan for Instructlon 7is:an:overvfewbof’a:cOmpre-f
l;hen31ve program in comp031t10n for grades 7 through 12.
:ltAv01d1ng 1ong llStS of obJect1ves, thls booklet outllnes

: contlnuous compos1ng experlences in four maJor domalns of

’Ewrltten d1scourse» at flve levels of competency The four 8

"bfodomalns are l) Sensory/descrlptlve, 2) Imaglnatlve/narratlve,, o

2 j3) Practlcal/lnformatlve, and 4) Analytlcal/eXP051t°rY°v'

bStartlng w1th prewrltlng act1v1t1es the booklet glves wr1t1ng

,act1v1t1es for each domaln at each level of competency
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‘"V;Included are sample student essays that have teacher commentsf

;;3ﬁwr1tten on them.p Elght pages of the booklet are devoted to ,_f

‘:suggestlons to help teachers mark and grade papers

lhf(pp. 57 65) Bas1cally, the booklet asks teachers to be Ea

thkd reasonable When marklng and gradlng essayS and t° glve

o fiequal we1ght to content and mechanlcs. Wh11e the booklet

>7~rfempha51zes (through 1ts many examples) The Trad1t1onal

: ?Response Method ;1t does,aon page 59, adv1se teachers to use

“ihother methods of response 1n order to save t1me.\ Peer

'*gk Response, both wrltten and oral Student Self Evaluatlon,'“

.f_yHollstlc Evaluat1on° and The One to One Conference are some

! tlme savers brlefly descrlbed.’ Examples of student self-
l'f‘evaluatlon forms and of evaluatlon forms for teacher use .'ﬁ

are glven. ,' e

“‘H111ard Helen et al edltors.' Suggestlons for Evaluatlng :
S Senlor ngh School Wr1t1ng NCTE: Urbana, met dated.

""{109 pages‘: | e |
o Prepared by the‘Assocrat1on of Engllsh Teachers of
udeestern Pennsylvanla, thls booklet 1s 1ntended to gu1de d}_p*"
'.hhlgh school Engllsh teachers in evaluatlng compos1t10ns.hl
f:Sample tenth eleventh, and twelfth grade comp031t10ns are“
devaluated and commented‘on._ Comments are of two sorts. :ffZ“
huil) those 1ntended for the student and 2) remarks 1ntended
‘uljfor the teacher readlng the booklet.; Most of the wrltlng

1s exp081tory 1n nature and suggestlons for wrltlng



t?asslgnments are glven; The bas1c premlse is that evaluat1onif€v
rshould be for the purpose of teachlng,:therefore, 1t should
be constructlve._ Sklllful questlonlng‘and suggestlons on
:ihow to correct errors. appear to he the essence of thelr |
I recommendatlon. An end comment should 1nclude the successn:
&w1th wh1ch the student has fulfllled the ass1gnment. While*fd:”

ig1v1ng what seems to be sound adv1ce ("av01d wr1t1ng VagLe:‘-

_‘comments in. the margln"), the work seems ob11V1ous to

‘ifresearch and modern theory 1n comp031ng and perpetuates
‘;evaluatlon as an ed1t1ng process. If. teachers won 't change
n-and can t be retralned thlS 1s the answer, have them con-

:'tlnue to do what they do--only better--k?

VNajlmy, Norman C. ed Measure for Measure. NCTE: Urbana,
1981, SIS = ure. . N ,

(For annotatlon see page 39 )

Sloan, Gary; "The Perlls of Paper Gradlng. ) Engllsh
| “Journal. 66 (May, 1977), 33-36.

Sloan neatly categorlzes harmful graders 1nto three
‘ descrlptlve types" the Nlt Plcker, the Compuls1ve Revision-"
ist, and the Indlgnant Partlsan.‘ Nlt Plckers impose every

'egrammatlcal rule in thelr reperto1re, Compulslve Rev181onlsts

| . teach style--thelr own, and Ind1gnant Partlsans slay all

papers that dlsagree w1th the1r obv1ously correct 1deolog1es.:
‘At the end of thlS artlcle, Sloan dlscusses an approach

_whlch gu1des the student styllstlcally through the use of,*



59

exe;eisesein rewrifiﬁg that avoid persénalxcriticism‘or teach-
er bias. Thoughihis approach is,pasitiVe, itblimits ﬁhe
teacher and does not,seem to Be as well tﬁought out as his
criticisms of grading, which (though a bit snide) make the 

article worth reading.

Research

'Beach Richard. "The Effects of Between-draft Teacher
Evaluatlon Versus Student Self- evaluatlon on High
School Students' Revising Rough Drafts." Research

in the Teaching of English. 13 (May, 1979), 111-119.

(For annotation see page 48.)

Brannon, Lil and C.H. Knoblauch. "On Students' nghts to
Their Own Texts: A Model of Teacher Response.' CCC.
33 (May, 1982), 157-166. .

(For annotatlon see\page 18.)

Brimmer, Larry Dan. ‘"The Effects of Praise and Blame on
Writing. English Journal. 71 (Jan. 1982), 58-60.

(For annotation see page 49.)

Edelsberg, Charles Marc "A Collaboratlve Study of Student
Writers' Uses of Teacher Evaluation." Dissertation '
Abstracts International. 41 (June, 1981), 4373-A
(Order No. 8107319). : '

(For annotation see page 28.)

Emig, Janet. The Comp081ng Process of Twelfth Graders
NCTE: Urbana, 1971.

(For annotation see page 29.)
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. Groff, Patrlck‘ "Does Negat1ve Cr1t1c1sm Dlscoura

Chlldren s Comp051t10ns‘ Language Arts. 52 Oct.»1975),
1032 1034.. : - . o

Thls artlcle brlefly rev1ews studles from 1963 to 1973
',that look at the effect negatlve cr1t1clsm has on ch11dren s
wrltlng and compares the results of negatlve crltlclsm to

those of p031tlve cr1t1clsm._ Patrlck Groff concludes that

v=dresearch supports the = use of negat1ve criticism by statlng

‘that at worst it is no better than pos1t1ve cr1t1c1sm.- He P

.1ncludes a blbllography.; Brlmmer s study and Gagne s study
are more recent looks at the effects of negatlve and
p081t1ve cr1t1c1sm; though nelther‘dlrectly contrad;cts'
Groffds conclusion;»they do,view_response as more complex,

‘as affecting'the‘motivations'and attitudes of students as

~ well.
Lynch, Catherine M. and.Patricia'A. Klemans,, “Evaluating
Our Evaluat1ons. - College English. - 40 (Oct. 1978),
166-180. , ‘ - : v

(For annotation see page 52.)

Raymond, James C. ‘"Cross Gradln An Exper1ment in Evalu-
ating Comp051t10n. - CCC. %Feb 1976), 52-55.

.Thls art1cle detalls an experiment by-the'English
department at the Unlver31ty of Alabama to ach1eve at least
A wlld c1v111ty in the evaluat1on of Freshman Comp031t1on
vpapers. ﬂThe goals were tovg1ve'students some assurance of "

consistency in evaluation of their work and to‘train‘teaching



'»~a331stants 1n evaluatlon. The essays from the Freshman‘ o
*VhComp051t10n classes were glven to two teachers not assoc1ated‘:
fw1th Freshman Compos1t10n classes, along w1th a checkllst‘;ﬂ

fyfor evaluatlon.f The resu‘ts‘revealed weakness 1n ‘the

o teacher as grader tradltlon.ifThe classroom teachers, as :‘
pgraded papers were returned ga1ned a helghtened awareness
Af”of the problems of evaluatlon.a These are some of the prob—d
fflems w1th gradlng they encountered
ba hhT.,-The teachers had dlfflCdlty agreelngbon cr1terra.'i'h
ig“dpz..hThe teachers had d1ff1culty explalnlng cr1ter1a
ldbﬁh_to students and each other.,fTﬁ' | “-v h
"-3}d The ab111ty of the teacher was belng measured by
T'Thfgrades ass1gned to the teacher s students papers,
Tcaus1ng the teacher to pressure the grader for
Q;}#prec131on and clarlty | |
“Td_4;,jPapers were sometlmes graded down for debatablev
| "Equest1ons of usage ‘or qu1rks of style that were L
"merely a matter of taste.,f_f' | |
'-ndﬁg'dTeachers‘felt 1nsu1ted by sarcastrc or gllb comments*,ff
";on thelr‘students papers.- L | |
“6{51Teachers were annoyed by unexplalned 1ow.grades.
7,'1Papers graded hollstlcally were not as helpful as‘hihjti
1'}pthose graded analytlcally.,.ii T : -
Two v1ews that were expressed by the students‘rn a mldsemester
v.survey made apparent a p031t1ve sh1ft 1n thelr relatlonshlp

w1th the classroom teacher.:f’5'



H’ulAb The teacher became more of a helper than a crltlc..'
'1[ B. The student became more w1111ng to accept the jlf

o _1nstructor s suggestlons.;,w_

'lf‘Raymond remarks that because of staff gardlng, the adversary

'*Jrelatlonshlp between student and teacher 1s ellmlnated and a_
' great deal of resentment towards the teacher 1s cut out. llf'
kd’th1s is so, then 1t must follow that a healthler attltude |
‘towards wr1t1ng w1ll result. Thls research seems to relnfg“
'force the observatlons of D1eder1ch and Moffet that thel
:teacher is better off not gradlng hls or her own students

'essays. D

wSearle, Dennls, -and Dav1d Dlllon. "The Message of Marklng:

. .Teacher Written Response to Student Writing at Inter-
- mediate Grade Levels." 'Research in the Teachlng of

‘English. 14 (Oct. 1980), 233 2520 T r

- ThlS study 1nvest1°ated the wr1tten‘responses made byk
llntermedlate level teachers to the1r students wrltlng
~,F1nd1ngs show that teachers overwhelmlngly responded to form‘
rather than content and that spec1f1c types of responses» :
:tended to be of two klnds' remarks that evaluated the work
generally, 11ke well wrltten, and remarks thatfwere |

'1nstruct10nal by focus1ng on mechanlcal errors or language
“structures. Searle and Dlllon conclude w1th a v1ew that o
llteachers saw wr1t1ng 1n the1r Engllsh classes ‘as practlce
‘~~1n masterlng forms of wrltlng, beglnnlng w1th mechanlcs.

_ They also 1nclude an observatlon that more 1nformat10n 1s,
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needed on what happens after the papers are handed back and
on what happens before the papers are wr1tten.> They end w1th
'a suggestlon ‘that a comparlson of teacher responses to puplls

s wrltlng should be made to the responses of other groups,

such as parents, preservlce'teachers, and profe531onal

' writers.

Sommers, Nancy "Respondlng to Student ertlng ' ccC.
: 33" (May, 1982), 148-156. - havay

(For annotatlon see page 52.)
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The Staff Cradlng Method

Descr1pt10n‘,_‘-

Paul Dlederlch advocates thlS method of response to:
By .allow students and teachers to work w1th more cooperatlon
7hand understandlng than when teachers grade the1r own. stu-~”

- dents ,essays.v Several t1mes a quarter, essays are. collected

~and exchanged by wr1t1ng teachers 1n the same department
,'The teachers must meet and agree on gradlng crlterla for

‘e1ther a Trad1t10na1 Response or a L1m1ted ertten Response

:”'(a Hollst1c Evaluatlon, accordlng to the flndlngs of Raymond s‘f

';jstudy, does not work well) The papers are marked by a :

hgwrltlng teacher not teachlng the class, then returned and

| ]:students dlscuss w1th thelr teacher the comments and grades.

"”.:These evaluatlons would be the only essays evaluated for the"'

Sfeterm, as the purpose for d01ng Staff Gradlng 1s ‘to remove'

~the adversary relat1onsh1p between student and teacher, who

'f“now become partners, both w1th a stake in the student 1earn1ng’

‘fto wrlte well Fewer essays are graded us1ng Staff Grad1ng,~

“b?ibut the wr1t1ng teacher helps the students produce flrst

'udrafts and rev1se them., Only the best essays of each student

7”_are handed 1n for the staff gradlng

Comment
Accordlng to Raymond and Dlederlch Staff Gradlng works
ﬁ,fln creatlng a’ better relat1onsh1p between wr1t1ng teacher

.»and student. The teacher becomes more helper than crltlc,‘
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' i and the student becomes more receptlve to teacher suggestlons;‘

‘hAn add1t10nal beneflt of th1s method is that wr1t1ng teachersl'

‘ ;become more aware of the problems of gradlng and ‘more aware

*jfof the effects the comments have on. students. ThlS method

'fseems best su1ted to take place at the end of the wrltlng

i process, because all necessary rev131ons have been made Flp

’hjbefore the staff gradlng. Though Staff Gradlng takes place i
'only at the end of the wr1t1ng process,llt forces the teacherf
to~pay attentlon to the~whole process, for the student5»~f7“'
,essays w1ll be looked at by other teachers, thus exp031ng to
’some extent the teacher s classroom practlces, In fact
bdRaymond s study shows how Staff Gradlng can: bevused to ralse
Trthe quallty of wr1t1ng 1nstruct1on at a school by creatlng a’

- forum for dlscu551on of teachlng technlques and gradlng

lnpol1c1es.5;mef{§

Annotated B1bl1ography

_ Theory and Practlce

ileederlch Paul Measurlng Growth in Engllsh ' NCTE:;Urbana;"
A 1974 S , S . o ' E

"i103 pages | . | } 7 ‘
D1eder1ch talks of the paln and d1ff1culty of gradlng R

TeSSays.v He even states that 1t made teachlng an unpleasant |

".*occupatlon.1 Happlly, he found an answer°' Staff Gradlng

'»fThls frees the teacher from becomlng an adversary of the f

fvstudent,{a relatlonshlp whlch wastes valuable 1nstruct10n AR
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--ftimé.v At the end of a spec1f1ed tlme, an essay is glven to.
vother teachers to grade., One essay or several essays graded

'lvat 1ntervals determlnes ‘a student s grade 1n the class.»

\yDlederlch states that he st111 requ1res ‘an essay a week w1thrl

hstudents ch0031ng whlch of the1r essays should be graded

He says that he st111 goes over each essay w1th the students f,"

- and that the t1ps he glves them on how to 1mprove thelr

rtessays are valued more hlghly than 1f he were gradlng them.~

~ He relles heav1ly on pralse and belleves only one’ modest

fsuggestlon for 1mprovement 1s best, espec1a11y w1th remedlal
students. "He says that a frlendly relatlonshlp between

y”teacher and student 1s the most effectlve way of teachlng

Research__

haRaymond James C "Cross Gradlng An. Experlment in Evalu-
ating Comp051tlon. k CCC x 27 (Feb 1976), 52-55.

(For annotatlon see page 60 )
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v’»TherHolistio‘Evaluation Methodff

Descrlptlon

HOllSth Evaluatlon 1s sometlmes called HOllSth Scorlng
‘or General Impre851on Scorlng.' The reader places a score‘ R
or grade on a plece of wr1t1ng after a rapld readlng that
.g1ves a general 1mpre551on of the effectlveness of thev:
ff\wr1t1ng. ‘"Hol1st1c evaluatlon 1s usually gu1ded by a hol1s-'
"t1c scorlng gu1de (a rubr1c ) wh1ch descrlbes each feature
vand 1dent1f1es hlgh mlddle and low quallty levels for each‘
“feature (Cooper, P 3) Readers are tralned for rellabll-,
1ty u51ng sample essays and the scorlng gu1de before d01ng
“the evaluatlon.‘ No comments or other marklngs are made on .
the essay.” ' y »
Many varlatlons’to this method ex1st. kCooper descrlbes
‘ 31x dlfferent types of HOllSth Evaluatlon, and the other
books and artlcles mentloned under th1s method 1nc1ude
'brvarlous models for Hollst1c Evaluatlon. Most of Cooper s
_artlcle 1s devoted to hOllSth scorlng gu1des he calls
scales that are used for ranklng papers, dlagn031ng the
»"wrltlng problems of grouops, asse531ng programs or research,
‘hor determ1n1ng prof1c1ency for placement or graduatlon. The
‘v’other books and artlcles pertaln more closely to HOllSth |
‘ Evaluat1on as a tool for teachlng wr1t1ng.» Whlle most of
them use it because 1t is a fast easy way of gradlng, Thomp-

‘tson, 1n h1s research looked at how well students 1earned

o to wrlte after a semester of d01ng HOllSth Evaluatlon‘



‘ythemselves. He tralned students in thlS method and found thatf'5'

'd1t helped develop them as wrlters.; Dreyer, 1n h1s artlcle, RS

',:also explalns a unlque Varlatlon that puts the burden of

"f“ganaly21ng what 1s wrong 1n ‘an essay back on the student. He

‘ungmarks hlS students 'essays "S"»v 5"U" for satlsfactory or'

"Vafunsatlsfactory.;dThe "U" means that what Dreyer has Just Eft'b

'FW,Ltaught them was not demonstrated 1n the essay.. Thevstudenty

;:needs to have a‘certaln number of "S" essays for a grade 1ndit
b’q;the class, so he or she has the optlon of rewrltlng a "u"
ﬂhjessay or not.» Students who choose to rewrlte are forced tohv'
‘hwflnd out what the1r essays dld not do that they'should have:_

"done.‘_

Jcommentf-
. Thisfmethod'seemsﬂtofhave»twO‘usesifor'the ciassroom'j
‘iayteacher.’ When the wrltlng teacher has to respond to many
ltdessays 1n“a short perlod of tlme, as at the end of a gradlngd"

R perlod the speed and rellablllty of thls method make 1t L

Lfyappeallng.; Obv1ous1y, 1t would be a poor method to use to

sffstlmulate rev131on, s1nce no comments are glven._ Therefore;f7
‘;ﬂlt would only be approprlate for f1na1 gradlng on essays.,
:The second use refers d1rect1y to Thompson s research thenfh
»students are tralned to grade essays hollstlcally,,Thompson s
vifound they learn to wrlte better (how much better he doesn t,itd”
[ say)‘3 Tralnlng students to respond to wr1t1ng accordlng t0"b'

h”a rubr1c reveals to the student how wr1t1ng 1s often Judged
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’f:fteaches‘the‘student Wthh features of wr1t1ngvare 1mportant,lt
Crand glves the student valuable experlence 1n cr1t1c121ng
rf[wr1t1ng.‘ Though the uses of thlS method of response seemlf
.ljllmlted 31nce 1t doesn t st1mulate rev151on, 1t is one way
.J:of allow1ng students to have ‘an audlence other than the

""tea(_:h.e'r_' .

Annotated B1b110graphy

Theory and Practlce» o

‘wyBlack Mary J. et al. A Common Ground for Assessing'Compe-h
tence in ertten Expression. Office of the Los Angeles
County Superlntendent of Schools. 1978

s (For annotatlon see page 55 )

lCooper, Charles R. "HOllSth Evaluatlon of ertlng
Evaluating ertlng Edited by Charles R.. Cooper and
Lee Odell NCTE: Urbana, 1977 3-31. L

ThlS artlcle deflnes Hollstlc Evaluatlon‘as a 'guided
fprocedure for sortlng or ranklng pleces" (p. 3) The‘raterb‘
makes no correctlons or revisions on the paper. Only a -
ﬂhletter or number is a351gned to each p1ece,‘1nd1cat1ng the
-vrater s 1mpress1on of how the plece of wrltlng ranks agalnsty

other pleces of. wrltlng, or how 1t compares to a scorlng

'"1gu1de whlch descr1bes certaln features as des1rable.' Coopery7 -

descrlbes 1n detail various types of HOllSth Evaluatlons. h
‘fthe Essay Scale, the Analytlc Scale, the chhotomous Scale,
| Feature Ana1y51s, Prlmary Tralt Scorlng, General Impress1on

E Marklng, and Center of Grav1ty Response. Procedures»for »
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developlng scales and strengths and weaknesses of the‘

‘7d1fferent scales are dlscussed

'rztDreyer, John. '”Gradlng Student Comp031t10ns. ,AnlAlternativef .
' " to the Traditional’ Weaponry. d Med1a and Methods.f_13_v»
(March 1977), 62- 64 SRR v ; T

As a once unhappy h1gh school wrltlng teacher, Dreyer'i'
i developed a plan to put the gradlng of comp051t1ons 1n"

‘ perspectlve w1th what he had taught the students.' He had

’vlthe feel1ng that hls wrltlng a351gnments weren 't teachlng

‘panythlng, they were Just produc1ng grades. He now has each
n’wr1t1ng a551gnment teach somethlng d1fferent such as the use
of detalls,'a clear purpose, and tran31t10ns. He comments o
on the wrltlng and also puts an ngn for satlsfactory or ai yhﬂ
: "U" for unsatlsfactory on the paper.l The student may rewrlte
‘to‘recelve an "S. " At the end of the course,'an arbltrary
nunber of‘"S’slrls an "A ﬁ one less 1s a "B"'and so on.

As the 3851gnments add up, what was taught in- the prev1ous
;one must not. be 1gnored 1n the present one or 1t w1ll
v’recelve a "U" and have to be rewrltten.‘ He p01nts out that
~when, spelling and mechanlcs 1nterfere w1th commun1cat10n,‘-"
‘the-paper'w1ll»rece1ve~a‘"U " Thls 81mpllf1ed method has
allowed him to ass1gn more- essays and to focus hlS teachlng ‘

on spec1f1c concepts.l

NaJlmy, Nornan C. ed. Measure for Measure. eNCTEi<Urbana,l
1981. | — = — e

h_(For annotation see page 39.) pl’



rtO Hare, Frank Dr. T"How to Cut Hours Off the Tlme You Spend i‘7*f

Marking Papers. A pamphlet produced by Scholastlc,v
Inc.i 1981 e _ , ‘ o

"[* 16 pages C

Frank O Hare here outllnes an elght step system for_;,"

"ff,fteachlng and respondlng to. wrltlng 1) Introduclng TOplCS,

‘hfiZ) Dlscus31ng Toplcs, ) ertlng a Rough Draft, 4) Edltlng,

>';73h?5) Worklng on a Flnal Draft 6) Handlng 1n the Flnal Draft,

h 7) Selectlng Each Student s Best Paper, and 8) Gradlng by

‘iffthe Teacher In thls one month unlt, students wrlte three

iujyessays, ed1t thelr own work and ed1t others work by follow1ng

'f@fta teacher made edltlng sheet. All three essays,'numbered by‘_

' lfi‘the student from best to least best, and all edltlng sheets,vh'

fyﬂﬁrough drafts, notes, and outllnes are handed 1n to the

Effteacher.f O Hare says that 500 teachers 1n Florlda trled

HE ~;Ath1s._ They qu1ckly read or only sklmmed" the best paper oflfi

‘“feach student and checked that the other work was_ there w1th

”[fsome effort v1s1b1e »lﬁb red marklng occurred Quallty~

:.;*and effort grades were glven Mechanlcs were worked on after“

the wrltlng un1t was. over.; O Hare states that "the 1mprove-f,”_

"ffffment was not1ceab1e

Research

":frfThompson, Rlchard R ’ "Peer Gradlng Some Promlslng Advan-bf,vf‘

- ~tages For Comp051t10n Research and the Classroom."
: f,ﬁResearch 1n the Teachlng of Engllsh : 15 (May, 1981),v‘1
172-1 4 ; _ Sk

(For annotatlon see page 30 )

; L‘_
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The Student Self Evaluat1on Method

Descrlptlon'

In Student %elf Evaluat1on, students comment on thelr.»\

.own essays and often grade thelr own essays before subm1tt1ng‘ '

VH.lthem to the teacher._ The teacher may regrade the essays or

'34respond to the students evaluatlons or do both. S1nce the

T'Qypurposes Vary, what students do durlng Self Evaluatlons f:’

z"uuwvarles,v One purpose of Self Evaluatlon is. for rev151on

;{(Beach p. 112), so students, u31ng an edltlng sheet that

'f;[asks general questlons about content form mechanlcs, and

v”lfspelllng, mark on thelr own papers, then rev1se accordlngly;;,flﬂ

ffland flnally turn both drafts in to the teacher for gradlngrt7

:(For sample student self evaluat1on forms see. Compose Your-:df;
};self pp 60 64 ) SR e T _ o : o

| Rather than glve students an edltlngusheet that asks‘:
'ﬁ_general questlons about wr1t1ng, a teacher may have the 1>
‘dmstudents evaluate thelr wrltlng based on spec1f1c quest1ons}
’fbthat relate to what is be1ng taught.; If a student, for
',flnstance, has been learnlng to use- trans1tlons, a questlon‘

kd on the edltlng sheet may ask for certaln types of trans1t10ns

:_a certaln number of tlmes., A spe01f1c content may be checked

‘"Have you contrasted the settlngs as well as’ the maln charac-.wf'”

‘hters in each of the short stor1es7" or a serles of spec1f1c

hfrquestlons may be followed by some general ones.; Then the

"1f'rev131on is made.?

-.1

A thlrd purpose of Student Self Evaluatlon 1s to force

ﬂstudents 1nto maklng Judgments about thelr wrltlng 1nstead
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of just editing it. One way of doing this is to ﬁse the
editing forms, but rather than having students revise after
marking on their own papers, the teacher has them place a
‘grade-on their own papers and turn ‘them 1n.} The teacher
hen reviews each student s evaluatlon w1th the option of
‘changlng the grade.

In an alternate vereion students write a response to
their own essays,‘answering a few general questions about
the quality. For example: |
1./’What are the strengths of your essay?

2. What are its weaknesses?

3. What one thing do you need to do to improve it?
(For other questions Lyons, p. 42 and Beaven, p. 43.)
Students hand in their essays and answers to the questions
for teacher review and response. Again, it is possible
for students to attach grades to their own wotk. Because
'studehts tire of the same queStions if they are used week

after week, the teacher should vary them.

Comment-
This method of respenSe may be the most limited. Nancy
Sommers states that students will revise in a "marrow and
‘predictable way' if they dbn'tgreceive feedhack from teacher
or peers (p 149) Re1nf0r01ng the idea that Self- Evaluatlon
may be of 11m1ted value is Richard Beach's research which

indicates that students don't,make‘significant revisions
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after they evaluate their own wfiting. This means one of two
things: i)—Self-Evaluation‘is a waste'of timé if intended
for revision as it seems to be no more than an exercise in
'proofreading, or 2) sﬁudentsvand teachers'need to know how
to improve Self-Evaluation for the purposes of_révisionQ
Susan Miller's study of the perceptions and habits of writers
shows that a formal Self—Evaluatidnvdoes not benefit revi-
sion, that in fact, for professional writers it inhibited-
fevision.» The purposes for Sélf;Evaluation‘must then be
questioned. Méry'Beaven points outvthat‘the purpose BeSt
éerved by Self—EvaluatiQn ié‘to help students make judgments
about their own‘writing. Susan Miller says it helps students
perceive themselves as writers. ‘By méking Vélue judgmentsb
of their own product, however, students become self-satis-
fied (Miller, p. 182). 1If thatvis so, if the purpose of
Self-Evaluation is to help the sthents perceiVe theﬁselves
~ as writers, and if Self-Evaluation hinders revision, then
Self- Evaluatlon should come at the end of the writing -
process--lf it is to be used at all.

Many spe01allsts in the teachlng of wrltlng have been
saying that the goal of response‘should be to teach students

to be critical of,their own writing (Dusel, p. 3; Garrison,

How A Writer Works, p. Viii; Murray, A Writer Teaches

Writing, p. 10; Sommers; p. 148). Care must be taken however,
that in teéching students to be critiéal of their own writing

we don't stop them from revising it. We must realize that

~
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| those cr1t1ca1 powers that help produce good wrltlng are’ e
at work throughout the wrltlng process and should not be

called for in a formal Self Evaluatlon step unt11 the end

' Annotated Bibliography'~l

Theory and Practlce

Beaven, Mary H. "Ind1v1duallzed Goal Settlng, Self- Evalua-
‘tion, And Peer Evaluation.'" Evaluating Writing.
Edited by Charles R. Cooper and Lee Odell 'NCTE: Urbana,__
1977. 135-156. ' '

_‘Mary Beaven, along with Englishdteachers she has}worhedv.
, ﬁith;»has developed‘three»methods of responding to student
writing:‘ iﬁdividualized goal setting, self-evaluatioh,randh
“peerjevalﬁation. :in all three methods, the individual
AStudent,qnot‘thevteacher, assumes the role of respoﬁderr
Because‘teacher eomments oftendproduce negative studeht»
attitudes that hihderfwriting;‘the teaeher»isrremoved from
the evaluativeyerOCess. Sik;assumptions underlie these
three methods&h : | |
1.-‘Growth in writing'occurs”sloWiy;'perhaps‘meaéurable
”in,years}:]‘ L ey |
| 2,‘VTeacher evaluatory eommehts oh essays create an
"tlnhlbltlng env1ronment for wrltlng
3.v_Rlsk-tak1ng is 1mportant»for growth.in Writing.
‘v4} .GOal‘settiﬁg-is an:imoortant process,in the
. '_developmeht of‘stddentiﬁriters. |

5. Writing improvement does not occur in isolation.
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| 6t We have a reasoﬁably clear uhderstanding of proce-
| -duresvthat will permit effective formative
evaiuationf | | |
Beaven says a elimate ef,trUSt must be developed‘in the
elassroombto inspire more authentic writing. vAfte: trﬁst
is developed, the students are ready for the three methods.
She explains in detail speeific classroom techniques to
implement the three methods.

- While the 1dea behlnd these methods--that students
must develop the abllity to evaluate writing 1f they are to
become good writers--seems consistent w1th'contemporary
thought on teaching writing, one study that took place after
‘this article was written, Richard Beach's (see page 42),
found that student self—evaluationiand peer evaluation are
not effective‘methods for stimulating significant revision
of student,essays. Beach's findiﬁgs and the’findings of
"Testing the Effectiveness of the Oﬁe—to-One Method of
Teaching Composition:_ Improvement of Learning in English
Project"‘(Seevpage 18) both show that theiteacher of Writing
can be a responaet that,causes the>Studeat to write better.
Perhaps training teachers‘invrespense,is_the key to their

effectiveness.

‘Compose Yourself: A Plan for Instruction in ertten Composi-
tion Grades 7-12. Los Angeles City Schools Instructional
Planning Division, Publication No. SC-741, 1976.

~ (For annotation see page 56.)
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>?_,~Lyons, Blll ”The P Q 3 Method of Res ond1ng to ertlng
EERIU Engllsh Journal 70 (March 198] 42 43 -

'i (For;annotatlon‘seejpagev35.)

h*O7Hare, Frank, Dr. "How to Cut Hours Off the T1me You Spend g
o Marklng Papers A pamphlet produced by Scholastlc,’ L
~Inc. 1981 ETS

. (For,annotatingSee’page‘71,)fﬁ;hf

Research

h,fBeach‘ Richard. T"The Effects of Between draft Teacher
- Evaluation Versus Student Self- evaluatlon on High

‘School Students' Revising Rough Drafts. Research 1h
the: Teachlng of Engllsh 13 May, 1979) ll 119

(For annotatlon see page 48 )

y,Miller;lsusah" ’"How erters Evaluate The1r Own ertlng.“
(CCC. 33 (May, 1982), 176-183. -

Thls research con51ders three quest1ons about wrlters
f7evaluat10n of thelr own work 1) What 1s the process of

'l”self evaluat10n7 2) Who shares 1t7 3) How is 1t related

'ﬂ7§to the entlre exper1ence of wr1t1ng, both process and

,ug product?i Three groups were looked at: Pr0f68810na1 erters,d“"

”bfiundergraduate and graduate students,'and teachers and other

o hprofess1onals , Three klnds of evaluatlve experlences were"

v'fffdlscovered 1) The value of the wr1t1ng lay in the audlence s

"ehrespohsebb Nearly all students thought llke thls, but only -

"3304 of the profe851onals dld . 2) How well d1d the flnlshed

'lcproduct fulflll the wrlter s 1ntent10n7 Profe381onal edltors

dq"and authors frequently c1ted thls type of evaluatlon
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: 3) The wr1ter valued the wrl ;ng 1n whlch the wrlter learned

:v“or mastered a part1cular techn1que, or had managed a themeds7“

_in a way that taught the wr:ter what the wrlter meant «,The.,"
-:zwords "dlscovery and "learnlng were frequently used Agaln,

J:indthls category

'vf"Unfortunately, student wrlters rarely report that they

','fvalue wr1t1ng for the sake of d1scovery..., (p 179) Many

vprofe381onal wr1ters mentloned all three forms of evaluatlon,
‘”hbut most students only mentloned one.‘ T 7

:; Susan Mlller found several relatlonshlpsvbetween self-
sevaluatlon and the ent1re process of wr1t1ng ‘ Flrst self-
pdevaluatlon followed the wr1t1ng process;_but 1t was ev1dently’f
"~not the same experlence that motlvated rev151on. The self¥h

‘evaluatlon of a plece of - work she says,,lnterferes w1th or'v

'=g‘ends,_any sense of work in progress (p 181) The second

'lp01nt,‘then, she contlnues, 1s that we should not encourage
vor engage in self evaluatlon prematurely On the other’ :
fghand she concludes, the thlrd and flnal p01nt is that those
héawho do not engage in self evaluatlon do not galn from hav1ng;‘

.rwrltten. A wrlter must evaluate hls or her experlence and
‘d;feel the quallty of the wr1t1ng to develop The wrlter
'hengaged 1n self evaluatlon w1ll develop a feellng of "belng
‘fgood at it" and w111 assume the 1dent1ty of "one who wrltes.',“
:?As a conclu51on, Mlller suggests that teachers work not:;
f;only w1th evaluatlng student wrlters 1n comparlson w1th each

‘other or agalnst a model but also w1th a later phase of



‘response in the writing process, a phase concerned with

‘writers evaluating their own work.

79



CONCLUSIONS

The‘method of-response the,teacher uses should be
chosen to achieve spec1f1c 1nstructlonal goals‘ Thet choice
should depend on 1) what the teacher wants to teach about
wrltlng, 2) when in the wrltlng process the response occurs,”
- 3) the ability and maturlty of the.student;‘4) the classroom
situation (class size, time restralnts, etc. ) Generally,

- though, some spec1f1c conclus1ons about response can be made
from this study. First, early in the wrltlng process students
- should be questioned about content so they can dlscover and
develop their own texts. The burden for dlscovery, develop-
ment and organlzatlon of content should be placed on the
student. The One-to- One Conference Method the Peer Response
Methods (written and oral), and the Limited-Written Response
Method appearvto be.more;effective’and‘practicel_within the
»early‘stages of the writing processvthan the other methods.
pThe intention of these early stage responses is to stlmulate
revision in content not to focus the student 'S attentlon
on spelling, usage, or mechanlcs.

Response to papers in m1d stage of the wrltlng process--
second and thlrd drafts--should move. beyond content to
expre881on and style and end in ed1t1ng A tralned wrltlng

teacher, u51ng the One to One Conference, Limited ertten'

80
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'Response, or Tradltlonal Response, would questlon students

on accuracy and apprOprlateness of expressxon, matters of

'style, and con31derat10ns of audlence.v Rev151on is. Stlll the‘ B

-bgoal of'response at»thls'stage At the end of thls stage,uf

rvthe teacher and student should focus on any spelllng, usage,vff:ft

"fand mechanlcs errors.; Respon31b111ty should be placed 0n9p‘
‘hvthe student to carefully ed1t h1s/her own paper, but the
.5teacher should not let a student s carelessness or 1gnorance‘l

'j’1n ed1t1ng detract from an otherw1se good paper. Teachers‘"'

| '.}should demand a student s best effort and teach to’ the most'l

5-1mportant weaknesses.dgdu BRI -
Flnally, grad1ng should take place only at the end of

the wr1t1ng process, after appropr1ate rev151on and edltlng

vlare ended ' Though gradlng 1s;necessary for students to knowvf:':

;where they stand and for teachers to ascertaln whether or not
“.course obJectlves have been met nelther teachers nor'”
istudents should feel that wrltlng 1s somethlng produced Just

'for a grade. That dlstorted funct1on of wrltlng changes
.fwhen the approprlate methods of response are used throughout
\the wrltlng process.. No longer 1s wrltlng created cnly to- .

1 be graded At the least, gradlng becomes JUSt one of many

= reasons to wrlte. For wr1t1ng to be 1mportant, wr1ters needg»'

to feel that wrltlng functlons for them by d01ng somethlng
.(Tompklns, ’p;'xxv) , affect people, vent emotlons, be
: [beautlful _create Joy, shock, confus1on, hatred, under-i\,'

standing; it can teach and‘it can discover and cause



. learnlng If students learn thls--and they can through

"=teacher and peer response to content--they learn the 1mpor-~

‘ tance of wr1t1ng

Annotated Blbllography

‘Tompkins;‘Jane;P.»edltor.' Reader Response Cr1t1c1sm.e John
L .Hopkins»University Press: Baltimore, 1980. ' :

"275 pages
- of 1nterest to the teacher of wr1t1ng in- thls collect1on;
of essays are Walker Glbson s essay on the mock reader,: =
'Wolfgang Iser s artlcle about the readlng process as it
1nvolves the reader fllllng 1n the gaps left by the text
“Stanley Flsh s plece on‘ affectlve StyllSthS wh1ch per-
'h‘suades that it is- 1mp0881ble to say the same thlng two .
l‘dlfferent ways, Norman Holland s "Unlty ldentlty Text Self"”

that- denles the p0581b111ty of obJect1V1ty 1n the reader,

‘; and Jane Tompklns 1ntroductlon that deflnes and explalns

’the f1eld of reader response cr1t1c1sm. Tompklns artlclev
endlng the book is good background for anyone 1nterested

in llterary criticism as it glves a hlstory of llterary

‘response .
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~ APPENDIX -

Grad1ng Idlosyncracles, Handwrltlng, and Essay Length

The elght methods of response do not cover all ‘the

'factors that 1nfluence the responder. Every teacher'has

' ;1d10syncrac1es that 1nfluence hls or her response to wr1t1ng

‘Some m1ght become upset at seelng certaln spe llng errors;f;
others at dlscoverlng punctuat1on problems, and stlll others
: at usage errors., An essay w1th many short paragraphs or w1thl
o one or two long ones could also bother some. teachers.,‘Thel
placement of the51s statements and tOplC sentences, thevuse .
‘;of rhetorlcal questlons, the use of colloqu1allsms, the usek'
:of Jargon--the llSt is endless—-nay well 1nfluence an’ Engllsh“
teacher s response.v Research is needed 1n many of these
“areas to dlscover to what extent: 1dlosyncrac1es do affect
‘teacher response and whether or not they should affect it.
Two research plOJeCtS, one on’ handwrltlng and one on'
essay length, show that graders are 1nfluenced by’ factorsl
that have 11ttle to do w1th the quallty of the writing. The
vMarkham >tudy shows that the effect of handwr1t1ng on graders’
"~1s substantlal Done at the elenentary level where hand-
‘wr1t1ng is taught, thls study opens. up questlons for the
.hlgher grades Do teachers grade students wrltlng lower

"because of poor penmanshlp? Do teachers grade students
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writing higher.because'oflgood‘penmanship7l How closely shouldi
penmanshlp be - t1ed to an essay grade7‘ Are teachets rewardlng
' appearance whlle 1gnor1ng content7” Is the student learnlng
lto value appearance over substance7 Obv1ously, more researchf
bls needed in the area. of penmanshlp and teachervresponse to
dwrltlng For now, perhaps the best way for teachers to
.‘handle the problems of penmanshlp is to look at the content o
flrst.Q Compllment good penmanshlp, but don t allow 1t to
, 1nterfere with a cr1t1cal look at what was sald. ~If poor
'penmanshlp is carelessness, send the wrltlng back to tne stue
dent for a more carefully_wrltten_copy,: If poor penmanshrp
1iis,notfcare1essnessrbut_lackfofrabllity, then'the teacher’~
mustffind;Other‘solutions?‘ accept the essay, glve penmanshlp
llessons, demand typlng, refer to a: spec1allst 1n notor control‘v

Thevother study, the effect of essay length on the

Y»;response of oraders, by Tollefsen tells us that teachers

often grade the longer essay hlgher than it should be graded
hpand the shorter essay lower than 1t should Teachers are
battllng stereotypes here. short essays are often under-f
‘tdeveloped and show llttle effort long essays are usually
‘1‘well developed and 1nd1cate effort. If noth1ng else, th1s
'study reveals the need to tra1n teachers to respond to whath
*-ls most 1mportant 1n wrltlng to what was sald An over-
”whelmlng amount of research and an 0verwhelm1ng number of
:spec1a11sts 1n the teach1ng of wrltlng tell teachers to

d respond to content flrst, ‘but these two studles reveal thatv,
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:;they are-often:stronglyyinfluenced:by otherhfactors;

"ﬂ Annotated B1bl1ography

."f Markham, Lynda R. ‘"Influences of Handwrltlng Qual1ty on
’ Teacher Evaluation of Written Work." Amerlcan Educa-.
» tlonal Research Journal. 16 (Fall 197 §5 277-283. 3

Thls study 1dent1f1es a non content factor that 1nfluenc-
es essay gradlng A group of essays were rewrltten in various
I qualltles of handwr1t1ng and graded by several teachers and
listudent teachers » In all cases poor handwrltlng affected
the grade somewhat., Though 1nconclu51ve, thls study reveals
_that more factors than content and mechanlcs are considered
| by graders. ‘Though,thls study was done at the elementary
~level, it ralses‘serious.QUeStions about how_allcteachers”‘

might be influenced by'nonecontent‘factors.

Tollefsen, Nono, and D B. Tracy.. TeSL Length and Quality
in the Grading of Essay Responses.'" Education.
‘101‘(Fall '1980), 63-67. TR |

The general hypothesis tested on these tenth graders'
esSays‘was that the quality'rather than’the length ofvthe

'essays\determlnes the,gradefassigned" Results indicate

dthatvif papers were of;equal‘length, good quallty papers

'dwere graded significantlydhigher'than pooriquality papers;d

.‘however, long essays had a much hlgher mean score than short

”or‘moderate‘length papers Though the graders were teachers_‘

trained‘to‘grade theseiéssaysﬁon a 10 point rubric that

ignored length, Tollefsen and’Tracy~conclude that length
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affected the grading. thom thié they infer that irrelevant
factors such as length, handwriting and eccentricities Of:
the graders have a harmful effect on the evaluation of

writing.
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