N
.\
;\ : . v
. ‘ DOCUMENT RESUME
\;\m 179 968 ¢+ o o €S 205 317
BUTHOR Crew, Louie | S S
TITLE - " What Shoulad We Tell Student Weiters? oy
X PUB DATE . . Apr 79 _—
. NOEE : O 33p.; Paper presented-at the lnnual‘neetlng of the
. . J Gonference on.College Composition and Communication
’ : (BOth, M*nneap011s, NN, hprll 5-7 1979) - -
.~ EDRS PRITCE HFO?/PCOZ Plu° Postage. ‘ ) SR
« v DESCRIPTORS Ad@lnlst*ator Rttitudes: Communicatien Problems, ST
oo - . - *Composition“(literary): *Fducationally ’
® o Disadvantaged: Educational Problenms? Educational
~ " wgeseareh* *Evaluation Criterias Evaluation Methods:
-7 ¢ igher Education: **Student Evaluaticn; Surveys;’
- . : ' / *Teacher Attitudes: *¥Writing. Skills ° .
ABSTBACT . " o -

A Y

Over'100\é¢ad;mic~administrators,.professionalé in,
Eagl*sh and writers respended to a reguest to annotate a sample .’
paragraph written by a collede student at a minimua skill level.
Responses varied:to extreme degrees in several areas, with letter
grades ranging from B to F and annotat lons ranging frcm deciaring the
student's situation hopeless to expressing the student's potential
and need for understanﬂﬂna and direction. Sixty-six percent of the

“tﬁa@ondent= annotated the composition itself, 5 percent ‘respondel
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e hackground the validity of placina the student in a collége level
. English course, praising the student, and criticizing the- assignrent.

Besponses also indica¥ed that administra*tors were more *horough

annotators than nonadmin¥s+trators, professionals in Englwsh were more
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' What® Should We Tell Student Writers? . A - “(@
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A o Lo
. Lo : S - TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES :
\ . ‘ INFORMATION CENTER (ERICL"
. . By Louie Crew -
Y L —"
' "Aftsr twenty years of marking papers,\l am still‘nog\vsry confident ‘about - \‘: .o
. . M - N : L B \. '

my annotations. ~To get a profile of prsfessional‘opinicni I recently sent

N

-

to 456 persons a sample student paragraphﬁ (Table 1) written by an esPecially

ann |
hj addressees *responded‘ as follows. Superior numbers indicate members of the .

»

sub cﬁs\\;es reported throughout this pfrojs.ct“:l academic. adiinistrators| 2profession- -

\ “~ .
N 0}- . . N
als in English, and ‘writers. . L ( R +
v " 7 ) ) ) S ' ' ‘ .
. ' ) : Addregsed Responded s ) oy
.’ IThe Chancellor and the vegents of the ' o ) ?
. ‘ ~ o 16 4 25% '
University System of Georgia = )
H
1A11 college presidents in the . \
" ‘ v - 32 S \ 22%
University System of Georgia \ . ‘ .
e N
. N
132711 chairpersons of English departments ' ‘ - ¢
. - 32 9 28% ™
in the University System of Georgia J) .
2>3gpeakers on composﬁ;ion at recent panels of Yoo
. ~ N 29 10 34%
The National Council of Teacherd of English ‘ s N -
“(NCIE) ’ - - ' \\ ;o
. BN
. \
2
s ?
L 4
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. B S . Addressed Responded 2
MEEb;;;\;}\the Modern Language Associa- - s
| P 0 W 20%
tion, i glish randomly chosen (M) - j/\ ~ *
ii’%ditors of academic puﬁlications . ] .25 j TLo1z2 48
. \ . & :
1 : :
**Editors of small press publications ‘ 25 11 442
/ 233 suthoxrs of current freshman téxtbqoks in s )
. .o e : 25 \9 36%
composition ) - : : ‘ N
®The director and fellows of the National - . o N
2 N \\i \ .
Endowment for Humanities (NEH) seminar on » 137 0 - 77
Standard English, Texas, 1977 . '3 .
2’sMiscallangous writets and- teachers . 6 5 83%
Geneyal faculty members:’ all of my - .
colleagues at Fort Valley State College ~
Business executiQes, randomly chosen from . h;
L
the Yellowpages of Atlanta, Apstin, Houston, 50 4 ’ 8%
and New York C:‘Lt;y . ‘ : »
Total > T 456 114 257,

»

w

Not surpriqingly persons most acéustﬂmed to marking papers respanded more
readily.. The academic adminlsqfators sizeable jesponse augurs their con cexm
about ccmposxtion. The comparab%;»low resPQnse ‘of general faculty members

suggests that many colleagues outside English do not readily conceive of
N ' | L

R e
N
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suggests thelr aisintere.st in pédagcgical questions about: composi,tion‘ N

. _
. > N
. ‘ . 03 r
. . / louie Crew .
- - ¢ - ’ ,.»”“‘ . . . *\
‘~\/ i -»(’ : x RN
composition as their province. The low response from business execut:ives» o \

* ¥ g -

Interestingly, 10 percent of the forms addressed to business executives were

retume.d by the Post Office marked "moved, ne forwarding addresg, cumpared

;. with

Yellowpages do mnot give access to business exécutixes ‘comparable tofhe

-

A
>

only .73 percent;hus returned for all other -ad;i&sse\gs‘ Clearly t.he
y" RN

: / T S SN
NN ¥ N R ¥ - Lo L 3
access afforc}\by directorigs of scholars, writers, editors, and academic I
. . » - . ‘ i
administrators. ~ * \
. q‘
:\ . ] - - R oy
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The Annotations of the Compos:i:tion

- r > . .
Of allwho responded, 66 petcent annotated the compositign 'itse\l?
A —_

(Table 2), 5 percent reoponded only with J;itters, and 29 percent commented only

at the space *prov:Lded at the boettom.” Roughly half (&9 percent) respand.eq with

both

these
\

- 3 ;
annotations on the com;;;si\tion itself and comments ak the bo}:rzom The

~ » -

;e:kson§ given for no annotations of the composition itself wpre as varied as

samgtles : . -

C e

I'd mark only what the class }Bg,«bm*worklng on that week—-other- .

: . - . .
wise the student ill be t%cauraged .
-—El#zabeth McPherson, author of Linguistics and Language fﬂ

ER)
I would not dignify this by marking moreg t{]an the first two sentences.
‘ - N
I would suggest that the student who wrote it be placed in a non-

i ) ‘
- credit Sth-grade English preparatory class.

7 —-~-Raiph 5. Wehner, Thiel College
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If the student hadn t had time to proofread this piece of writing,
I woumt be marking for grammar. o : ) -
\ . f? _ . . ‘ < ) A :
/ ) . - £y » - ‘“‘NEH f&llw
' (Throughout, wames are given onlwao‘r, t;hose\\wha gave permission to be iden‘ti_fied.)
: \ ) “h
- One person explained his skimpy explanations: "On freshman themes I merely

circle the mistake, and ask the student to find oﬁt what it is. "J.‘hié is a
university, and I can assume 't‘hat all étudents have had English in high school" -

~N e .

(Jack }31‘ n tou, ed,,, Westem Humanltles Revﬁew)
g

= \
Eas:i.ly obsmred in a quantitatxve analysn,s is .the poss:l.ble cogengcy of \/\’

. - / N

- people who had clear pedagogical iiasons for telatively ‘minimal, highly

\\
selective annatations, as in these twq;examplas*

~
I Y

In a c:a:se like the one above, I would not i»mr;:y about :Ze markiog
. ;-
L

| ‘ ~ /"
) or commenting about stylistic niceties——logicality, trafisitions, \
syatactic variety, ‘and thre like. Better, I tﬂfa'k~a to focus on
Y . N
the problems of verb tense, number of nouny and lacke of idiomatic }
. . .
@ " N
conformity. il . L
\ o« N 'fu . . o . M
. ~-Gdary Sloan, Louisiana Polytechnic .Institute
. \ .
. o
Normally, I would mark verb fcrm\m}d othe[r word—ending prsblems,
. but I dou't think that\a student would have had a chance to edit
N a { N % Q ' . -
- in 15 minutes. . ! .
. - \ , . . | N
: | : * . --NEH fellow
g \ :
R e . ! N ‘ -~
* . . . . . .
) . Others sounded notes of hopelessness:

*

e

L~

- J - *
.. ' Even when one gets past the dialecticakdiffereuces ia handlirztense,

: | 5 f -
X
,.
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ete. , one is' still léft with an in ident that is barely elementary

S N

¢ language and logic. //\5 - = \ ‘ )
\ ’ ‘ : ~ ‘ ‘ © =-MbA nmember

school level in its developmefit/of/ content and its handling of

e

' So.many exrors in the abbve that markings for style, etc., seemed
: .

hopeless.

--Betsy Colquitt, ed., Descant .
.o . T
I'd give the papteth and begin all over again By pointingbout _that
¢ . + " in orvrder .to writ ([sic] ~w.mv:]e,:x:st:anclé.?bl;yr we have to speak, grammatically.
“ . . r : .
It would be a long row to hoe. / >

>

~-Ray B. Brown, ed., Journal of Popular Culture
. \ H

-
- i .

My first reaction would have been to throw up my hands in despair.

Gﬁ“,/’

More than six papers like this and they would never get graded.

—_— rﬂ ‘ e ~-librarian colleaguei o

Others urged understanding:

L3

\ o .

. A 1 know you didn't have enough ti

»
-

to edit carefully. 1'd like to

_talk with you about your paper and to see how the sutoring sessions
are going. Please came/:'m as.soon as possible,
E ] .\ r’ .
N ! . ‘ ' I, =—NEH fellow

;"\)

This student needs a great deal of understanding and a very patient

L S person to tutor him/her.

—--Madelyn Chennault, colleapue in education
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of thosé who annotated the compobition itself, 19 peércent did so with

lines and circles but without explanations, 25 percent did SO‘with abbreviatio&s

e ) . f .
or a numerical key to a grammar book, and 56 percent wrote out most of theix

'\

; \
comments. - . . S oy , AN

»

’L (—- The;51x spec1f1c categories of items marked on the cdﬁposition (see Tablg

2) of fended. unequally' . ‘ . . -
- . N
N Category. Average response. h .
verb forms * * 851 \ L
T ) d \\ = o ' N * "
spellé#kg ‘ 82%
) . . : N .
number markers 81% ~7
y, & \ . ] .
- -/ syntax/omissions 68% :
) . " e M
\ punctuation \\ 617 . : oo
di.ction - 33%

- . -
Y N
- *\,
J

1 The patterns of cffenji are less clear in a listing of iﬂdivi&ual items in

descending order of the percentage of annotators marking them. The first number
(Q] »

Is from Table 1; the second number is “the penfen%ag& of respoadents annotating:

-

»

14-95 16-89 22-84 13-80 36-73 37-71 19-61%  7-19

11-92 (~88 | 33-84  3-79. 2-72 1-69 - 20-61  10-16
%9-92 | 23-88 © 4484  12-79  15-72 17-69 3249  25-15
5-91  18-87  26-81  41=79. , 8~7L  30-69  34-35  21-8

2 . . .
29-91 9-84 6-80 27-73 . 28-71  35-67 38-35 24=7

- oY 31-4

X

- Cféarly, in responding to writing at thits level, most annotators give higher

- .
: » *
-~ * -

A L' . . 7 p— —_ -

. "
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priority to mechanics over substance or the niteties 9f'ward‘cﬁﬁice. Few even .

. \ e -7 - (
attended to the student's organization, as evidenced by the fact that only . o
" 10 percent of the respondents suggestedvkny~kind of sentente-combining.

»
*

0f the mechanics apnotat‘;a,\perhaps the oniy surprises-are the relatively \
nmderé?g'atténtion given to the bugbéar comma Splice (item #2?;'73 percent,

’ v ~ . ' .~‘
with only the academic administrators more radically sensitive at 87 percent)

A -

and the relatively low attention accorded the lack of commas after the

introductory adverbial clauses, items #3&‘and #38 (35 peréent respanée‘to\each)‘

A

.. Three lSSUES evoked great disagreement among thﬁ annotators, spec?fically ‘. -
- ~

her to aI‘low Lhe dictTon™ of" theréfo‘re (“‘.Uféms #19 and #85+ zmly 45 percemt - o oe e eeee

of the professlonal in Bnglish chal lenged ggé\flrst use, compared with 82 percent

- .
" of those not in Engllsh,'only 52 percent of the prcfESsionals in English Y
k3 i. . " .

challenged the se'cond use, . compared with.BS percent of those not in English), .

N N 2
Jbethef to Tequire a comma after) therefore (items #20~and #36, with nea;ly;:

Y
X

the same split &etween prsfeb31on§ls in Englfsh and all others); and the
correction of the sp&lling in the title (93 pemcent of the academic administrator§ *

began their corvections with the title/mtem, compared with oaly 63 percenn of*

e

those not academic administrators). ’ .

*

The single most thorough‘annotator was é&college president, whc‘%arked

93 percent of thevél items tallied; the least ;hgrqugh was a ggnéral faculty

\. . N
nember, who marked only 5 percent of the items, but selectively, commented about
Y : LY
sentence-combining. Overall, th%Lavarage annotator marked 66 percent of the

- a

items; the median annotator marked 73 percent of the items.
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The Commentaries at the Bottom

s ) -
N A . ' 4 ~ . ' =~
- . ¢ : SN TR
s ~ - . : . .
St — : . . 4 o . 4 .
* . N Ad - ~
. \ . U : - Y . o o
* A . - » N N . N

N ~ * 3 « . . . N
Eighty~thrée percent bf- all who returned the cpmpos!%ion'made some S
comments in the'epecefpfovided at the bottoﬁ, often self¢eohsciously in ways
’ 3 . ¥ TN

which one would not expect in reections to students in a real elassroom.

Only 30 percent of the re3pondents addresseﬁ the student exclusively, as

) e - .
j%uggested by the request on the form. . Tiftv—one percent addressed the

T \( researcher enly, and 19 percent addressed the student and the researcher. \ .

Thlrty percent refused to: sign glving permission to, be’ identified wmth their e e
\\res§0neée,\end*oee remefked I am sure I must have miseed something (smile) e

Even so0, 10 percent of the respondents made basic mechanicel veriations from.5“~ﬁ?\\\;

-

x

§. standard Engllsh in their own comments, my favorite being the prominent .’ . {

¥
>

academic writer's "corrédtion" of prinplam by pr%neiple (head of high school)l~ ~ BN
. a N gs. g‘ N ; - - . N

A few respondents wereipnofuse; 9)§ercegt{ ~ ~ ‘ . ,

e U a

using more space than. the

4% inches provided on the front. At one extreme, a respondent gave a fourr" ‘} -
& - . » .

Voo~

the first page attacking the aegignment

the perceived needs of the student. At

page, siﬁgle*sPeceé typed evaluati
\ but the others addreSsil

H LI

b

the other extreme,nmny“more were very‘curt, as in this sampling: ''See me  _
. . — . . “ N '
\ soon--we have some work ‘o do" (rextbook authorb "F. Details good, but .
AW \ '

mechanics fail'. (my own original respouse after annotetmon of 58 percent of

the items in the composition); "Start over" Séditotb; "his eannot be accepted. _
i N )

See me or drop course. F' (Michael 0'Neill, ed., The NgBabook.and Other<hevi€§s); -

a

) . TN
‘VAs a smaMl press editor, I would simply return this piece after reading the

A -

first couple 6f sentences, having found that. tHese were gross errors rather than
: * F3Y .
; N ¢ |
idiosyncratic style for a prose poem" {Bob Millard, ed., Barbeque. Planet) ; and .
4

~

el
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"This student peeds a workbook and lots of copference time and outside tatoring.

. . ‘ .
. . . Y
" At this stage markings m§y‘nbt‘be at all helpful"‘(ﬁpry C. Williﬁms, North

Caroliha—State University). At least two 6F ti the concise responses vented
. e et .
' mudh spleen" "IE thls how Bert Lanne got his start in the banking business?" ~
(a bu51ness executlve in New York Clty, notlng our Georgla address) and
{9

~ "I d say, maybe you should try Engllsh as\ﬁ fauren [sic]. language, and then

-~

to appeasé‘hislher ego give him or.her~3 B+ and" say ;hat his/her paper was

) . “ome of the best in the-class" (editor). oo ?ﬁ~ ‘ o *

o ) »

Sixteen’percent gssigned a letter grade, of these 82 pe;cent an F\and

18 percehb\a D by itself omea D in comblnatlon'with at B or C for content. ,

)

Two chalrpersans of Engliéh departmenﬁs gave Fs with no additional c0mment‘

Y

energlized comment of minlmal
" &8

, Dave, but you need to pay more

Fourteen percent used the bottom for a

e AT
specification, as in 'Your narration is O

N N 3 - \
attention to some of the fechanical detail ~particulaxly the endings on

nouns and verbs. Please rewrite this paper, and if you have hny questions

about it, come and gee md' (NEH fellow). At least lﬁfpercent‘triéd to be

~ 1

fairly speaifjg;)not always with the clarity and brevity of

You need to proofread more-carefully: Go over your spelling and
repember to use the past tense verbs cousistently. Review the
E

» handbook section on inflections. Aveid short, choppy sentences.
If you want a better grade, you will havea§b rewrite to make

grammatical corrections,~cut out the unnecessary reépetitions at

~
&

- the beginning, and give more details about what happened when the
. - . »

principal cauggf you.

"--NEH fellow

R N
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One-third of the respondents called for a conferedée,:either\for\specific

. tutoring or, more often, for re-iouting the student, as in this samble:

RN
P

. g ’

-~ I would call the student in immediately for a personal onference to

dlscusﬁjhis educational background and goals and previous\gxperience

in writlng I would than arrange for some diagnostic evalu ion of -

his reading and writing, discuss the resultS‘with the student,

and make‘recommandatlons.accordxngl ~_depending on the availz(ble~

1nstructlonal support services. .

w»Ray Lledlich, author, From‘Thought to Thewe
J

’ ~ \l . | : : - - \v‘/\

1

Alternatives to Annotation and COmméntary‘ ‘

N
\\%\ « " N

One of the most imaginative responses in the entire study offered a com-

prehensive alternative to routinely ‘marking jhe paper:

® e

-

IfI hadthe time and the depaﬂ@ntal resqurces, 1 would dictate
and have a secretarg transcribe a “standard” verslié of the same
paragraph, changing as little as I could. 1'd begin, "Over the

span of about twenty years, T haver done many unusual things. First

.

: of all I'm going to start by writing about this unusual thing that

Y

happened when 1 was in high school.. I was in the eleventh grade...."
I would say 'to the students that there are all kinds of REngliéhﬁ’

There is home English, there's street English, there's doctors' office
. . ! )
English, etc. There is also a kind of English called "college English.”

. q ‘ * ¥
That's what we're here to_learn. .

"
- 2

11 - -
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Then I woulﬂxplam that I had rendered each of the:n\ paragraphs

1
* N

f .
mto "college English,"” and I'd like tham to take *some tipe to s\“\mdy :

the differences betwegn college English and the English that they

¥ - »

" had used in Eheir pa‘:]‘?agraphs and to underline{all the differences.

_that they notit’:e‘ o \ L -

H

Then 1 d 1nvit:e them to ask me questimls about the dlfferences.wn

: If I ;didn t have those resvurces, then 1 d s:i.mply write at the
LT " L ~ \ N ~ . -
: \ bottam of his paragraph, "I found this a very interesting story.

T especiall_v liked ‘the way you paced it. We've got so:ne‘things to

o talk a’bout but 1n the meantlme, for your next writing assigmnent,
‘would you e:_ther tell what ”s'cm\muld have done if the\p_ringipal
had not : come, oY retellfthiS story as if y‘@u were the prifncipal,‘

The "point :m all this is t:hat I'm not going tohelp thls kid
;much by ripping h:.s paragraph apartﬂ H\e does have some things
~gmng fer him, and I d lxke him to keeg them going, \Wl\at‘I\\th:\i.nk

. I need most of all is some time to esj:ablls\h my 'cfedibilityi and

a teaching;’leaming‘cli.;‘ﬁnate in which he might grow.

“—-Robert Hogan,\ Executive‘Secretary, NCIE

At least 10 percent of the respondents offered sugéeS‘tiOns about how to

assess the differences between the student's oral and written competence, as
! P »

‘- ' in these samples: ~

a D “ Clinic. I suspect that his writing pzroblems are §§'haptomatic of

-
L]

underlying problems.

——Kenneth W. Houp, author, Reporting ’I'eft':hnical Information

12 | ‘ | “‘\\x\
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" What you neeﬂ to'wmrk at- s -verb. tenses. Maybe reading th:ls aloud* ~

a

. : X . LN S N N

" What 1'd do, I .guess, is not "mark“ tha\paragraph at all, but .

’ talk to the author, beginning by telliv.}g h:i.m he's got a good storxy
here‘ Theu\‘l‘. d ask liim to read it ~a€Loud, slowly, to -seq 1f he and

T /‘ % I.could fccus on one or two of the pro’blems—-usual usually unusual.

L3
‘e R . N 1
A

—-Walké.r Gibson, University of Massachusetts

oy

A key part of this process is oralwrprobing, helping the student open

up, tryifdg to make sure, that the student's technical and“ graxmnatical

weaknesges do not completely block and dnform ‘what he has to ~say.§

Y

B > o would help you to detect that you‘had written the w*rwngi tense of . ‘
v ? t‘h@ verb in’ man‘y of your sentences. The 1apses in idiom may take
. you‘_lg.)nger"r.:~o evercome::;ut‘ again\, maybe }:ou\ \could have avoided -
. some of. the lapses by readinﬁg‘afouﬂ what yoy had vritte‘n. : \ .
. ‘ Q-Edwa;:d P. Lf:‘Co‘rbett ed. . College Composition a‘{ld chnl;unicatim“

i; . . Tow )
Only at thislater point would I concentrate on the 1ev§1 of grammar.
R N ‘\ 3 * N . . L3
: < -8 —Jeffrey “ioudalman, Fashion Institute of Technology .
e | R .~ ) ‘ ’

Se%eral of the respondents volupt&e red the iqfé’fmatim that this student

is outside their usugl experience. Donald E. Bower, Directoxr of the National

RN *

Writers Club, was Incredulous:
I cannot believe that this is a serious piécie of work. 1 think the

student was pull‘mg somebody's leg. 1f such is not the cagsg, akd we
- . .
are gfaduf;lt‘ing students from high school who do not know how to read

4

v o
\ w 13
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e
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.- \ »*‘) . . ‘j ‘, . N » ) ‘\ ~.~ N ‘.;.
or write (I have to assume he can't read), we're in the midst of .

1 o > . . N N

. e g - ’ R - N
- .7 a.wreglc circumstance.. 7 7 R ‘ L .
oy R }’ T
“James Sledd at the Unlver91ty of Texas in AuStin said* “Louie, \I,don "t gg; ‘this
. s %

sort of writing from. my stuﬂents, If I did it wouldn t make the 1east difference .

»

how I{marked ‘the paper, because the student wnuld flunk out ;f;\‘ no matter
T : .

.‘what I did.". Walker Gibson. at the Unive?hity of Massachusetts said' M ye

" said: "I have received many such papers in college freshman English.

w 4

simply never encowmtered anything remotely like this paragraph Protected,~

you’ll say. I know of course that such writiﬁé exists, thanks. to Mina Shanghnessy .
N . S - : \ _
and others\" . Ralph S. Wehner, Emeritus Professorfat Thiel College, complained: -

\ ) \o

" "Doés your college have absolutely no admission standardsV I have t?9ght

English for forty years, and even though freshman\writing has been becoming~pro—\

. -
4 -
o

gressively worse, I have never encountered'anything quide\as~bad as this:aexcgpt

pérhaps from a Chinese Qf Arabian student." i . . \g\
‘In confrast, maéy othérg axressea thei; familiaritytwffi\thi; kind of.o

studént. An NGIE pahelist sald: “Beilgéé HE, this is oot the'worst paper

I've seen." The coordinat;r of graduate studies in a. midwestern state uni;ersity

o

N
-

P%tricia Williams Jeffery, wrote: ""As a teaching assistant and part-time faculty
member at the University of Delaware, 1 have received many papers siwmilar in

. N~
calibre ?D this one. . . . This type of paper is common at the community °
coliege and business college also. 1 have 'feund from experience." One of my
) ~ 3 N . ‘i. v‘ ’
own celleagues, Prof. Fereydoun Jalali, in Electrical Engineering, ‘empathized

A2

rat@er‘engagiqglyE

V ) X . N A IR
N »

I will appreciate it if you will retumn the favor by correcting
N . N - {
thg enclosed samples of lab report discussion I receive from our1

v

(14 :

o
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[ ]

seniors' ‘ \ \ ~
SN ", At least the * "musual thing ‘that your é.tixdént didfs quite .

ST * cle:-.ar’from his description, Sometimes I don 't uriderstand what

s

~ e N
N = . . >~
=~

U R A < marettrying to convey-»‘forget the&grammar' .

\ N . \ .\ ..\ . N . . \v\; R

‘Although the student's racg, black, wag nct qpecifled on the form,.

several spondents felt it important to address ethnicity, often very differently,

’ < : ~ - AR

L] - . . 1
as in these samples:\ : gl ' -
. . : . . Y N N

w SR {One] part of the problem cat;x t s0 easily be corrected. Many‘- .

; E ¥ ; ¥ ) -y
of the usages here are si:andari Black; iEnglish YQ\J\W:L]E]. in effect

¥

have to make your students ‘bilingual.

§ \ : .o ~—an editox
.- : . e : oo o
- e N . N N . .
R . v

I . -
TN ® v ot R

The writer could 'bfe' any color, to be sure but; t:he thing 1 object T

- h‘ ‘ ~ ~ 1]
% ~»
[

7 to is that many who receive this paper ‘Qill‘ aqsmm the‘writer i‘s

black, simply,because t?ey, if Southe:m, ‘do no}: recognize the. = L

.). o reality of their own diaie.ct or. they havé Qéea brain-wash.ed by
the "Black ,English" huck?ters., . A‘ipaper Rj.ke Ithg sﬁud&nt 8]
» . .o T" ‘~ . ' .
- - does not need “to be hung/ olit on a- national line to elipit the

¥\ ‘ qi

all—tooﬂready inference that blacks are more stupid.[ than "N?H
L . y -
Lo ‘ thoughtn” In my view, students deserve to be taught, notnpilloried
. LN i -

A
-

h N X ~-Virginia' Burke, Uhi‘versi"!.:y é{ Wigrcons;ln
FH ) : )

. ~ ) Iu addltion to marking ‘the paper,,,I would try to detex:mine whether S
/ i
tha student was a speaker of a s\oci”i) or ethnic dj,alect 1ike Black *
7

English. The consistency of his/herf use of "unmarked" verb f(.%rms‘

s
in the past tense and single marking of nown plurala...indicated t:hat

* . - ) !
- D

\‘1‘ N . N .
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o ‘:)a \ ‘\‘ "i)
‘this is .a possibility‘ CIf sog'l would try to help thé student
‘y‘! 3
distinguish bEtween the’ stxucture of his/her dialect and that of
-

aZhdard English._ My goal timetely wpuld,be to have the student
gain

v

‘contrel of those parts of the gremmatical system the; diverged.
. ‘from his/her dieieék;&ethe;\than makefindividﬁel; isolated eorreetioqe

of “errors." D
E -4

: . \ _ o
; - ¢« ~-Elten D. Kolba, CARIBOU, educational consultants

X “, N

I wﬁhldn t laden Ehe student with the whole range of interference
. A .
points between his/her dialect and other d181Ects of American-

’ edited English And I'd try to have any ehanges in the student §.

i

writlng ‘result from the student's own free will not just to

-

Ve _ conform to my arbitrary taste. I1'd be especially careful ngt to

put the student off--the importamt.moment is getting the student's

PN

~confidence and not to frighten him/her off.. ) ™ '
: " ——Tony Wolk, ed., CLAG
“ N . i . N

Llnguist William A. Stewart.at City University of New York felt that the solution
for the student was acgfsible exeept fer political opposition‘:‘
All of ;he\"mdetekes" in your sample o{’freshmen writing
strike we as‘having clear linguistic causeSefones{;hieh\can be
{or, rather, Eggig be) dealt with in a special co&rse'on Standard§
English for dialecp speakers. Take "An Uﬁusually Thing.” 1In one
common kind of nonstendard usage; usual is the normal equivalent of

hence S Ve
v SLandard Engllsh usually)*hen I usual po(es), etc. Then, at some/

J
3,

point, this gets "cerrected " but the correction process is eetended

0y 3
5 - Y

16, . 7
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; to gpclude cases of‘gggg_ that in fatt aren't EEE&llI in Standard . . ==
T English. .And so the hypercorrection in the papet's title and on .
S : lines 1, 3;-and 4. ‘o

T % . * LN

4

T
N N 1 t
X ~ I- .

«

) Unfortunatelv, it is now considered by the National Gouncil of

SR
. Teachers of Engllsh to be an act of oppression to teach Standard . '
¢ Eoglish to students who do not come by it naturally

. Wayneab’Neil, at Massachusetts Institute of Technology, ﬁth%as previously
. t N ¢

[

written forcefﬁlly'abOut the oppressiveness of some forms of imstruction
used for Standaxd Englishy particularly the teathingpof‘gi—dialectalisnh held
out fer a differenf‘goal for this stud&it: "I stand for'iOgic ald claxity:

(and‘standard spelling and punctuation) within natural and local idiom:

\ ~“that's what it ‘comes down to finally. But it's a long hard road to follow with .'
~ a lot of re-doing gﬂ\ rebuilding along the way,h \ . ’ ‘; ’

Y

N (F‘\thhefé warned q§ the world to which the student aspires to graduate‘

Regeny; John Maddox, an attsrney,~§tresséd:

[
T

X The sbpdent~writer should be told that the ability to ‘communicate . \\\\:

5

in standard ' English is essential te success In the\business world.

The ability to use the English language is one of the marks of an ;~‘ -
educaiéd person. Nothing more dramatically reflec¢ts a lack of

. : ’; .
: education than errory in spelling and grammar in wrirten comwmunication.

hl

Michael 0'Neill, who teaches Vritiné in the Commerce Department of the Unlversity

of Alabama, stressed:

t

“The critical point, as always, is how padly will this

kind of writing hurt the student once hé/she is on the job. 1It's a sticky problewm.”
g : y P




\Robertfj Nimmer, at Burllngton County College, was even mo e forceful.

Placement - . - . . .} -
o \\’\ N L . AR . . )
" o . R SN H :
3 : D " - \ . v \

- ;“ N

- Several citations heve alreedy indicated that meny respondents challenged

¥

~this student's beingallowedﬁx>take a credit dourse in freshwmn Engliqp Eight

I

” percent specifically cqmplained that ‘the student sheuld still be in high sehool

. . N
or lower grades* i%? suggested" radﬁeal extra*acadamic responsei/ﬁ/galph~s. "

Wehner, at Thiel College said. "If he hasenative 1ntelligence is grade

sehool and high scyacl teachers should be indicted for criminalhnegligence "

AN )

\ﬁ f R . . ‘ ’t‘ > ..
ff Suefydur\high»schoei boerd of education on twe“eounte:‘ !
%[ 1. D;p\re,'l:i.‘ction of duty, 2. Fraud. L f' |
i* o . * . . i S » ) X
- “ On the first count, your board has not fulfilled its responsibiiity

@

’ LI ~ .
of assuring that upon.graduation, you arﬁlequipped‘with at least

i
14

mifimum writing skills.®
f/0n the seeaed\count, yeur bqard.of‘edueatioh‘has fraudeleetly

§ » s i R
led you to believe that you have satisfactorily met the requirements

~

for graduation in spite.of the fact thaﬁ,youf‘writing\elearly
IS S . U N *

N oo
indicates that you shouldnot have beenggragted a dip;pma;

B
.

a

One regent suggested: "I would send a copy of this to his/her former

* High School [sic] principal”;but the student explained to we that the principal

had died. The new principal in his home county did respond, marking 76 percent

N £

of the items (cf. the averege of 66 percent marked by all respondents),\
- \“ N . N
Twenty-one percent of the respondents wtressed the need for placing such:

students in remedial courses at the college level, with varying degrees of

/ N “ SN

?

) . .18 |

S

%



4
<

»%

N R
Y9

[ "

-t

~a;ncl provide the ;Lnsvtru\ction he needs to catch up .

=<
"mstitution should allow a student to reach coliege—-ievel clagsas be

‘suitable renedial re:mdy.is secured -for such a studeng:.

. One-to-one la"boratory work with the student: should pg\o duce great improvement

_since the student is ready for it." \

S Lo “ | R R
. - * ~ \\ - 1y ‘Y‘ﬁ ~ N " . .
SR v * ® - - "‘J ]
N I ~ . wy {"’ N
- s A e 3
Y - . \ . i ) N R B - "‘\‘18\ N
- . o " " ngy  Loule Crew |
. <. o . R
. e L B : \ T
: Co . . - ooyt s T
commitment to-such programs. George C. Klinger at the ¥niversity.of Evanswville
: "’"'""‘\ . o . . . ‘
. LT o
streSsed. "I hOpe your school is mak:;ng an eifo‘rt. *as ours is--t'ostar& with
b4 »

this'student where he 13 (not where l:’é should be when Re ‘st

~

ts in collegeb
S(::m?~ are not salmageahle, but

many are.’,  One cmllege president complained: "It is \mgelievablz ‘that y.our

N

N
Edgar V "Robe ’B,\v
Q).e‘]

author of Writing Themes About Lit:eraturea\ observed: “'If such students were -

7 * . . )

in 6rdinary,, freshman r;omp, it \gould be 1mpossib1e to- c:arry on a. normal class. »1\
‘; \‘ ,_"“\\ N .

Yet Virginia Burke, at the University of. Wiscnns:m, stresse«L “A teache;

R

receiving such’ a paper should rejoice t:hat: he/she can really do some teaching

- l

; . e

»

Others stressed that college teachers waste energy when they presume to

»

find miraculous solutions for such students, as agreed two folks not often

in such concox\,( in their refusal to annotate the paper-itself:
a 2 . M

You see, whar you're asking me in efféct is: “Once you let = .4

-
‘the horse out of the barn ,"how would you secure the doer so that

[y . A . >

x it couldp . escape?” . -7 o T
| - Foxt Valiey College -is noﬁ;fesponsibl‘g for that studefx\t"‘s‘ problems
/ . with ]i‘.n;glis‘h‘compositioﬁ—-and, I very fmuch suspect, orai uge pf;
) standard ‘I‘fng\\lish.“\‘ Since Fort Valley follege is a college, that
2\ studer;t mu\g‘\t h‘a'vé\ come- to you from a high school, and to the ‘highv .
¢ school from a j"uhigr 1§igh, middle school, or elementary school, and
. P
S:E on, It dééww no small sense
s ‘ ‘ /

| R o \ |
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NN
\ . L . o .
« R . . - R :

) - N . ' N
-~ . . responsible for preparing their stu&epfk to go on to college

"';Fforf‘yalley or any other. TFor college teachers like yoﬁrsélf

N

to sit there, wringing your hands and saying,'th dear! ﬁéﬁt can‘}
lfdo ag’htlthis Siudent?" without holding your high school and

elementary school counterparts to task is to enéourage the prdBlem; .
. | . »fwgili%m A. Stewart, Ph.ﬁfhﬁrogram in lin

3

W
N

. . te [y
v . '
7

Tha$xe§3 QUeétion‘isn‘t how to grade‘this individual paper

within an é{istiﬁg‘eduéational;institution,*%it would be more
useful to ask why. the student” writes like this at-the age of

~

‘< ; . twenﬁy,iwhy"the sfudent &as graduated from high sébool,‘why the

-

i étuégnt'was admitted to a college, why you think {if you do) that
anybody can do anything much for the student iﬂ our colleges as’

>

they now exist.

Those are answers, not evasions.... . .

1
- * .

With both friendship and reséect, the point of my answer must
T : .

T

' Ed

be that your questiof strikes me as diversionary. You set an
insdluble probiem in a way that distracts attention from its
inso ‘bilitj. To pretend that the problem can be solved a@d that

it's our job¥ to solve it is to play into the hands of the people

-~

who create the problem.

It's not the doctor who's to blame if Jimmy Carter sets off a
& neutren bomb and then asks the doctor.to cure all the people who get

radiation sickness.

-

S

~-~James Sledd, Director of the NEH seminar on Standard English

20
. | | . ‘

guistics, CUNY
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~ _ Praisefor the Student , ~ -
- ) . . \ ( . ‘ b N

‘ \%&dhgfwith all of tﬁkﬁr\critieismifﬂjhpercent‘of the.respondeﬂrs fqund -

4

~
~

something, good to say about the student s paper, as in these abstrigted

samples: \'Your little narrative eould be the basis»-the st:art-*-for a good
. & N
plece of writing tha; would interest many readers” (Ross Winterowd, author,
™~

The Cbntemporary\Writef:‘ A ‘Practical Rhetoric); "The student should be

kY

commended for his clear xkemory, "his logic of thought ‘and his attempt to

express these in;wrlting" (R» B. Tilley, President of Albany Junior College),

"A gocd descrlptlon of what happened“ (an English chairperson); "He writes

aeeeptable sentences and erganizes his material in an understandable,

‘chronological sequence" (Helen‘Wells, American River College), "The paragraph

shows a basic grasp of organizational principles and a flair for narrative.

] ‘
f}ﬁgéeyntax, while somewhat unsophist:Cated is nevertheless adequate-—l like

-

LS

the étraightforwardness of it" (an ‘English ehairrerson), "The paper communicates:~
an event*simply and clearly, and even suégestS‘without:telling (as we aré”told\
in ﬁoderﬁ fiction writing classes that we should) an ettitude toward tﬁe event"'
(an editor); "You have a good sense of whole ideas and direet eothnieetion.

\ . ~ \ - N G
You draw a pretty fair word picture" (Patrick 0¥Neill,~e§,, Lake Superior Review);

v

-

. ~
”»

»

"I find this type of paper ridiculously easy to contend with; what truly gives

me a headache is the paper that has only marginal cémpbsitional errors but lacks

inspiration-or uniqueness” (Jim Villani, ed., Pigiron‘Press); "In person I

would tell him he had' a fine sense of style and timing, but would have to work

1 -

TN——

hard to translate that into standard English",(Mary Price, Editor, The Yale Rdview) ;
R —

"The incldent itself is an excellent one, full of all sorts of story—pelling

room and point and fate and humor. Bur thdt's all latent as the writer striggles

,,v-

(

N

W\»fali . ‘[T\

>

Q\?‘

N

i
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* . between talking and trying to write the way it ~sy02ed to be" (Wayne o' Neil, ~f
N A N R . . . o
\ oL . P ’ ) - . C Ty ; E
-~ Y, sMassachusetts Institute-of Technology). N o N : K , I
" Problems with the Assignment  ° L R Lo
. ¥ - > o : 0 ; “\

v . Thirty percent of the respandents‘crlticized the assignment itself, as

in thesegfour sampl&s*_""A poor english [sic] exercise for any college freshman o B
(a regent) ; "bvarall I find this paragrapﬂ'a very satisfactory response to . :

a '"dumb' assignment, the classic kind that- makes a student wonder,“Now what i‘;f‘ o
-did hé ask us to write about th;t forV”" (an NEH feblow); "The exercise \ a;f’)ffﬁ;g
seems to me undhallenging and somewhat fruitless, not requiring mpchtmgre‘tﬁan‘
‘some facility in narrative teéﬁnidua;:.:\ It séems‘éo ﬂe.that ho!iﬁportant ‘ -
assignment should be givgn.which does not in some way deﬁelop»rze student 8 |
‘reaSOnlng Capacltzf (harl M Murphy, Chairperson of English Georgla Inatitute~
of Tecnnobégy)§ "I think the assignment that he set for himself is probabky |
a better one. ,h Some kids, shy ones, might thinkfthat\they didn't do anything
unusual in hi;h school. But all of them could think of something unusual that T
happened to them in high school" (Robert.Hogan Executive Secretary, NCTE) ; T

Thirteen percent;yf the reSandents complained that they were not given ; |
o

enough information adequasely to assess the context of th% warking, as in these N

) samples: "The exact di rections gﬁvgﬁ‘wogld help the gradexr's perspective”

* . -
®
¥ . . . .

(James g. Mathews, Chairpersén‘of Eﬁglish‘”west Gewrgia College); "It is
* somewhat diffiuult to assess this paper in vacuwo. My policy is never to make
writingQassignments w1thout specifying the audience, and the puported audience

is not clear from the paper, unless it be a sympathetic Louie Crew" (Karl M.

o . R . 2D




.

F B N :;\'
Murphy, Cbalrpersan of English Georgla Institute of Technology) ‘

L ] v

*

Dthers worr:led ahout the people chosen to é&\reSpondgnts. One . NC‘IE .

N @

pénelis-t faaredvthat "the /?;eorgia Board of Regents may see c:?x‘l& a comma splices,
‘;’ @ ‘ ' R L C oy f . ‘ - . N i |
adjec‘tive»—adverb‘qonfusa.pn\ and speu&ng, ﬁfmctuatiom tense and in!,leci:ion

~

“errors" and ignore such "crucial questions' as matters of class size, point in

\t:he\‘course)sequence\, the dire;tions giyeh to Ithe gtuﬂent~ the studen!: s prior
éxpeﬁénce the instructqr's ’prior Em\\phases, the time allcwed for\p'ro‘of—rea\din;g‘,
etc. V:irginia Burke, at the University of Wiscounsin, was equally concemea
about my seeking input from scholars and editors. |
| Editors are totally irrelavant in this problem, for editors
 never see and do not expect to see the o.ﬁf_er:mgs of college
efreshmen.. Scho]a;:s-vwhoever t.hey are supposed to be--—-reaét:
wildly in a s:a.tuatipu such as this. Thns pl?OJECt is. typical
. . of projects that fl?at around every eight or ten years and *

t
call forth howlings, sadism, and a choms of outraged pronounce-

: A~

‘ments that the world is surely coming to an end when “this
. \ . N . -
kind of thing" is countenanced at the college level.
The head of graduate studies at a large midwestern university cheil-lenged"

A}

the kind of Interpretation that can meaningfully be made of the data:

. The marks that [ put on the paper do not at all indicpfe, T~

as you suggest they will, a professional opinion about what kinds
of :mc:truction should be given to students writing at this level.
Obviously, the paper demonstrates the need for many kinds of

instr;%?ién, $0 many' kinds that trying to indicate them by marks

on his/ her paper would be time-consuming and frustrating For, oo

23
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" me and fueffective and discouraging for the studemt. -,
. R ;o .

v R Lo \ b :
. N N x>

# Majot Differences “in Responses According to the Type of Respondents

-

. .
~ - . ¥ N N -

Academic administrators were clearly more thorough annotators than were
- . ¥ . X ~ .

non—administrators, The average academic administrator marked 76 percent of .
. . . N R v . R . b
. S . ‘ o : § -
the items, as compared with the non-admimistrators' average :o‘f 66\per<:ent:.\
> Sae » »

Furthemore, an average of 12 percent more academic administrators marked each »

ftem than the average of non»-administ‘ratarm Academic administrators maﬂced
83 percenb of the iteus mo re thoroughly than did non-admifistr tors, and on 61

A
percent of all items they were more than 10 percentage points ahead of the
¥

\nonépgdminj‘fstracors in marking. Far more administrators elected\anonymi‘ty

2% i - ‘ . .
for their'responses (90 :percent wvs. 1?\percent}. . The academic administrators
assigned far more grades (failing) than did the non-administrators (32 percent

\

vs. 12.thus assigning); more of them used professional symbols (26-16)

+

and i:mne of them used extra space (cf. 11 percent of the n\on-administrators).

Fewer of the academ fe administ rators suggested a conference with the studem;
R

a *(26-36). These indices of relative stemness (or excelle{xce?) are tmgpered'

- somewhat by the fact t_.hat the academic administrators weré; alSO.quicker to

[ : 7

give praise than were thé non—administrators‘ (42-31).
Professionals in English, who are more. likéiy to confront the»tgi%"of

markiﬂg’ papers.on a regular basis, moved in the opposite direction, towards
A

more plenienc‘f? {or laxity?). Profess iq,&\:;s in PEnglish averaged marking only

~

62 percent of the iteihs', as compared with an average of 72 percent of the

N * —~ ) N

N N ] . . " ‘j . N _® .
items marked ‘by those not in/_En.gQ:ishi Professionals in English anhotated less

FS BN

o
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thoroughly by an averagg~of 10 pﬁécentage points. per item, and they marked" \ o
. ey . S * o
85~ percent of ¢t ﬂye items less thoroughlv than did those who Jvere mot in Englishv AN

N f. Professionals in Eaglish more aften (40-13) did not annotate on the composition; ::. >

) but more often (44-16) dalled foggﬁ conference. ;il respSndents who sent o
letters in lieu’ of -the printed form werg professionals in Eﬂglish and

\ professienals in English<§:turned ghe prlntéd Eorms f " more frequently :"~ L \  ‘ ?

o N . . .

. (34~16) than did people not in English. PeoPIe in English were the only

‘ ~\\\: respbndepﬁs to use extra space. They nwxe readily employed professional

. ;
symbols (23~8), but they also frequently explaineﬁ the principles

. * R ~ \ .
. of any #anotation sionals in English more frequently followed

-the directions of addresging‘ghe‘student‘oply’(23f3); and like the academic ¢ -
‘. administrators, they were’far freer with praise’(37-26) than were their

opposite coileagdes; thése'not in English"‘ProfeQSipnals in English more

R o TN [ £y . . /(
» - v
A}

frequently s¢gned thelr returns (74 -63). ‘
: . *  Writers, unlike the first two subcl;.tsses, showed liQtle contrast with

>

non-writers. Most.probably many people not so identified in this project
?t
~are themselves writers, 'so thg lack of contrast here highi{ghts the presencé\

»

of contrast 'where the subclasses areimore nearii disérete. Writegs, as
defined in this study (see superior letters at the Openlngcd?the artlcle)
annotated items at an average of oply J073 percent more thoroughly than did
those not identified aS'writers.x E;en so,'erters were less thorough on

61 percent of the items, equally thogpugh on 2§peréent, and more thorough on
37 percent. Writers did havé‘a much higher*return rate than non-writers

(43-19). Like professionals in English (where they‘were‘also included), more

_ s N
.of the writers signed (79.percent as compared with 65 percent for non-writers),

< : *
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v con£8rence (&3-29) " More gf'thg wxiters £50~36) addressed‘the\researdhéf‘oniy,~\ ;~:]

“ N r 3 * N ) ‘
) - . o * o o .
) i v - . .
» . ’ . - - T * Vo ) ol B X,
< s ‘ . . A LN - k
‘71 \ X . . i ‘ <25 ,
. ‘ . . . L . Loulie Crew .
) S . » R . \ oo
\s»-—* - Ty e 0! o ) \J \‘ . y * v N ¥ o ; ;\ S T . N
- S s . 3 IR N y Sl e
‘ ‘. o 3 o . . * . . R > o 0 ~. r .
more of them\left off annotation at the top (47-20), and more called fora's. ~ - W<
. ~ o o o N N

]

3
and fewer of theif annotatars (29&45) wrote 1n the&;”gknotaticns rathet than

- _— i . . ) . . - - . ~\ ﬁ 1‘
use symbols or the dike. o« St ~ - CU
. . . o » \)g . N N . %
- ‘ < . . ‘ B ~ » .'\ . oo r. *
~ - 73 ) . X
v \ . ' . < B o -
3 ’ . ’ /\
i » . What the Respondents Did Not Say N
° o N ' e ’ \ . S 0
BN A . ’ » - ' ‘
” . . . : . v . L
Through all of these calculations, the student himself keeps reclaiming
. Cx e . T j \ \ 3 L . :
my attention.. Before he reached my credit\classy;he haﬁ spant.one\term in~ - St

- N

our Special Studies non-credit remedlal program, from.which he was permitted

to pass‘ ‘He had arrived at our campus ranked 135 out’ of 186 in his'high

school:® class> and he had $.A.T. scores of 200 verbal, 270 mathematic%g e t

~

Other entrance tests prclected f%r him a grade point average of 1:319 n aur

é_O scale. 1In his first quartexr his g.p.4a. was 1:86, and six qy arters ater v

-
aw

it was a barely passing 2.04. Be took two years to conp lete o e year of
credit. \ S ‘ /

- N
-

The paper used in this prcject~the student wrote vé eariy\in the term.

a

He was 1ndusFr10u¢ and wrote many extra papers. “At 5yé{end of the term, when

he was wx1t1ng no better, I gave hlm an Incomplete 1d worked with him for

three and four aftemoons a week in my office for another whéle term, ﬁt his
instigation~ He still wrote no better or worse. His major difference f#om
his\many peers with similar problems was his persistence. When he returned
the next quarter, he ta%& the course:ragain under another teacher;\wtiting no
differently, and paésed with\% B. He has since continued moderate sﬁccess S .

» ~

in the department of his major, not English.
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Only a few of Tay respondents attended closely to what the student eetually

‘said. About one out of ten celled for more detail, and‘fewer than that

asked how the student felt when trounced upon by his princ.ipal. A 1ibrarien

>

colleagge didnote: "In spite of the eTroTs, I still feel that the student

t

‘might have had something to say. The real\ hurt is not recorded. I feel

that it s there, though." At 1east two more came close to sensing the

\student 8 feelings, but retreated inte Jargon about the appropriatenese of

>

the narrative to the\itle Others edged a bit closer, ei)did James Sledd:

"Without direct.ly asking, 1'd want to find' out: what - lies behind the oddly

L4

depersonalized 'Something told me to open the mach:me daor;

LS

"

Only one

-

respondent man aged direct empathy:

It seemed more like an \m‘us‘u.a‘l thing that happened to you

< ‘rather than an -unusual thing that you'did.” 1 sure don't think

it's unusual to help yourself to a few free cookies frvom an .

. ‘ ) v, el
opea machine. Of course, I'm not saying it was the right thing
to do. Did you feel guilty before the principal came in? Were

-

you real angry about getting kicked fmt: of scheol for a while,
ox did you think yc:n‘ deserved ic? . .%

-—-NEH fellow

Possibly efforts to help this s\tﬁden‘t \;zitlr standard English direct him
away from one really profound pfoblem the student reveals that he has, nemeiy
hieinability to protest ‘the principal's 4buse a’nd his jrillingrxess to ase‘uue
responsibility for a theft he has not even done, \eccording to the evidence he

presents. The student acquiesced to my own heavy annotation as readily as he

b : . .
did to the "prinplin," assuming responsibility for amn "evil''--as if his own

2% o .

R

&
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" "used to sav that those who go to,t&j,e back of the bus deserve to be there.

p’\ A
| L 'Z;\; -
: Loulie Crew .
. ;’ ~ N N . . N R \;‘
very clear prose is evil in its variatlon from the standards of profess:lonals. - \ '.

> j \
I am still left wondering whet:her a respondent could accomplish more s

education by one simple conment: E‘G:rade o:f A, very:reluct:mtly: Dr. King

b

Your papexr is about Snmething your pIinc1pal did, not something you ad. 1E S

you can 't protest, you will &eserve t:he continual suspension from power that: oot
3 . "-‘-s N

you hgve“gotteg by ;your adquiescence." Of course, this study is not designed FRGARRS

» P3N A -,

>y

to measure the efficacy of any of the profeseglon‘al opinions ;Lt,bra7 Charted. \

and quantified. . -

*

+

The study hz revealed very ]fi‘t‘t‘ie consensus about what to tell students

writing at this Revel, and many of the mo X persu%ivisuggestiqns have

come from isolated individuals The profile yielded is ’hardly lﬁéelyLoto\

boost my"}knimum confidence -which prompted the :mVestigation in the\ﬁ ‘xst' place. .
¢ - ‘ SURN

Several dozen more such needy students arrive at my classes*\at\each registration.

S - N -
» . »
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TABLE 1: INDEX TO THE ANNQTATIONS OF -THE SEUDENT'S . fODMPQS,:[TIbN S S

\ . . ‘ ‘ ~ . \\ N RN M N \; N R { N PN » N : ‘} i‘ . B & \r . \\

Numbers index the items most gfreqixently\mh\rkeﬂ by the respondents.-: The presence Coa

* '

» R . - N . . i ) . - . . . ;:: . \ ; .
of 41 items in a passage of£.156 words represents-# possible annotation rate of =~ - ..o
S . \=‘ . . ‘ . \\\ . . - . o AR i N o ‘} \ :
approximately one word inm four. = * o \ o I s T

Y
-«
LY

AN UNUSUALLY THING I DID IN HIGH SCHOOL -
2 N N j. ‘, . 3 . 4\ . v 5 : \,‘ ~‘ R N 6 \ ‘\\: . | .‘:

. . .
» » B N N AN

- R Y
N . . . TN

Over the. span ~ about twenty year 7, I };ave_ did many ‘unusual 1y thi’ng‘ ” Wl

‘\. \ - * N Y N \ .
708 9 L R T & SRS ¥ R U S

- i{_ﬂﬁf of allﬁn going to gtart by ‘wr\ti‘tigg about. £his mualiy‘jthmg ~ _haggén A

o

T s o T e

.. when I was in high school. "I were in fthe éflevé_n ‘gr}é \whéhki «did this jmu;al_]_i thing. .
N . R . ~.~ ¥ .v’!a‘ v ¢ . ’ . - ¥ t\‘.f:*;
‘ l 7 A . g~ N ) * ~‘ » t. Z. \ . Fa » - \.\ ‘
! ‘ T ‘ o "\ o e ar a .

It was lunch time © about 12:05. I was in the s;nack'ba]gé.buyifng‘.a soda and a pack

18 19 20 21 Lo T T

of cookie” for lunch. Therefore™ I got ready to put my mongy in the cookie machine.

. 22 T R N S S R

Then I noticd that the machine was not Jock.

T

: e,

Something told me to open the machire .
25 26 ‘ 27 28 _ \ T T ! TR

»

. . . )

door. So I;o]_)'en the door @ there were plenty of cookie”™ of all kind ~ . Then'
31 32 ~ 33 34

lsnmething told me ook down. When I Jook down ‘“‘ there was i)lenty of money.

%35 36 37 | . 38 .39 40

-

. _There\fore ~ * soon as I put my hand on the monéy ~the primplin walk up
41 . ’

"

behind me. He suépegncis me from school for a whole week.

X

2() ‘ T \(contfnued)
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'IABLE 1 Con‘tinued, page 2 of same
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'.‘j N.*B.:  The fom whic:h the- respondents raceived was double-spaced withovt markings,

Italicized di.rections stated "K:[ndlv mark the paragraph below as if it had been

\‘ . N ’ N

.- .
. . . " ot .f‘ix,“u

o turned in to‘ you, as I received :t‘t, 1n a college “Ereshman Englisb c.lass :!.n o .
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TABLE 2: THE READERS' RESPONSE: ANNOTATION OF THE COMPOSITION

3

.-
»

- Two-thirds of the réspondéﬁts"marked items in the compositien jtsdlf., Their anno- yff//i

tations are reported in terms of the percentage of such markers who~noted\eachfitgy(j

L3N N ) . ) » v R
- » . . .
. » N . v ?

Y

d \ - " ) = N N N ; ) : » * 1 \" \~ - r

) N ] KNS ! . .i e | : .
*j’f Item # 4 Académic | Non- | Profeg~ , | Those | ~ . '

A 1

iy

- | Non~- .~

b

(see | Overall | Adminis- | Adminis-| sionals in| Not in |Writers| -
~ " | Writers| N

trators ttatqrs English Eﬁglish

{Table 1)

1

1 | 69 93 63 | 67 73 | 68 70 N -

88

T o1 | 4 100. 88 <9 fom 9w | ]

8 71 ] 93 65 58 | & ;“66

11 92 " |- 100 90

ot

W

w0

j
ONITHAAS |

. C IE R 87 85 | 59 77

- 116 4 89 100 94 | 86 91

.y s
39 92 109«

|13 } 80 i 93 Y . 79 g2 | 95 74

14 95 100 93 .| 93 97 95 . 94

22 84 100 . 807 79 91 82 .85 g'

[ ™

{23 - | 88 100 85 | 83, 94 86 .89

Sg0d aA

26 81 100 ° 77 79 85 77 83
33 84 93 82 83 85 | 82 85
] : . T
2 40 8 100 g0 | 79 91 82 . 8 -

41 1 7 93 75 79 79 g 77

-+

(continued)'
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* TABLE 2 Continued
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three subgroups.

. . * R ) i 13
As explained in the text, several -annotators fitted into more than one of the

Only~20 percent of the annotators were academic administra-

A 2

<
)

‘ ;:i:‘brs; 80 percent were unot. F}f’fty~six ~\1:.eitn~.:er1‘ were professionals in .Enélish\;‘

¥

»

“

) "+ 44 percent were not. Twenty-nine percent were known t@ be writers; 71 .‘;perce\rit

\ N

0f each regpondent.

-

-

1

/l ~were not thus indent

S )

T

-

ifiable. - A color co{ie was used to determine the subclass
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