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ABSTRACT : :
A study explorinq the effects of teacher comnents on

' student compositions sought to identify specific, effectiva teacher
responses in‘prder 40 begin the development of a model of teacher
intervention ‘during the writing process. Because a review of the
literature revealed that previous studies on the subject had been *
inconclusive regarding the effect of particular comments on student
writing, the case study method was used to explore the effect of
comments on the writing of four college freshmen enrolled in-a
required, vear-long, expository writigg course. Teacher connents vere
ldentified-as two major types, explic and implicit, with each type -
operating at four levels--structural, conceptual, lexical, and . -
sequential. Students*' reactions to comments on their’ papers were tape
recorded and categorized, and their actions in rewriting their final:
drafts were classified. Patterns of student responses and reactions

. +o0 particular categories of comments were charted and -analyzed.. -]
Results indicated that students responded favorably to explicit - ;
‘comments on conceptual and structural levels and unfavorably to ;
implicit comments on lexical and sentential levels. The findings .

- suggest that %teachers 'should try *o write comments in a positive and
empathic manner, to be aware of the intentions of student writers, .
ascertain the effects of their comments, and move avay from the role -
0f evaluator and toward establishing a dialogue with their student

writers. (AEA) < L , i
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M * The Effect of Teacher Comments B

A P on the Writing of Four College Freshmen .

o o
, 2;: One of the problema chac English teachers have alpays been con= "
) :

AN

cerned with is how to help their students to become better writers.
k Teachers have“usually relggd/ﬁnfprescripcive rhecoric texts and hand=-,

. o '
- books as guides and have communicated ck rules prescribed by chese

[

texts to thedir - studenCs through a variecy of mechqu\ While lecturea
* and'class diﬁcussions about good wricing have cheir place in che'com-
position c1assroom,~a moreﬁQirecc method- of affeccing student wricing

P ‘* performance is that of wri@ing commencs on student papers.

Y

N Research has shown that ceachers have differenc\prioricies when

. : they respond to student wricing. Thus che reshlts of some studies have

indicaced chac teachers respond primarily CQﬁChe mechanics, grammar,

P
usage, ‘and vocabulary of a paper., (Kline, l973° Harris, 1977 Sea§1e

& D‘llon, 1980),/in concrasc co chese s:udies, Freedman (1978) found

that teachers were ‘more concerned wich/concenc and organizacion chan -

with mechanical errors. Though the emphasis of their responses may

_ovary, most ceachers commenc on the finished products of scudent writ- .
. A ' ' 4 4 ‘o« .
ing and consider ‘these comments:to be evaluations of their sQudencs'

work. In‘such a model of teacher response, the teacher acts as a'judgeh

whoigfades-her students' papers and writes commencsfsuggescing how

-

her students can ""fix up" their essays. When she responds in this mane

from her comments and chereby improve in futire oapers. Students who
'

receive such comments on their papers may read them; however, they do ;-

R
:2 ner, sheAasegmes that her students will learn what "good wricing" is
9
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e improvemenc deaired by cheir ceachers rarely occurq. Along wich noc
. bein able to reacc to’ ceacher éoments imniediately, acndenca may not
_see che need to responxf)o chese comments becense_chey are evaluacions
of their work and not the resgonses of‘an inceresced adulc reaé‘er.

It 1is evident that teacher res;»ontes on‘ the final producte of scu-
-

denc wricing ‘may not be reaching cheir goals in he‘l@ing students to im-
¥l

prove their writing. Indeed, Pianko (19;79) wrote chac 1f Ceachers are
\

to effecc a/;oaicive change in students' wriccén produccs, chey musc

kS
¢hange cheir focus from evaluacing and correccing finished papers to

;\\ ‘,l‘,

t wrice subsequenc d:&afcs in ‘kvhich chey can aéc upon chem and thus - .

A

helping: atudent:s expand and elaborace on the stages of cheir composing pro-—

cesses._ Researchers who have studied che varions stages of the com=
* posing process (Emig', 4197’1; Scai]_.erd, 1972; Graves, 1975; Peri, 1978)
have identified revision e"s a scige of the process which is of vital
importance. Mirray (i978_)j dgfined reirieion as what the writer does' af-
ter a draft is ’compi%a‘ged in order co Lunderscand. and communicate what
;e ha* begun to appear on the wriccen page. The writ:er .reads to alter and
?‘evelop what haa been wricCen and eventually after severaJ. drafcs, de—
velops a meanit}g which can be comunicaced to che reader, - :,), '

-

Though revision is a major aspect of the wricing process and onm .
u&‘ ;

\:haé students "should engage in when writing cheir composicions, teachers

frequently equate revision with what Murray (1978) called its excernal

o { :
upecc, i.e,, what writera do to comunicace whac they have found to a- -

specific audience, In doing external revision, writers edit, proofread

”and “he varioua convenciona of form and language :to puc che finish-

]
ing couches on their pieces of wricing. Thus Beach (1976) found sthat if

L - .
i . ' ; ' , . %

-

va/.



3.

.'*

teachers evalu&{ed\any drafts, their comments usually concerned mat-
ters of form and language. In her work on the revision process, Sommers[ ‘
(1978) compared the writing of college freshmen ‘with that of experienced

| adult writers and found that/gdult writers were concerned with revising

» . -

-the composition as a whole and had developed their own revision criceria,
_vhile student writers werg more concerned with changes on the word or .

phrase le:;l and were using specific criteria they had learned from -

’ Y

. teachers or textbooks.

If teachers are to help their students to revise their papers on

e »

-.the'conceptual shd structural'level as ‘well as on the lexical and sen-

tential levels then they need a' model for commenting on student papers;

Yet no such’model _has been established for the few studies that have,

been done on the effects of teacher response during the writing process

have yielded inconclusive results(ﬁ?he purpose of this study was to ex-

plore the effects of teacher comments on'successive drafts of student
¢

' compositions in order to generate hypotheses concerning effective kind

of responses and thus begin to develop a model of teacher intervention

during the writing process,
t

kelated.Literature < )
. r ﬁ. N

E The research on teacher response has been primerily concerned vit
determining the effects é‘at different types of responses have on the
overall quality of student writing and.on student attitudes toward writ-

ing. Several r/searchers, for example, compareﬂ\the effects of comments
1 4 '

. which_pgaise student writing with thosg commentslwhich,criticize such

)
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writing (\Taylor & Hoedc, 1966; Seidman, 1967; clarke, 1969), andj“ fo\undd’
that oneOCype of comfent is no more effeccive than angther in'helpiné ~
,scudencs to write better compositions, Other ccudies in wnich various
methods of commenting were comp;rgg alao 'biled to yield any conclusive
evidence abouc/cﬂe kinds of responses which Hould be most helpful for
student writers, (Baca, 1972° Wol:er, 1975; Maranzo and Arthurs, 1977)
The lack of significant conclusions in. chese studies may have been due
. to inadequace research designs. However, they may have also been the
resulc'of basing these designs on‘a‘modellof teacher fesponse in which .
comﬁencs only appeared on student Papers that yere already compleced .

/

and such’ feedback noc integrally buile into the writing process is of

questionable value.,

ch scudies n the effecc of teacher resDonses duririg the wricing

] i v
process are’ rare. Buxton (1958) studied the Vtiting developmgnt of two

general ones at che end- of their papers suggesting ways in which they
o mighc improve their future essays, When their Papers were returned

chese scudents were told to iook at che c0mment3 andnot,to revise their

' papers in any way. A second experimenta]l 8roup received extensive mar-
ginal. and interlid%ar_commencs, final comments suggestfng vays they"
could improve their papers; and two grades reflecCing their teachers'

. assessments of the content and "accuracy" of their papers. These students
‘received their annocaced papers back and tevised them during a class

period while Ceachers went from student to student and helped them, Bux—

ton reported-: significanc differences between the revision and wricing

s
S
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groups leading him to conclude tkat college, freshmen whose writing is\\
criticized and who revis: in light of this criticism, can improve their '
writing more than students wholreceive a few general suggestions but
"do not revise. While Buxton,s results appear to; be significant, the com=
> | ments were only part of the §beatment variable and thus ie was impossible

\ffZ know what their relative influence was on st dent writiné\tmprovement.

two types of ° responses on

-

student writing. In her study, one class of 28 twelfth gréders were B

Kelley' (1973) investigated'the effects

randomly divided into two groups° one group received clarifying te- .

B {

sponses off the rough drafts of their espays and the other group receiv-
ed directive _responses, ° Kelley defined the clarifying response as "...a
: question or. series of questions designed to hglp the .student evaluate
the nature of his ideas and consider alternatives in relationship to the
writing ‘skills he 1is ekpected to- demonstrate in his writing," (p. 141)
and the directive response as "...a written comment which. gives a speci-
' fic direction to the student regarding improvement of the writing skills
vhich he is expected: to demonstrate in his writing." (p. 141) During

the experiment, the classroom. teacher wrote. either clarifying or direc- "

. v o,

-

- tive comments on each student 8 papers concerning the ideas, wording,
\ ] .
flavor, and organization;/fg used a mechaniEE’ch;rt to indicate to the

student the frequency of“such mechanical errors as spelling and punctu-

ation. After the appropriate comments were written, the students revised
/ "

their papers during two class periods and then returned them to théir )
teacher. Kelley found that while neither type of response signifigantly cnk_
influenced the amount of growth in writing performance of students onu ¢
between draft revisions, there was a strong indication that "...the

" .

,'.I. \\5
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clarifying response may be more effective than the directive response
]

for expository. essays.' (p. 116) Though Kelley’s conclusiona 1nd1caCQ
that one type of response may help scudencs to improve jreir writing
more than anoCher, her categories of commencing were very general and

no attempt was made to ascertain how parcicular commenss wicnin these
(‘7 ' y L d -
cacegoriea‘affecced specific aspects of gtudent writing.

+In addicion co che nuxcon and Keliley scudies, some repearch has

L f&cuséd on whether Eeaeher corrections becween drafts and subaoquenc
L 4 .
revisions.by students have had any effect on,the elimination of mech-
' anical errors in scudtnc wric}ng. (Fellowj, 1936; Arnold, 1963) King

(1970) studied che effects of chree\differen: types of comﬁencs on

specific errors frequenCIy made tudents in cheér/wricing ayd found

A

A

. that students' underjcood ceache' corrections ‘s often than comencs

which named the error or stated che rule that the student had violated.
4 ¢

o 4§dng also began co divide comments into well- eﬁined oecegories instead
’ l .

-~

of the general cacegories of previous studies; However, like her.pre-

3

decessors, she made no attempt to investijate how specific teacher re-
sponses affected studenc writing performanoe. It is evidenc that reJ

e

search done in the area of ceacher respgnse to student writing has pro-

“vided few answers and that further researcﬁfneeds to be undegtaken in

order to Xind out how ceachers can best help thefr students during the

Procedures

4

- Selection of Participants
® - (V“

Since lgocle research had been done on the effect of particular

-

~ ) . -
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'commenca on acudanc wricing, I uaed)che case study method to evzlore
the effocg df my commencs on che writing of four college freshmen. The

(

researqg\parcicipanca were four acudanca enrolled in a regular section
_of the Now York University Exposisory Wricing Program.'All entering
‘frashmen are required to cako two semesters of Expository Writing and
are randomly assigned to a scccion of the course. SQccioua of the
Wricing Program are limited to fifteen students and are taught by
graduacﬁratudenca or faculty membera from NYU.

[y

During cha Fall semeator'of the 1979-1980 academic year, I taught

o

two regular aecciona of Expository Wricing. At the beginning ‘of the
- \

semester, I asked all my students to write an essay on a topic of their

choice and on the basis of this first paper, 1 selecced two male and

-

-cwo female freshmen from one secciOn who exhibiced problema of organi-\

zation, focus, and 1ogic in their writing, Afcer obcaining their consent

v

to partigipate in the projecC. I met with eqph of chehparcicipancs to

'inCervioaschem abou£j5h7ir previous writing experiénce. , ;_"
‘ N . v '—1 LR~
. 'l'he Writing Program . ' . :g ‘
Students in the Wricing Program accend bricing cipsaea for an v’ {

hour aqe fifCeen minutes twice a week. During a aemeatLr, students

.

write and revise severallexposicory essays on assigned topics, react e
&ﬁand comment on other students' wricieg, and réa? and react to varioua_“ . »)

published essays. Instructors also hold class discussions .on reviaion

acracegiea,,acyle, and ocher writing probléms that Spe dents in a
 class might have. An imporcanc feature of the Program ig the three

scage draft process chat the acudencs gd\chrOugh when uricing their

4 _
- o »ﬁ#“ ‘ ¥ .

s
-




SN
.;'

. papers. The scudencs 1{ a section are divided into groups of four or
‘h five and after chey have wriccen their first drafts, they bring in
their papers with copiss for all the scudencs 1n their group. The
scudenco chen read -their essays to the group, and che peers 1n turn
comment ora11y and then write their commencs on che copies. After the
peer group meetings, the scudencs/use the commenCs they have received
to wrice a’second draft oucside of ciass. Finally, che scudencs use
the 1hs:rpccor 8 commencs to write a final drafa which 1is cyped and
handed in for a grade. o | '
During the semester in which the scudy was conducted, chevre-
search participants attended regularly scheduled classes and partici—

Pl

paced in classroom accivicies uhich included writing seven papers in
o

' r series ofiJh(ee-drafc;, and one in-class assignmenc. While I did fol-

\
\

low che course outline of che Exposicory Wricing Program, I deviated
from the general procedures by not giving students specific assignmencs.

Instead, I used a variety of techniques to scimulace chem to think abouc

- v

Hopics for their papers. Thus, the students kept journals and from time
- Il F ) T e .

to time I responded to their journal entries and sugges}ed,copics for
chei& papers based on.whac they had wriccen. Other sources of _topics
were wricing 1nvencor1es which students filled out at the beginning of d

A che semescer,_and prewricing sessions 1n which students discussed a

»

\variecy of copics chey were 1nceresced in developing. In addicion to -
noc assigning cop}ch,,l did not give grades on che final drafts of the .

papers. Rathef, ag che end of the semescer, 1 asked the students to
[
) choose five of cheir "publighed" pieces and hand cheux&n to me so chaq\
¥y .

I could give the. scudencs one comp031Ce grade.'» . h




e
* . Collection of the Data

s \
In order to assess ??v teacher c'mnen;. were affecting student

writing, I asked the research participants to react aloud and tape re- -

coid thetr reaccions to the comments uhich appeared on the second

drafts of their papers, Iniciglly, I met individually with the re-
search ‘particfpants in my office and returned the second drafts of

(o8

their first papers to them. I then asked the p{rcicipaﬁtt to read
their paper; alou‘d and when chgy came to ,n cémen: I had made to re-
‘cqré—cheir reaction to 1;.’Before the pagcieipaﬁ(s started to gecord.
1 demonstrated what I vanted €hem to do by readiﬂg‘ a comment from
cheir papers and giving my reaction to 1c. During‘che recording ses-
sion. 1 remained in the room and did ﬁot interfere FE;; the caping
except to remind the parcicipanCl to react to each commenc aloud., Af-
ter the recording sessions were over, the plrcicipanch took their sec-~
ond drafts home and revised their papers, They then cyped final drafts

\
and handed in all three drafts co we. The process descrﬁped above wvas

\
repeated five nore chns ﬂuring the semester. However, for the remafn-
1ng five papers, the parcicipané@ reacced to my comments at hone, nd
after revising their paperigcurned An all three drafts to me. Ac the

o %

d
end of the semester, che plrciciplnca met individually with another

4 o .

instructor in the Expo.itogy-wricing Progg,p wﬁ?,incerviewed them
" about their yficing experiences.during the semester and their views on

- teacher intervention during the writing process,

Analysis of the Data "a

The data-that I analyzed consisted\of the comments I had made on
the research participants' papers, thei perceptions of my comments,

(

10
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and their reactions Fn the final drafts of their papers.

[

Teacher Comments

Since the categories of commenting in brevious studins such as
Kelley's vere'gehsrsl in nature and not well defined, I dsvelopcé Gy

own :sxonomy of :escher comments. Ths‘major categories of this taxono-

my are explicit cues. implicit cues, and tgac%er corrections, Bxplicit

L

Cues are those 1in which the teacher indicates to :he “student eéxactly
haw s/he might revise his/her pape{ or pointe oué a specific error to
¥

the s;udent. Examplés of explicit cues on the macro level are:

Conceptual Level

Substitution: Student wri:es a paper chthich she discusses
how she uses her imagination to cope with: the
' monotony -of riding the 'subwvay every day. One
of her finﬁl lines is: "The faculty of the
mind to corjure up adventures in order to deal
with the monotony of routine is fascinating."
Teacher comment intending that the student
. make a major conceptual change by changing <
' the focus of the paper: You could expand your
essay with (1) as your central idea and use
' the subway as one example. Other monotonous
chores gx come to mind. (1) refers to the
‘sentence '"The faculty of the mind..."
P

‘f: ' Structural Level
. Rearrangement: Student writes a psper about his composing
" processes and has a paragraph near the end of
the paper about when he writes his essays.
- Teacher comment intending that the student re-
arrange the paragraphs: You should put the last

' paragraph near the beginning where you set the
. scene for your composing processes.

‘ 11
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Exlmplgs of explicit cues on the micro level are: \

. Sentential Laevel

>

¢ " Deletion: Student writes the following sentence in a
Paper on the sensual nature of monsters: "He
> has 8o many different parts about him that

could tugn a female on," Teacher comment im—
tending that the student delete a phrase: The.-

words 'about him' are unnecessary in the sen~
. tence and make it sound avkward. In your re- r
\\ \ , - write, ‘I suggest that you delete 'about him?

N . . 80 that the sentence reads e has 80 man

. different parts that could turn a female on!"

Lexical Leggl . -

Substitution: , Student writes the following sentence in a
Paper on juvenile delinquency:. "Juveniles )
.are thirty percent of the Population but they
constitute almost 502 of the’ crimes in the
United States.” Teacher comment intending
that the student substitute a word: It does

/’/-\ . ) not make sense to say that juveniles consti-
N\ \ ’ tute crimes. Try using 'commit' or 'are re-
» sporrsible for' and see

' what different mean~

ings are conveyed when you substitute one of ./
these words for the one you have wri ten,

Studentywrites the following senten )
Paper on‘the New York City /blackout of 77:
“Finally, u:(drove out to Howard Behch, I
spotted -a church bazaar right.before the troll
booth to enter Rockaway." Teacher comment in-
tending. that the student change the punctua-
tion: ‘This is a comma splice,

1

Format Conventions ,
Spelling: , Student writes the .-following sentence in a -
’ paper in which she' compares 1ife to a game qof
Monopoly: "The roll of the dice he controlls,
Teacher cqmment intending that the student
substitute the correct spelling of the word

. 'controlls': Spelld & LRefers to'th d
. . s ,controlls': Spe n {Refers to: the wor
controlls.']
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:1.;mp11c1c dues are those in whic the teacher calls attention to a

probiem, suggests 'alcernati\'re dj.recﬁi’ons for the student Eq%urs'ue, :
or“duesciqpsﬁcﬁe scudénc about what s/he has written. Exdmplgslof 1m4,'.
piicic»bueé on the macro ievel ares- . A

% : - . .
1 Conceptual Level - Y > : T, e
. ’ L L - y : L.
fj Addition: . Student writes. a paper in which she compares _
' e . .*1tfée to a game of Monopoly. She does not give
' ~ enough exatiples” t6 make her analogies vivid
. ‘. . to the reader. Téacher comment intending that
' by the student elaborate.on her 1déas:.xgg appar-

E ently like to use analogiesvin your writing :
hich is a good technique. Somehow this paper
is a little abstract., Perhaps some concrete =

‘examples for your generalizatiomns would help.

' Structural Level

TES Substitution: Student writes a papef on ‘the isolation peopie
L » > ~v . experience in New York City. Her concluding -
y ¢® 87 paragraph 1is about the suicide rate in this

country,  Teacher comment intending that she
substitute another conclusion: Do you think
our conclusion follows logically from the

ideas you discuss in the body of your paper?

o .

ExampLgs of implicit cues on the micro level are:

Sencencigl Level -

Deletion: Student writes the following sentence inea

' paper on the New York City blackout of 1977:
"Most of the middle class citizens moved out

of this area and moved to other places." Teach-
er comment intending that the student delete N
the phrase "and moved": This is awkward.

Lexical Lgvel ‘ ..

Substitution: & Student writes the foliowing sentence in-a)
paper on stereotypes which she calls "social
chains": "Stereotypes not only enslave but
reduce equality." Teacher comment intending
that the student substitute another word for
‘reduce’: This word is inappropriate here.
(Refers to 'reduce’ in the sentence.]

A

t | i3

%,




hﬁActual teacher correftions, the third category, includes the rearrange- '
.‘".'.- 2 - LA

ment, addition, “and de1etion of phrases and sentences, and‘the addition,

delebion, and substitution of words in a paper. - -

3

:i;.h;é<ient Perce tions BN

",_-‘ ) . X A a
Examplea of thesé‘categories are: ff_‘ e \{\\\\ ;
Perceives teacher
intentions - - Teacher wtites "Is this the right word?" next
: to 'view' in thé sentence "He'd view his
: : -iapartment and punch the walls in frustration."
o ‘ _ Teacher's intention is for the student to sub~
| o - stitute another word for 'view'. Student per~
. T, ~ ceives teacher intentio "View 1s circled.
— .. TIs tbfs the right word?' I guess ficould
. _ - " change that. Well, when you say he viewed
. his apartment, it sounded as if he's stand-_
ing on top of a mountain looking down, It's
not too clear, and I wasn't sure I was using

+ the zord in the right context."
Does not perceive _ nE ‘ .
teacher intention: *Teacher writes "Do you like E\r way this
C . sounds?" next to the sentence YAll that is
v seen 1s a uniform and according to precon=
3 ' o ceived notions, he is a lacky." Teacher in- s

_.Q R “-tention 1s foraghe student to change the sen-

o . tence into actife voicgyby substituting "all
'“’h o people see" fory"all t is seen" 80 that the
7 sentence reads 'All people see is a uniform
i ) and according'to preconceived notions, he is
oo a lacky."” Student does not perceive teacher
T * . intention: "You asked me do I like the way
N < that sounds. Yeah, I like the way it sounds.
.y S Because 1 was talking about stereotypes and
o stereotypes are preconceived notions, and I
"" \ thought that it sounded pretty gogd myself,"”

Explains own . :
intention: Teacher writes "What do you mean?" next to the

word 'impressionable' in the sentence "In him-

you can see the young impress ble of today
N L . as he will appear tomorrow." Participant ex- -

plains own intention: You asked me what I meant

f

’g{ o
| 2
148
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ty *impressionable. ‘What I meant was that
he e.was a young man, a young person, who -
ly hasn't 'had too many experiences and
t he's looking at the world all wide-eyed
bushy-tailed and eager and that being s
és he is, he is

s
. -
B )

/(nd
/ young and naive and unknowin
very impressionable. R

-

'Sgggests course of

» actions . "Teacher writes 'spelling’ over~tﬂe word:
Y . df "pandimonium" in the sentence "Now’pll out
‘ X pandimonium broke out, people were raiding
“}. /"~ ' every store.," Student suggests course of ,
: -5~ . action: "You have that I spelled pandemonium L
. I . - wrong, You didn't correct it so I'1} go to the
. v _ dictionary and see if I can, look it up and
£ ~ correct the‘Ebelling." '
/ . = : .
S - Student Actions - S

In‘ﬁddition to categorizing teacher comments and student perceptipns,

I developed a taxonomy of student actions on ¥he final drafts of their .

compositions which inc1udes-categories on the macro and micro 1eveIs. o

-

A Ekamples of student actions on the macro level are:

Conceptual Level \

Addition: . . 1In the final draft of a paper on juvenile de-
N -linquency, the student discusses why. juvenile

offenders receive such light sentences, a new

idea he had not written about 2n his previous

draft. Co
', Structural Level )
- Deletion: ) in a .paper on the crisis in Iran, the student
e . writes a paragraph about the Pope's role As an
intermediary between the United Staﬁ s and Iran,
In the final draftc, he deletes this paragraph
from the text, ' .
A
Examples of student actions on the micro level are: ' _ »
"Sentential Level ' '
Addition: - ~Student writes the following sentence in a

paper on stereotypes which she calls ‘social °

-~

L | 15
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thaihs': "Why do these invisible chains re-
fuse td judge a man "by the content of his
" -~ character not the color of his skin?'" In the
. ~ final draft, the student adds th€é phrase 'the
N, ' - people who enforce' so that the sentence' reads

- Why do the people who enforce these invisible
chains refuse to judge a man 'b the content
‘of his/character not the lor of his skin?

- ;;t ._:::E'-_ e shish

Substitution: Student writes the following sentence in a .
S paper on a“'left-over hippie' from the 60's: Q

| Lexical Level

> "His 1ife seemed .to have ended in the last
S ~ cycles of that era." In the final draft, the
. , _ student substitutes 'years' for 'cycles' so
' Y that the new sentence reads His life seemed

v o ' to have;ended'in the last years of that era.,
— ‘Method of Analyéis " | . . - _
Using these caxohohiés{f#_épded each of. the comments that I had

“written, ché peréepciondjofi%FALEE§earch participants, and cheir ac=

cions'pn ﬁheir‘%inal drafts.JWhen'qudded_my coﬁmencs,.l.alao waCe“ S e
’ down the 1n¥encion of eaéh of'chem. For exémple: |

‘ Coimenc_ " | ;Pércegcion B Action
"This i;.a comma‘ splice.” You.hﬁve a comment that .. Makés sentence into
Refers to "It was a warm chis‘is ajqomFQ sp;ice. two sentences so that

July evening, my mother, : S they read:"

‘father, and I had finish~ DIRECT RESQQNSE-RBREADS ~ warm July evening. My

. ed dinner and were decid~ COMMENT s mother, father and I.
ing what we could do for e had finished dinner

that nights entertain- I'm noc‘sufé what a ' and vere deciding what
ment," : : - comma splice is - we could do for that
oo ‘ * nights entertainment.”
. 1o

EXPLICIT-SENTENCE~PHRASE. DIRECT ﬁfégONSE;DOES NOT .
~TEACHER ‘INTENTION- PERCEIVEngegﬁER INTEN=- SENTEﬁCE-PHRASEdGRAMMAR-f
PUNCTUATION, CHANGE o TION SR PUNCTUATION CHANGE -

N

_ ‘but I'll Iopk ftiup fn-
. my little handbooky’

DIRECT RESPONSE-SUG--
GESTS CPURSE OF ACTION
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After coding the data, I correlated my comments on_the second
drafts of the research participants papets with their actions on their l
fina1 drafts and analyzed what changes if any, had been made as a re-
sult of -my comments. The research participants’ reactions were an im-_
‘portant part of this ana1ysis\because thg; indicated whether the parti- °
,cipants had understood the intentions of my commsnts and why they had
made particular revisions..' . 0 '-“ \’ |

On the macro level, I compared drafts to ‘see whether as a result

. of my comments the research participants had made any structural changes
in their paragraphs or in the text as a whole. Similarly,\on the con-
ceptual level, I compared drafts to see whether the participants had
rearranged deleted or added ideas. On the micro level, 1 compared
sentences and Iexical items I had commented on in the second drafts
with para11e1 sentences‘and 1exica1 items in the final drafts in order

. to see what changes had been made, Another part of my ana1ysis on the
micro level concerned the corrections I had made on the research~pa\ti-

"qgipants papers. In order to analyze” the effect of these comments, I

' compared the sentences and 1exica1 items that I corrected in the second

; drafts wioh the para11e1 sentences and 1exica1 items in the final drafts.
The majority of my corrections concetned grammar, spe11ing, and punctua-
tion and 8ince I had also written eﬁplicit cues on the participants

ES

papers pointing out errors in these areas, I was ab1e to compare the

w,

research participants responses and actions to teacher correc s and
}f - ; . ) ; .
explicit cués on similar errors. b . R

.Using the resu1ts of my analysis of the effect'of particular commentsﬁ
N : ‘ ) ’

-

27
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. A . , - &

. on individual papers, I charted the patterns of responses and actions '

of each participant to particular cacegories'of*commencs and~compared -
.,_' . “ R
%< the responses and actions of: a11 parcicipancs across the various cate-
“@* 7

‘

; i gories of comments on both che macro and micro lsvels. B
- e . Discussion and Results .
) An analysis of the data on the scruccural and conceptual levelﬂ .

indicaced that che research parcicipants, who were inexperienced ;e-

visers, responded favorably to explicic Fues in which I .gave chem

ecific suggestions abouc how :heyﬂcould screngchen or reorganize the <

T

ideas)ﬁhey had already formulaced in cheir papers. when students were

scill in- the process of discovering whac cﬁey were c;ying co say, ex=- .
\
--plicic cues 0 he1ped them to make major concepcual revisions. Tnf=
plicit cues, in which I quescioned che parcicipants abouc che ideas

chsy had presénced or suggeSCed‘alternacive direccions for them co pur-
‘ sue, helped chem to clarify their ided//gr stimulaced chem co ehink .
about ~ways they could develop thie copics for cheir papers. However, ‘nf

a!cer chey had found a direction.for cheir papérs, chey still needed

v.
co make furcher revisions in order for them to be in publishable"

.
e foﬁi? Thus, implicit cues were not" effective in he1ping chem to mﬁke '

- b

major conceptual changes in cheir papers. Responding with chs > kinds

'"of)ﬁues was appropriate however, when the parcicipancs pres?;

-developed ideas or when I wanted co suggesc aICernacive idea§¥for cfa-:_
F* T

co pursue in future papers. -, 'nof; , -

~

On the senCencial 1eve1 it was. evident that my %gglicic cues were

not he1pfu1 because che research parcicipancs frequenEly did noc recog-

L}

L : - . : - . o, L ’ *
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- “x e | T
. nize what the problems were in'the sencencésvl'ﬂad comment efffpn dnd/or‘
- - 4 :
\ didn't have the scracegies to revise chem. Thus in response o cues such |

as "Can you rephrase this?" and "Rewrice this sentence" they either de= -

leced che eencences, made no revisions 1n them, or yroce revisions

) which were jusc as awkward as their original sentences or did noc fic

1

into ‘the context of the paper, On the lexical level. the research par-

4

ciéipanCQ also d1d not respond favorably to my implicit cues, Indeed,’

one parcicipanc"reacced'co "wrong word"'by'€§b8t1cucing‘anocher inap-

©

s’

propriace word 1n cheosencence, and another participant,reacted to "Is’

"this che righc word’" by challenging my commenc and making no revision

at all in her final draft. - ' ‘ L )
. The daca also 1nd1cac£§ chac while the research pagcicipanCs ) .; i

reFdil; abcepted my correccions, Chey did not alyays underSCand why
:I had made. such changes. For example, 1n one paper, a research Parcici-
o;nc wr;;ex\rRemingCon is owned by DuPont, who is one of the wealchieec ‘
families in America and Scandard Oil 1s owned By Rockefeller." I sub-jﬁ\

ecituced the word "which" for "who" 1n the . Sencence and the wricer eom=
. ‘. . | 2 ’

. mented: . ) - - <. s

) Okay, 1 have "Remingcon, who is owned by DuPonc, who 48 . “j
. one of the w althigst." You changed the word "who! to, ..

? "which is oné of the wealchiesc." Okay, I guess that's
correct English,: That's good. I apPreéiace that becauee,

uh, I m not sure when to use words like ghat, :

‘n

Though*in 1 drafc, he made the substicution I had 1nd¢«aced

~
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crossed out the "s" in the 'word "states”’so that the sentence read

"I quote Wolfgang and Cohen who state exactly what I woyld like to say."

The par:icinsn: -] response to my comment was "Okay, yeah, it doesn t .
sound righ:é;} I'11 fix that up,”_and in the final draft, he wrocq“the
corrEcted rsion of the scntente. ., .

S
Another participant wrote this sentence in one of her papers.

¢ ¢
o Instead of that .1innocent’ and naive look, his face clear
s shows his exper ences: frq N &‘: spec ative, glassy 1 ’

: in his eyes; to his nose: "w”’ g-qﬁﬁ,e ocked out of °

joint in.you:h, £o. thos;ﬂg} \WyéRlding 1ips, with :heir

cynical smirk andzt zof -j; leer.

hS ARG R fastd 4

I changed the semi-colons ‘";;ﬂ;-¢“ﬂn*eﬂdd§entence and the participgnt
made :he changes I had;iﬁéi in her final draf:. In a later‘paper,

+

she wrote°' 5
N\ ' When one takea 4\12?¥he pride of a race by portfaying 1
as second class citizens;, whgn one ;race insults-the, dig- . )

nity of. Qnother race by treating it in deed and manner as -
inferior. ‘when one race displays blatant disregard of .
: another by seeing it only through stereotypes; it not - _
R only j:kes equality but also freedom, . :

Y I again change the1semi;colon to comnas and the participant question-

ed me about it: t . t S S '"‘ .

. LA

-~ ‘( .- . . . -
Then I say "when one takes away the pride of a race by’ N
; . portraying it as second class citizens" and then I use
§ . a seml-colon and then I say "when one race insults the
- digmity of anbther race by treating in deed and manner
- as inferior" I.use a ‘semi-colon and "when one race
displays: bla:an disregard of another by seeing it only
‘through stereotypes" and I use a semi-colon. All those
* times you madé my semi-colons commas and I’m not really
‘sure why.because I always thought that commas weren't, °,°
right when a sentence was so long but you did it so I
guess that I was wrong. :

The participant’s responsc and use of the semi-colon in this paper in~-

\
dica:ed that she had not 1earned anything about ‘the use of semi-colons .

‘ 20
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from m corrections ‘on her previous paper. From cHESe~examp1es it
by A

< R
-

~ncs because scudencs frequencly revise cheir pape\s according to

.the correccions without understanding why chey have been made.
: 0 \
Along with being ineffective: in helping students to undorscand '
' cheir errors, teacher correccions reinforced the participancs per= &

©

cepcions of the wricing process and che ceacher s role in che‘ process,

~sIndeed two of the parcicipancs viewed revision as a matter of correct-
\
ing errors and had always looked’ upon the teacher as someone who would
show them how to "fix up"‘cheir\%;perst_Because the passive role they

PR

. had played in che wricing process, they preﬁerred when I made the

necessary-correccions on cheir papers. Yec chey and the other parcici-

-

t e
pants were capable of correccing cheir errors vhen I jusc wrote explicic

‘Cues on cn.'r papers in which 1 poinced out errors and left it to them

to make the revisions. For example, when I wrote subjecc and ve;b do not
—

agree' nexc co .a seanzce, the parcicipancs were aple to correcc this -

v

error. Likewise, when-I wrote" 'sp' over a. ‘misspelled word the parcici-

_ pants corrected their miscakes. -—

]
* 14

s . . . ‘ N ’ -
Implications for teaching and further research

)

Implications for ceachiﬁg

What Emerges from the analysis of the data on boch\che macro and

micro levels are continua of commenting along which a Ceacher might re-

spond to her scudents' writing. Thus on the macro level, it is apparenc

I ..J.,-'

that students who are inexperienced revisers will Tespond favorably to

explicit cues which indicate to them how‘chey mayﬁefrengchen the ideas
o =

21
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.chez/have already presented in their papers. For ex&mple, :eachers ;
hf tghf/;rice comments in which chey suggest how scudencs may rearrange
paragraphs 1n a more logich order. elaborate on specific poincs in
c;eir papers, or add more examples-to support generalizacions they have
made. If studencs arexscill in the process of discovering the topics
”'for cheir papers, chen prlicic cues suggesting how chey can make major
concsptual changes’ can be helpful When students become more experi- _
enced ac revising, teachers may want to be leégé’kplicic in their eom-
, ments. and instead suggest alternative directions for them to pursue or
question chdcaapon; varions aspects of the ideas they have presented_in
order to sti ;ace them ro make conceptual changes. On rhe lexical and
sencencial_levels. explicit cues may also be effeccrve‘in helping_rnex-
perienced revisers during the writing prooe!! Thus 1if a'word cnoice is
1nappf‘pr1ace, a teacher mighc suggest a number of a1ternac1ve words .
' that che sﬂudenc can use 1n p1ace of the originalkgge{‘On the sentential
+level; 'a ceacner mighc respond to an awkward sentence by suggesting an
alternative way of rewricing the senCence. It 18 also 1mportanc to note
that while expl#cic cues telling students why sentences are awkward may
be'helpful, such students nay also need to listen' to rheir sentences
aloud so'thac.chey can hear why a sentence 1s awkward and to learn some
stylistic opcions for reviging such sentences.
Since the research pé}ticipanCs responses and subseqnenc actions

égb;heir final drafts indicated that teacher corrections did not help
them to understand their errors, and that in facc they were capable of

revising their paperk’if errors 1n:punccuacion. spelling, and grammar

were pointed out to them, teachers mighc refrain from correcting the'

22
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T grammar, punctuacion‘ and spelltng trrors in scudenc papers and. 4nstead

v

name the .errors. so that the scudencs can make che necessar;r\ﬁnnges.chem-

v +

selves.

Ic is evidenc that 1nexperienced revisers need specifi¢c directions
N [

-

from cheir teachers abouc how co revise cheir papers. However. ‘at some

| - =
poinc when scudencsfsre more experienced revisers, ceachers mighc move
- § e
s10ng the cond&nua on both the mssfo and micro 1evels and wrice more PR

‘-

1mp11cic cues. The continua of commencing chen. cdn be used ‘as a guide

ncs on cudenc papers. Yec, ths commencs ceachers

*

. .
for writing c

dwrice can on1y be helpful if chey respond to scudenc wrtcing as parc
" of _an ongoing dialogus becween chemselves and their sCudents. .,_ -i,,

‘\.

t
In order to creaco*such diqlogue, teschers mighc begin y re-
P

” sponding to scudenc writing poc as evsluacors and. judges buc as 1n—
_teresced adults’ uould reacc to such jgicing. For example, in res nse _A
co one of the participanc s papers I commenced chac after read ng che
paper 1 w?snrc sure of the point he was trying to make.in ic.
participant's response to my comment indicated that his perteption of
himself as a‘wriCer was a poor one because he said: "I really didn't

;' know what I wes’doing and you sort of told me you didn't know what my

maid’copic was.” In trying to heis\h student such as this one, teachers
might comment in an encouraging and supportive manner 1nscead of rein-
forcing the student's poor se1f-percepcion.'1.

To further diffuse the student's perception’ that the teacher's role: -

+ 1in the writing process is that of an evaluacor, ceacners'mighc write

commencs on the final drafts of student papers encouraging them to pursue

'
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furcher some of che 1deas chey have.presenced:’Isr'Z;ample, ‘when a - .

parcicipanc wrote a paper on a "1efc-over hippie,” I?suggeeced chac

‘7» she wrice another paper on the generq} problem of “lefc-over flower

children.“’(’hough the wr:lcer choee not. ?o pursue this idea, my ‘comment

\
-

1nd1caced my interest. 1n the 1dpa ahe had presenced ‘and encouraged her
co think of me as a parcicipent 1n a dialogue abouc her writing.
Anocher way ceachers can help to create a dialogue’ wich cheir stu-

dence is for them to become more sensitive to the 1ncenciohs of student
writers. Indeed, as a result of my reseerch, 1 became aware chac 1 ofcenﬁ;
. - L )
. did noc perceive the 1ncentions of the .student's text buc racher wrote

I3

commence,refleccing my stylisti¢ preferences or my own set of abstract
-noifgnﬁ/of "correct writing."” Thus in a paper on the blackouc'of '77,

~

I co nced to the parcicipanc that the referent of the word 'chem

was unclear 1n the sentence "We rode by the movie cheacree, read what

was playing but none of them appealed” to ue." In this caee, the parcici-
p;nc had an implied antecedent in mind when he wrote 'them'; however,

my coﬁmenc did not cake into account what his accual lncencione were but
rather reflected an abstract rule of "correct writing", i.e., "every pro-
. noun must have an antecedent," chac I was applying to the text.

In some caeee, my commente reflected my stylistic preferencee. For

example, when one parricipanc wrote "The budgec crunch was felt by my
school so they cut certain activities oneé of which was che track team,"

I commented "Rewrite the eenceoce" intending that he change'the sentence

into the active vdlice. It wae evident that the participant's intention

L 4
A

in the sentence was to emphasize the words "budget crunch" so the passive
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voice‘gns appropria{g there. Because of my stylistic prefet%:ces, how=
ever, T did not consider hislincencions and thus asked him tofrewrite '
his sentence, The paijiﬁdpanc s paper on a "left-over hippie" had many <

slang expressions in 1t and when I questioned her on the use of "freaked

out"” ‘for example, she respondedi .- \

"Is this che'righc word?" Yes. I Hhow it is slang but that’s
what I wanted to use, In the op eq}ng sentence I wanted in
some way to give people an impression of what they were 8o~
ing to be reading just by using the word *freaked’ you know,
Here, my comment reflected my own stylistic preferences becapse I did
B . . Q :

not consider that slang would be appropriate in order to create a cer-
.tain impression of cpé character the writer was déscribihg.

Alongkwich writing éommencs in a positive apd empathic manner and
becoming more sensitive to the intentions of student writers, céachers ‘

cQ\)cry/%o find out whether their codqfncs are having a f;vorable
effect on their students. Using the taxonomies developed in this study,

teachers can categorize their comments, correlate them with their stu-
dents' actions on subsequent drafts, and then see what kinds of comments
are being understood by their students, For example, if a'ceacher moves
along the lexicai continuum énd,writes a comment suéh_as "Is chis word
appropriacé'here?" on/several student papers, then sh? can correlate he;
comments with her students' actions on eheir‘final drafts and ie able to
see whether suth a comment is being underscooa.

When creating a dialogug»wich their students, ceac%ers might follow
the suggestions that I have made. Teachers should ﬁe aware however that

many studenCS’hgve never written paperg in a series of drafts and thete-

fore may not be receptive co‘fuch a process and~c9 teacher conn!ﬂ:s dur-

to

Ui
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ing the writing process. Thus one of the particﬁpants said in his final

-

interview that at first he had rcacteé negatively to the idel of a draft
\

4
process beceZZ:’;e had been uaed tor writing a paphr once and h§§ding it
\ -

in to tdhe teachhr for a grade, Sincq\studcnts mcy‘have similar attitudes,

teachers night_discuse the Value of reviaion and show their students san-

,: ples of their own uriting and revising processes. Teaching sﬁudents the
value of revision may help them to change their perceptions of their roles

in the wri ing rocess. At the beginning of my study, the research partici-
pants r’fély chql}enged my comments and preferreL to play lfassive role

//in\tyh writing procesa./kcwever, as a result of’theirXpreriences with

teacher responses during the process, they bezen to change their attitudes
\\Egg_play a more active role. Thus all of the part!c!pents went beyond {the

intentions of my . comments on either the macro or picro 1evels in paperys
that they wrote in the latter part of the semester. Indeed, a participent's
remarks during her final intetview indicated that her attitude toward

-

teacher comments, had changed an‘ that she viewed her role in the writing

vy 'y

process as a participant in a dialogue between herself and her teacher:

I guess the reason teacher comments never really influenced
me before¢ was because I got fairly good ones. You know, be-
fore it was always a mark or a statement. The teachers never
went into any big descriptions “about your writing. 1f yoh
fulfilled the task, you know, it was qQkay.: Suddenly this
% year, I see it ‘I can question it. I can disagree with it,

I can see, yo? know, the different aspects of it, That did

make sense,

Suggestions for further research

W .
Since little research has been done on the effect of particular

comments on student writing, I decided to use the case study method and
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explore the effect of my comments bn the writing of four college fresh-

- mene While the Efaccions to myﬁrommencs and their actions on chcir final‘
‘drafcs did vary among the four research parcicipancs, it was possible to

' genaralize abouc the effact of my comments on all four students., Thus,

© it was evide;c chac chey responded favorably co my explicic comments on
the conceptual an; structural 1eve}s. It was also apparenc chac they did
-not respond well to my implicit comments on the lexical and sencencial"‘ )
lgvels, and therefore might respond more favorably to explicit cues on ‘
these levels, Bared on the results of my study, I have hypothesized:

' 1. Students who are inexperienced revisers will improve on‘che.
structural and conceptual levels if they receive explicit cues
rbouc how to revise their papers,

2, Students whb“ﬂrelinexberienced‘reviseré.wi11 improve on-rhe
lexical and sentential levels if they receive explicit cues
about how to revise their papers on these leveis;

Using an exﬁérimencal design, these hyporheses could be tested on a
larger populacidn.'hocause.I;have distinguished between two major types
of comments, i.e., explicit qnq implliicit, the commenc; cﬁac aré~ﬁri§ein‘m.. .

. on;papers ih such a ;cudy coy¥d be closely controlled by the researcher.
In addition co ce‘fing my hypotheses, researchers might also use the .
dimensions of composicion annotation suggested by King (1979) as a guide
for studying the effect of other types -of comments on scuden:’wfiQing.
for,egample, research might be done to investigate student acﬁions‘in

response to whether the comment is interlinear, marginal, at the begin-

ning/end, or on a rating form,
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Although the analysis in this study concerned the changes that’

» occurred between the drafts that the research‘participants turnedlin'
to me and their final drafts, they actually‘wrota—thfee drafts, lhus,
they got an inttial response to‘their work from their peers and then
wrote a second draft to which I reSpénded. lg'? progression of reac-
tions was sometimes confusing to the participants because my responses
often contradicted those of their peers. On the conceptual level for
?example, I often pointed out the lack of focus in a paper'and sgggeated
;%major conceptual change§in contrast to the peer. group which had had a
positive response‘to the idea that the par:icipant had presented. Since
the three stage draft procoss'in which both peers and teachers respend
‘to student writing is an integral part of many composition classrooms,
the problem of how these th sets of responses interact with one another~
might 4180 be the subject of future research projects.

Most of the previous research that'has been done in the area of
teacher resp0nse to student writing has been concerned’ with how teach-
ers evaluate the finished products of student writing. The model of
teacher response which emerges from such research is one in which the
teacher’s role is that of an evaluator who comments on the strengths and

p weaknesses .of her students' papers. When a teacher writes her comments,
the underlying assumption is that her students will respond to them and

¢

thus improve their writing performance. However, these implied dialogues
-,
rarely happen because students invariably look upon their teacher as a

jud’ and. consequently see themselves as participants in a "dialogue™

in which they can do little but accept  their teacher 8 criticismS. In
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this stud&, I have suggesced-aﬁdiiférdnc model of ceacE’; response

in which ceachers are no longefleQQIUAcors and students are nollonger
passive recipients of their ceachers judgemencs. Instead, teachere'
have an effect on che imnediace final produccs of student wricing and
through their supportive responses during che writing process, begin

to escablish an on-QOing‘diaiogue in which boch they and their students

are active participancs.

- \. . )
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