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ABSTRACT

A STUDY OF TEACHER AND PEER COMMENTS IN THE

REVISION PROCESS OF COLLEGE WRITERS

By

Carol Francine Bender

This study investigated theoretical and pedagogical implications of

teacher and peer comments in revision processes of college writers. The

following questions were explored: What role do written teacher comments

play; to what extent are peer comments helpful in the absence of or in

addition to teacher comments; to what degree do writers rely on self-

generated ideas for revision?

A review of recent composition research in England and America

was presented, focusing on strategies for, types of, responses to, and

problems with teacher and peer comments. The review was followed by

investigation of two classes: an Advanced Expository class in which written

teacher comments were not made, and a Freshman Composition class in

which written teacher comments were made. The investigator acted as

participant/observer, recording observations, collecting information
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through questionnaires, and analyzing first and final drafts of six case

study writers.

The investigator found that students' development can be

accomplished in ways other than written teacher comment. Through

editing guides, peers provided feedback which stimulated and motivated

revision; challenged students to clarify and organize; encouraged respect

for writing; provided support for the writer. Confident, advanced student

writers incorporate explicit peer cues about revision if cues are compatible

with their own assumptions about the direction and needs of the writing.

Advanced and novice writers who lack confidence need teacher support for

writing in addition to peer‘ support and suggestion. Peer comments

supplement and occasionally supplant teacher comments when that is in

line with the teacher's goal and when class is structured accordingly.

The investigator concluded, however, that written teacher comment

has benefits as well. It encourages students to re-see content, organization

and style; it enhances understanding of the connection between readers and

revision; it assists in assimilation of the idea that revision is discovery.

Because both approaches have benefits, students who engage in a three-way

written dialogue--writer, peer editor, teacher--will stand to profit most.

How responsibility for revision should be shared in the writing community

is one of the implications for further research discussed.
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INTRODUCTION

This is a study about writing, mainly revision, from an individual

point of view. It comes out of an interest in student drafting procedures, a

subject of some discussion over the past few years, particularly in North

America and Great Britain. More specifically it comes out of a question I

posed about the written comments that typically appear on returned scripts:

Do the supportive, facilitating marginal comments by an instructor actually

teach college writers to revise? Janet Emig inWsays it is

"magical thinking" to assume that what teachers teach is what students

learn. So, after six years of "teaching" college composition by using a

combination of student examples, written teacher and peer comment, and

revision, I began to question the role of written teacher comment in the

revision process.

For each student's draft I spent an average of twenty minutes, first

reading, then writing what I hoped were caring, constructive comments

and questions for revision. Eventually students all seemed to expect a

liberal dose of the corrective pen. In general, I was pleased with the results

my method produced, but because I always made written comments, I had

no accurate basis for comparison. I did recognize, however, that there were
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2

major differences in the degree of skill with which students handled the

comments.

What would happen, I wondered, if I did not make marginal

comments? I had several doubts: Would college writers organize and

revise; would they, in fact, even consider audience and purpose without

written support and suggestion from me; would these writers rely more on

peer editors in the absence of written teacher comment? Perhaps they

would ignore peer comment altogether, or fail to revise at all. Would their

confidence as writers be enhanced or diminished without written teacher

comments? In short, what role do written teacher comments play in the

revision process of student writers; to what extent are peer editors'

comments helpful in the absence of or in addition to teacher comments; and

to what degree do student writers rely on self-generated ideas for revision?

To answer these and other questions, I undertook this writing study.

Since the 1966 Dartmouth Seminar in the US. and the 1967 founding

of the Writing Research Unit at the University of London, composition

researchers here and in Britain have worked concurrently to better

understand the written products and the composing processes of student

writers. It is clear from the evidence that teachers and researchers hold

writing in high esteem--an attitude widely held by society in general. Yet, it

is also apparent that in spite of these two significant historical events,

writing in which the first draft is also regarded as the finished product is

the norm in many British classrooms as well as in many classrooms in

North America. Why? Is revision an underrated and underused element of
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3

the writing process? To answer this question I will look at the issues and

individuals involved.

Chapter I of this study will contain a review of recent research in

England and America, focusing on strategies for, types of, responses to, and

problems with teacher comment in the revision process. It will address

revision without teacher comment, as well as peer comment and the

revision process. In Chapter II, I will examine how case study research

generally works in a composition classroom and explain my methodology as

a researcher (both participant and observer) in the settings I investigated.

In Chapter III, I will describe a study: an advanced college composition

class in which written teacher comments were not made. This chapter will

also include a close investigation of three case studies from the class.

Chapter IV will be an examination of a freshman composition class in

which written teacher comments were made, along with a look at three

case studies. In Chapter V, I will examine how teacher and peer comment

affect all case studies in six areas: stimulating ideas; building confidence of

student writers; fostering intellectual exchange; enhancing ability to give

and receive criticism; developing a critical sense; and giving the business of

student writing added dignity. Chapter VI will examine the implications of

my study of written comments by teacher and peers for English teachers as

well as for teachers in other disciplines.



CHAPTER I

A REVIEW OF RESEARCH IN ENGLAND AND THE U.S.:

THE ROLE OF TEACHER AND PEER COMMENTS

IN THE REVISION PROCESS OF COLLEGE WRITERS

In "The Composing Processes and the Functions of Writing" (1978),

James Britten called for more investigation into writers' drafting

procedures. What goes on, he asked, between the first draft and a fully

revised and edited piece of writing? Researchers here and abroad rose to

Britton's challenge as they examined teacher and peer comment as well as

self-directed revision strategies of student writers. What did they find?

Although recent research in England and the United States indicates

that written comments on the final product of student writers produce little

if any change in subsequent products, comments on drafts in progress

receive more support. George Hillocks (1982) found that focused comments,

coupled with the assignment and revision, produced a significant quality

gain in student writing. In "Helping Pupils to Write Better or the

Formative Assessment of Writing"W

W1982), Gordon Liddell refers to teacher

comment as "formative assessment." It is about "what we say to the pupil,

4
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how we approach his script, and what we encourage him to do with it next.

It is also about what we are hoping to achieve in the longer term: how we

can give the pupil confidence that, even when he has left the school, he still

knows how to go about improving his own writing when he needs to" (4).

Liddell suggests that the teacher's response to student writing should

"occur as close as possible in time to the writing; bear in mind the pupil's

previous level of performance; take account of the original purposes of the

writing; be selective; identify only what the pupil is felt capable of

improving; point the pupil towards means of improvement" (7). Liddell

believes that only the student can take responsibility for changes or

revisions in his or her writing. In his approach there are no teacher

corrections on the pupil's script. Instead, the teacher assumes a mentoring

position.

Studies of twelfth grade and college writers in the US. near the same

time (Ziv, 1981; King, 1979; Maranzo and Arthurs, 1977; and Kelley, 1973)

looked at diverse modes of teacher comment and compared their effects.

King found that student writers often do not comprehend teacher comments

on their writing, and even when they do, they may not know how to

implement them. Further, and perhaps more disturbing to King, when

students do use the comments, they do not necessarily write more effectively

as a result. Maranzo and Arthurs agree that different kinds of teacher

comments on themes have small influences on student writing. However,

such conclusions may be based on their study of teacher comments on the

final product, rather than on drafts in progress. Ziv, in a study of college
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freshmen, found that intervention can affect writing improvement in

multiple-draft assignments. Here, Ziv says, teacher comments stimulate

and direct revision, providing the comments are facilitative rather than

merely evaluative.

Wants

Numerous studies in the US. and in England have catalogued types

of teacher comments and have reported the diverse responses by students to

such comments. In a research project based at Westminster College

(Oxford, England 1985), Nicola Coupe looked at the responses of five teachers

fi'om one school on the narrative writing of first year secondary students.

The teacher comments, Coupe found, "are the kind of comments with

which all teachers, and generations of learner-writers, will be familiar"

(123). In order of frequency of occurrence, the following headings emerged:

General Evaluation; Content; Punctuation/Sentence; Spelling; Personal

Response; Instruction for Child Action/Reflection; Paragraph/New Line;

Grammar; Presentation; Length; Unspecified Error. Almost 25 percent of

all comments were of a General Evaluation nature, which includes

remarks such as "good"; "well-written"; "an excellent piece of work";

"merit"; "this isn't your best work"; or "you could do better". Coupe points

out that most teacher comment can be interpreted by the student writer as

meaning "I have read this piece of work, and I am pleased or disappointed

in it."
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7

Remarks in the Content category tended to be very general as well:

"detail"; "description"; "ideas". These comments in the

Punctuation/Sentence and Spelling categories contained the usual

notations: "Your sentences are far too long"; "Write in sentences"; "Your

spelling is very weak"; "A lot of careless spelling mistakes in this".

Personal Response comments included remarks that indicate the

teacher has enjoyed reading the student's work: "I enjoyed reading this";

"I like the idea"; or "A tragic story-J feel quite depressed". Comments in

the Instruction for Child Action or Reflection category, Coupe found,

usually pointed out a mistake, but rarely offered help to solve the problem:

for example, "Count the number of times you use now on this page".

Remarks in the Grammar category usually lacked precision: "There's

something wrong here, but I can't quite put my finger on it".

Presentation comments often were about neatness: "Try and keep

your work tidy". These comments in the Length category seemed vague: "I

would like to have read more"; or "A very long account of an eventful

weeken ". Many teacher comments did not specify the error. "A lot of

careless errors" is typical of the remarks in this category. Coupe is critical

of much teacher comment, suggesting that "You'd never have guessed

what I was looking for" would be an appropriate heading for a very large

sub-category of the comments relating to content. It is, therefore, no

surprise to Coupe that teachers find students ignoring or misinterpreting

the comments written on their papers.
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Yet student writers may ignore teacher comments for other reasons.

British educator John Harris, author ofW

W(1986), found that if a child is still at the stage ofbeing a

reactive writer, ofjust getting something down on paper and lacking the

ability to cast back as well as to project forward in a text, then he or she is

going to find it very difficult to make revisions (178). In a comment which

reflects Emig's notion about teaching/learning, Harris concludes that ". . .

it is likely that the most powerful and effective means of teaching writing

are those that are, to a greater or lesser extent, incidental" (191).

In "Teacher Commentary on Student Writing: The State of the Art"

W1981), CH. Knoblauch and Lil Brannon do not

use the term "incidental" but refer instead to the "attitudes, postures, and

motives" that teachers communicate both through and apart from their

comments and reactions to particular texts. Although their conclusions do

not emerge from a research study, Knoblauch and Brannon suggest that

commenting on drafts will not by itself assure good revision. They believe

that additional support must be offered by the teacher, and they look to an

early study by Earl Buxton (1958) which describes a full teacher-student

dialogue. Buxton's model emphasizes these features:

1) an emphasis on writers' performance rather than

exclusively on their finished products; 2) a facilitative rather

than judgmental view of our commenting practices; 3) a

preference for multiple-draft assignments so that teachers can

intervene directly in their students' composing and so

that students can respond directly through revision; 4) a

concern for actively educating students about what rewriting

involves and how it is different from editing, what it can

accomplish, and how it can be done; 5) a concern for
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supporting revision by insuring that students understand what

comments mean, by discussing possible changes and additions

before rewriting begins, and by reviewing completed revisions

to see what they have achieved. (cited in Knoblauch and

Brannon, "Teacher Commentary" 290-91)

According to Buxton's model, responding to student writing should be

subject to the same principles that guide our communication in other

circumstances. Dialogue, say Knoblauch and Brannon, should be a

democratic act. Yet often, as Coupe suggests in her study, the writing

process becomes an elaborate guessing game in which the student tries to

figure out what the teacher wants (126).

A further problem with teacher comments is pointed out by

Scardemalia and Bereiter's 1983 study of revision which asks, "Does the

complexity of the composing process make it impossible to bear all criteria

in mind during initial composing?" For many teachers operating within a

typical ten-week term or fifteen-week semester, it remains difficult to

address the various elements of the revision process because of obvious time

constraints. Telescoping of revision strategies often causes mixed

messages in the teacher's comments: "Fix the grammar, but change the

whole essay." Such comments may be disheartening to student writers.

T.P. Hogan (1980) found that student interest in writing begins to fall off

rapidly in upper elementary grades. This may be the time when detailed

criticism of writing (teacher comment) appears. Strategies such as those

suggested by Buxton, which approximate a dialogue with the student, may

be important in maintaining student interest in writing.
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In "Responses to Written Work: The Possibilities of Utilizing Pupils'

Perceptions" (1978), Barrie Wade of the University of Birmingham, England

explains how teachers can open up such a dialogue:

When the teacher merely marks he reinforces his own frame

of reference and his own expectations about the task; when he

assesses and comments he is likely through advising,

modifying, suggesting, etc., to come closer to the student's

position. In order to help pupils to clarify their thinking, to

refine their judgements, to cope with learning problems

generally, the teacher needs as much information as possible

about their frame of reference. (153)

Although Wade lacks evidence for this approach, he believes that

opportunities should be given for students to write messages (comments)

about their own writing. Wade maintains that apart from providing useful

feedback to the teacher, this kind of dialogue through written messages can

be a source of learning in itself (157). Generally students benefit from and

appreciate the language link written dialogues can provide. But written

dialogues between students and teacher are not without problems.

In a study done at Hull, Robert ProtheroughWM,

London 1983) found that what pupils said they liked and found helpful were

the teacher's comments and any sense of individual contact and guidance.

Yet Protherough also acknowledges that teacher comments often impede an

open dialogue:

We may destroy their confidence by ill-judged criticism. Worst

of all, we may mock the experimentation by which they are

reaching towards another voice. The cliches they use, the

apparent sentimentality or sensationalism, are often their first

shy attempts to try something new by borrowing attitudes in

which they feel safer. (156-157)
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Teacher comments about revision often carry overtones of failure or even

punishment. A further disadvantage of setting up the teacher as sole

arbiter and editor of student writing is that it discourages students from

looking critically at their own writing and as Wade says "rehandling it"

(186). Does this rather inconclusive evidence mean teachers should refrain

from all comment? Moffett and Graves say no.

Drawing on the research of others, James MoffettW

W1968) suggests, however, that teacher comments be

real and pertinent to the action, not standard "professional" reactions.

Moffett further sees the teacher's role as "dispelling the negativism of

comments and creating a climate of informed collaboration in which

feedback is welcomed" (196). While encouraging students' comment and

feedback, Moffett believes the amount of teacher comment should be kept

small: "A teacher should react as an audience, supplementing the peer

audience" (198). Although failing to provide evidence to support his

argument, Mofl‘ett maintains that comment needs to come during the

writing instead of only afterwards. As writers manipulate symbols in this

process, they act or fail to act on the minds of others. Thus, he behaves,

learning to write follows the same general process as learning a language,

with human response the only kind of feedback available.

Donald Graves agrees that students do need help with their

writing, but behaves that help should be given in such a way that their

dignity and independence are maintained(AW

1984). After more than a decade of writing research, which includes a
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dissertation, a Ford Foundation study and a three-year study funded by the

National Institute of Education, Graves talks about the teacher's role:

A large proportion of teaching writing in process

does follow the child. Following means keeping in

touch with the writer's intentions and helping

writers to see how they are living up to what they

intended to do in the first place. Following means

listening to writers talk about what they know,

then asking questions that reveal more about

information and process to both writer and

teacher. (191)

When teachers and students engage in written or oral dialogues, writers

are able to discover the strengths and weaknesses of their writing and are

able to discover ways of making it stronger. Graves maintains, "The

important fact in the writing studio is that neither teacher nor child is

afraid of the other. Still, there is no mistaking the situation: the teacher is

the person in charge, the professional responsible for the direction and the

success of the classroom" (191).

W

What happens when teachers make comments? Several studies have

been done on types of comments and their results. In a study involving

teacher comment on the final written product, Gee (1972) tested the effects of

praise, negative criticism, and no comment: one—third of the students

received praise, one-third received criticism, and one-third received no

comment. Gee found that all students wrote fewer T-units at the end of the

study, but the praised group lost less (16-14), criticized group 18-13, and no

feedback group 18-13. Praised students, however, had significantly more
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positive attitudes about their writing. Gee concludes that the negative

attitudes may be a result of the teacher's lack of comment or negative

comment and that such feedback results in less enthusiasm for writing

and, therefore, in less writing. Gee's research appears to put an

inappropriate emphasis on T-units as a measure of good writing. However,

his findings about praise may have implications for written teacher

comments designed to encourage and reinforce work underway.

Comments which serve to act as a coach for successful completion of the

writing project may alter attitude which, in turn, may determine if students

will write after they leave the composition class. Good writing comes from

practice--more, certainly, than one fifteen-week course can provide--but if

students feel less enthusiastic about writing, they may never get the

practice. Instead, they may write only when forced to do so.

In a related study, Stevens (1973) examined effects of positive and

negative comments on low performing tenth and eleventh grade males.

Concerned that "measurement of quality" of student writing might be called

into question, Stevens focused the research instead on a measurement of

student attitude. Because of the group under investigation, the results are

not surprising: negative teacher comments produced negative student

attitudes.

While their research methods were by no means rigorous or

scientific, Gee and Stevens seem to have arrived at similar conclusions:

Teacher comment affects student attitude. Yet there may be many human

issues ignored in studies such as these. Teachers know that there are
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many processes operating in the classroom, many opportunities to alter

student attitude. Researchers, however, often spend little time on the sites

where data have been gathered. Teachers who are also researchers observe

students in their own territory, noting students' actions in relation to other

students, to the assignments, and to the teacher herself. The context of

learning and the context of writing are important factors to be considered.

Researchers in England have also studied the effects of teacher

comments on student writers. In "Giving and Getting Feedback on

Composition" ( Exeter 1987), Andrew D. Cohen and Marilda C. Cavalcanti

suggest that there may be a misfit between teacher feedback on

compositions and the writers' interests, between what the teachers give and

what the students would like to get (63). Part of the problem lies in unclear,

inaccurate feedback, as Coupe also noted, and on overemphasis of negative

points. Another problem, say Cohen and Cavalcanti, is that student writers

vary greatly in their response to feedback. The Cohen and Cavalcanti study

investigated teacher comments on final products, although on occasion

students were asked to rewrite. Instead of being written, teacher comments

were tape recorded. One student in the study was concerned because "the

comments pile up in my mind, making the act of writing somewhat

complex and tiring, and they produce unfavorable results in subsequent

compositions" (66). This remark about comments "piling up" may indicate

a problem of the teacher sending mixed messages: "Fix the grammar but

change the entire essay."
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While the teacher in the Cohen and Cavalcanti study reported that

her comments focused on accuracy of vocabulary and on organization,

according to her students (N=19), most of her comments were concerned

with content, somewhat fewer with organization, fewer with grammar and

mechanics, and fewer still with vocabulary. Students saw their teacher

usually or always as judge and only sometimes as an adult reader

interested in their ideas (66).

Teacher comment produces various responses, and sometimes no

response, in student writing. What the teacher intends to achieve with

comments and what student writers perceive or gain may be very different

things. Yet, in this limited study of one teacher, Cohen and Cavalcanti see

a relatively good fit between the feedback the teacher reported giving and

what she actually gave. However, they say, "with regard to positive

reinforcement, the teacher may be missing an opportunity to motivate

writing by increasing the extent of praise contained in the ongoing

comments within the composition" (72). Perhaps, they suggest, a balance

between criticism and praise may be the best means of encouraging quality

writing.

Comments teachers make on student writing may be directly related

to their own experiences with writing. In a 1976 study Janet Emig and

Robert Parker examined teachers' awareness of personal attitudes and

values that might influence their response. They see a correlation between

teachers' own writing experiences and the way they respond to student
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writing. Yet, the casual nature of such research on composition leaves this

in doubt.

B" MEI] II 1 Q |

Even without teacher comment , students often make revisions in

their writing. It has been challenging for researchers to deal with this sub-

process of composing because revision can go on at any time in the

composing process and may occur only in the mind of the writer. Yet

researchers of revision often or usually deal with only the written text.

Flower and Hayes have collected data from thinking-aloud protocols to

measure and explain how writers plan, write and revise. They see revision

as part of the reviewing process which also includes reading and

evaluating. The act of evaluation sometimes involves a brief pause in the

planning process of writing in which the writer may note, "That's no good,

I'll try something else." This often leads the writer back into the chaos. At

other times the evaluation may be simply a matter of reflecting that,

"receive is 'ei' not 'ie'." Thus, the act of revision may be the creation of new

text or the alteration of exisiting text. Flower and Hayes in their protocol

analysis pay particular attention to elapsed time, or pauses, for these are

the occasions that involve thinking on the part of the writer. Writing, they

say, involves problem-solving: Good writers respond to all aspects of the

rhetorical problem; poor writers try to solve sentence level problems that do

not help them communicate as effectively ("Cognition of Discovery" 29-30).
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Some researchers like Graves (1979) see "dissonance" as the

motivating factor in revision. When writers are dissatisfied they

reconstruct and recast their writing, making the form reflect the meaning.

In a 1980 study of twenty student writers and twenty experienced writers,

Nancy Sommers adopted a case study approach to examine the revision

process. Student writers were college freshmen, and experienced adult

writers were journalists, editors, and academics. The work of each writer

was analyzed by counting and categorizing changes made in several drafts.

Sommers identified four types of changes: word, phrase, sentence, and

theme (the extended statement of one idea). Additionally she noted four

revision operations: deletion, substitution, addition, and reordering.

Sommers found that when experienced writers recognize differences

between intention and execution, the resulting dissonance provokes

revision.

Studies have been done on the types of revisions students choose to

make. Lillian Bridwell (1980) found that 100 randomly selected seniors

given the opportunity made fairly extensive revisions. Students made on the

average about 61 revisions per student, almost half of which were made on

the first draft. Although the design of the study suggests revision (day one,

fact sheet; day two, blue draft; day three, black draft), it demands nothing

more than re-copying. The large number of revisions in Bridwell's study

stands in marked contrast to Emig's study (1971) which concluded that

students do not voluntarily revise school sponsored writing.
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In Bridwell's study most ofthe revisions (56 percent) were at the

surface or lexical levels. Another 18 percent were at the phrase level; 19

percent were at the sentence level or the multi-sentence level, which

includes additions, deletions, and re-ordering of two or more consecutive

sentences. No revisions, however, appeared at the text level, probably

because students were merely following directions, which suggested

recopying. Bridwell's study may appear to contradict Emig's, but only in

matters of surface structure. To Emig, revision includes more than simply

recopying or making surface level changes. Indeed, revision frequently

calls for more than the correction of word or sentence errors. But virtually

all of Bridwell's statistics on revision fall into the category of word, phrase

or sentence level changes.

Sommers found that the greatest number of revisions by college

students were at the word and phrase level, with lexical deletions and

substitutions being the most frequent operations. For experienced adult

writers, however, she found the concentration of revisions at the sentence

level, with addition the major operation. This may suggest that experienced

writers perceive more alternatives than do younger writers. To borrow

Graves' term, they may sense more dissonance, may see a wider variety of

problems to solve.

Perhaps experienced writers discriminate, as do Flower and Hayes,

between editing and reviewing: Editing, say Flower and Hayes (1981), is a

subprocess triggered automatically which may occur in brief episodes

interrupting other processes; reviewing, however, is a decision to devote a
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period of time to systematic examination and improvement of the text which

has already been produced. Crowley (1977) observed the composing

processes of college freshmen for three years and found that students

generally wrote first drafts straight through and later made revisions of

mainly mechanical errors. However, an unusual contradiction to

Crowley's findings is Bridwell's 1980 study which reported that some

students rewrote papers from scratch, rather than revising the original text.

Beach did a study of revision in 1976 which found that experienced writers

have different strategies for revision than do inexperienced writers.

Extensive revisers consider revising as making "substantive changes in

content and form," while inexperienced writers see revision as making

minor, surface changes. Faigley and Witte (1981) agree. In a study of the

revisions of college freshmen, advanced college students, and expert adult

writers, they found that the advanced college students revised most often,

making nonmeaning changes about twice as often as the expert adults, but

making about the same proportion of meaning changes. Freshmen made

primarily nonmeaning changes.

In "Discovery and Change: How Children Redraft Their Narrative

Writing" (1984), Heather Booley of Brimsham Green School in Exeter,

England, investigated what may be learned by analyzing how 14-year olds

revise their writing. Using reader response groups as part of the revision

process, Booley postulated that students would be able at the redrafting

stage to make major changes in the structure and stylistic features of their

writing. The drafts were analyzed using a model modified from Wilkinson
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(1980) and for evidence that writers were actively engaged in working on the

cognitive, affective and stylistic aspects of their narratives. Booley reported

that 18 out of 32 students submitted drafts showing extensive or significant

changes had been made, as defined by the study (263). Of these pupils who

revised, five were classified as making extensive revisions. These writers

changed their drafts in three or all four of the areas considered: 1)

structuring of plot; 2) structuring of narrative role and commentary; 3)

structuring for audience; 4) stylistic choices. Significant revisions were

made by thirteen writers who changed their narratives in one or two of the

areas considered. Limited revisers, numbering ten students, used a second

draft as little more than an opportunity to make a second copy of their text.

They "tidied up the appearance of the pages, sometimes altered spellings,

made limited additions of information or minor stylistic adjustments" (274).

The criterion for identifying limited revisions was that there had been no

apparent consistently changed intention for the text. Booley noted that in

England it is generally agreed that students do not, of their own volition,

often feel the need to revise their writing. The writer must be given cause to

feel some dissatisfaction with the first efforts, "whilst still retaining the

commitment to the task which will enable him to continue working on it"

(265). To enhance this process, after writing the first draft and prior to

starting the second, students read one another's work and talked together

in response groups. Booley found that after students worked with peers,

motivation to revise was generally good.
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Marion Mohr (1984) echoes Booley's comment about the students'

perceived need to revise: "The confidence to recognize what stands up well

in a writing, what works, and what needs to be changed is not often a

characteristic of student writers" (46). In fact, Alpren (1973) found that

students may interpret no teacher comment as meaning the paper is

"right," needing no additional changes or revisions. It is clear then why

students who do revise on their own frequently begin with less important

matters, undertaking first that which is noticeable and manageable

(Faigley and Witte, 1981; Bridwell, 1980; Sommers, 1980; Crowley, 1977).

But as students continue to revise their drafts, they continue to

revise their thinking. This back and forth motion between the writing and

the thinking about the writing Mohr calls "reactive revision": The

combination of thinking and feeling that the writer experiences when

reflecting on a writing and rereading create reactions which then become

the basis for action, actual changes in the writing (191). In analyzing the

changes, Mohr found the separation between revision and editing (Flower

and Hayes) misleading because correcting (editing) she says is clearly a

move toward clarifying meaning.

Although Mohr maintains that writers do not revise less as they

become more experienced, Selzer (1983), Gere (1982) and Berkenkotter and

Murray (1983) disagree. Selzer, who studied the composing process of an

engineer, found that although the writer spent up to 80 percent of his time

planning his writing, revision took less than five percent of the composing

time and was limited to minor changes. Gere studied a blind writer who
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did not make revisions at all, yet was a competent and skilled writer. In a

similar study, Berkenkotter (1983) studied the writing of Donald Murray.

For the three essays under examination, Murray spent only three percent,

three percent, and zero percent of his composing time in revision.

Berkenkotter explained that Murray's experience made extensive revising

unnecessary. Martin Nystrand (1982) maintains that writers such as

Murray have a good sense of textual space.

In England the most recent and most comprehensive writing survey

at the secondary level is the project conducted by the Scottish Council for

Research in Education (1983). The SCRE Report notes that

despite the apparent expectation ofmany of the teachers that

some writing should be redrafted, the researchers found very

little evidence of pupils making advance notes for or tentative

drafts of writing and none at all for any major redrafting of an

extended piece of writing (involving, for example, significant

changes in content, structure or style). Writing, then, in

which the first formulation is also regarded as the finished

product appears still to be the norm at the secondary level.

(cited in Harris and Wilkinson 8)

Parallel to the research in England, there is evidence in the US. that many

secondary and college students do little substantive revision (Bridwell, 1980;

Perl, 1980; Sommers, 1978). Why don't student writers revise more?

Graves (1975) described two general types of writers who emerged in

a study of seven year olds: reactive writers and reflective writers. These

two types had very different responses to revision. Reactive writers did not

want to reexamine their writing once it had been completed. Reflective

writers, however, did enjoy going back to the work. College composition

classes, it seems, contain both reactive and reflective writers. Regardless
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of their age, students appear to have varying attitudes about returning to

their work once it has been completed. Some seem to do so with a fair

amount of eagerness. Others say frankly, "I hate to revise." If Graves'

categories do apply to college writers, then reactive writers may find it

diflicult to do anything more than focus on simple wording problems.

Thus, to a reactive writer, rewriting papers from the beginning, rather

than reformulating the original text (Bridwell 1980), may make absolutely

good sense. Other researchers (Bracewell et al., 1978; Beach, 1979) attribute

differences in revising skills or strategies to developmental differences.

Good writers, they say, "decanter": acquire the

ability to compare old and new potential material which allows them to

improve the original text rather than simply create a new one.

An additional factor influencing writing revision or lack of it may be

writing anxiety. Daly and Miller (1975b) found that highly apprehensive

writers who gain little satisfaction from writing may be unwilling to devote

much time or effort to revision. Writing anxiety may stem from prior

experiences with teachers' extensive correction of errors. Focusing on word

choices and surface correctness instead of on more substantive revisions

may also be an outcome of earlier experiences.

Even non-anxious writers who can detect or identify problems or

dissonances, however, may have difficulty revising on their own. Although

these writers may achieve a detachment fi'om their work, they may lack

skill in creating a plan or a goal for revision. In some cases, revision



alternatives m:

available to the

Bartle

students' atten

were fairly goo

upsiderable d

lief percenmge

necessary to g

its point in 1

tan a teache

Mun

Billehkouerp

“new genr

“altar “1th

GWEN ten

fuming fan

mince the

r.



24

alternatives may be automatic and appropriate. Yet, often the knowledge

available to the student is inadequate for carrying out an effective revision.

Bartlett (1982) examined upper elementary and junior high

students' attempts to revise paragraphs and found that generally writers

were fairly good at detecting double referent ambiguities, but had

considerable difficulty correcting them. Even among above-average writers,

the percentage of solutions was not high (357). The skills and knowledge

necessary to generate a text may not work within the constraints of revision.

This point in the revision process, therefore, may be an appropriate time to

open a teacher-student dialogue.

Murray changed his views on revising after the

Berkenkotter/Murray study (1983): "I suspect that when we begin to write

in a new genre we have to do a great deal of revision, but that as we become

familiar with a genre we can solve more writing problems in advance of a

completed text. . . " (170-171). If students are frequently at the point of

becoming familiar with a new kind of writing, teacher intervention may

enhance the students' acceptance into the writing community associated

with a new genre.

Yet, teacher comment may also impede student revision. Although

teachers hope that comments will dramatize the presence of a reader to

help students eventually become a questioning reader themselves, Sommers

notes a drawback in this intervention strategy:

The teacher appropriates the text from the student by

confusing the student's purpose in writing the text with her

own purpose in commenting. Students make the changes the
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teacher wants rather than those that the student perceives are

necessary, since the teacher's concerns imposed on the text

create the reasons for the subsequent changes. ("Responding to

Student Writing" 150)

To help students become better revisers on their own, Sommers

recommends that teachers "sabotage the students' conviction that the drafts

they have written are complete and coherent. . . by forcing students back

into the chaos, back to the point where they are shaping and restructuring

their meaning" (154). I question the approach Sommers suggests because

of its possibly negative impact on the confidence of student writers, yet it is

clear that, as Donald Murray also suggests, students may have to do a great

deal of revision.

Ifteachers do use comments to lead students back into the chaos,

remarks should not be viewed as an end in themselves, but rather as a

reflection of the teacher's real voice and, more important, as a

reinforcement for what they do in the classroom. But what teachers do to

help students, they can encourage students to do for each other as well.

E Q | 1 ll MI .I. 2

Student writers sometimes write better when they write for each

other. Why? Moffett (leachingjheflnimufimmm 1968) suggests

that students may find the teacher too significant. A teacher is "parental

substitute, civic authority, and the wielder of marks" (193). Any one of these

roles would be enough to distort the writer-audience relationship; all

together they cause the student to "misuse the feedback in ways that
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severely limit his learning to write" (193). Curiously, if the teacher shifts

authority to a peer group and takes a more indirect role, then his or her

feedback carries more weight (194). Peer feedback, therefore, is an

important part of the student writer's process. Peers can create a group

response, a consensus of opinion which helps get away from the singular

teacher response often viewed by the student as personal criticism. Peers

may be more candid and, at the same time, less threatening than the

teacher. Peer comments are often more easily understood because they lack

English teachers' jargon. Martin Nystrand (1982) talks about the writing

community, a social environment containing structures to fuel and support

the writer. Peer groups can become such support structures.

Critics ofpeer comment fear that students aren't experienced

enough to make appropriate comments. Mofl'ett refutes that argument by

stating that many of the comments teachers make can be made by

practically any person other than the authorW

Dim 193). Problems such as irrelevance, repetition, or confusing

organization can be pointed out easily by peers. The role of the teacher,

according to Moffett, is to teach the students to teach each other.

A study of peer feedback by George Jacobs, professor at Chiang Mai

University in Thailand, published in England (1987), looked at student

reaction to participating in peer groups. Students, third year English

majors, worked in groups of three with each member having the specific

role of Reader, Writer, or Observer. Groups also used a list of questions,
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furnished by the teacher, about the writing; this response list included

questions about clarity, content, interest and form.

Jacobs found that while many students showed interest in reading

about others, they felt inadequate to make comments on peers' writing.

They felt that their feedback might cause problems instead of helping. It

did, in fact, cause some friction, especially when students did not perform

the functions they were supposed to in the triads. Jacobs was concerned

about disagreements that at times "had a negative effect on students'

enjoyment of and interest in the task" (327). In comparing first with final

drafts Jacobs noted that sometimes students ignored those comments they

did not agree with, thus retaining authority over their text. Furthermore

Jacobs noted that in general students preferred to work in groups with

classmates they chose rather than teacher selected groups or random

groups. To make peer editing function more smoothly, Jacobs offers two

suggestions for teachers: 1) Provide structure for the groups-~roles,

responding lists; 2) Use cooperative goal structures to increase the feeling of

positive inter-dependence among students-things such as group

compositions and grade averaging (332).

Norman F. Davies and Margaret Omberg of the University of

Linkoping, Sweden, in "Peer Group Teaching and the Composition Class"

(System 1987), studied how peer editing contributed to student writing.

Members of the class under investigation ran off copies of their essay, one

for each member of the group and then read it aloud. Davis and Omberg

noted that changes made to the first draft that affected content, ideas and
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organization were generally not arrived at through the peer feedback. Only

five students attributed these changes to the group comment, while 19 saw

changes in content, ideas and organization growing out of the process of

rewriting. In contrast, 38 attributed changes in the surface features mainly

to peer comment (319). Davies and Omberg foun . . no doubt that the

groups tidy away many of the more common and basic language errors

before they reach the final version, which enables the teacher to concentrate

more attention on style and coherence" (319).

Students in the Davies and Omberg study mentioned several

advantages of peer editing: 1) it is difficult to see one's own errors without

help; 2) one learns from others' mistakes; 3) one learns both to give and take

criticism; 4) new ideas and help in formulating one's own ideas is welcome

(320). When taken as a whole, the system "markedly increased the

students' confidence when it comes to essay writing. . . this was largely due

to a new awareness of the skills necessary to produce good writing" (320).

Only four students felt they "had not learnt anything from peer correction"

(319).

The range of disadvantages noted was small. The main

disadvantages were either the lack of expertise in the group when faced

with errors or the fact that occasionally the group made faulty corrections.

When asked to suggest improvements in the peer editing method, a sizeable

minority (16 of 38 students) suggested more teacher participation. They

wanted a teacher available for consultation while the first-draft editing was

in progress and wanted more comments from the teacher on the final
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corrected version. Despite the support and aid given in the peer groups, the

majority (26 of 41 students) still felt they learned more from teacher

corrections, with 12 of the remaining 15 claiming to learn about the same

from teacher and peer comment. Twenty-eight students agreed that they

learned different things from the teacher than they did from the group.

"Comments reveal by and large that the group supplied ideas and words

and pointed out performance errors that were in fact usually within the

competence of the student involved, while the teacher was a more reliable

authority for difficult points of grammar, lexis and phraseology" (321). To

conclude, Davies and Omberg acknowledge,

The value of response groups in the composition class lies less

in the amount of editing they save the teacher, than in the

added emphasis they place on composition as a process, as an

activity of intrinsic value, where what is said and the my it is

argued or presented is seen as quite as important as the

grammatical accuracy of the final product. (322)

Other studies published in England have measured results of peer feedback.

In "The Effects of Feedback on Students' Composition Revisions" (1984),

Craig Chaudron compares differences in ESL leamers' improvement in

revision of their compositions depending on the method of evaluation,

whether teacher comments or peer evaluations. In Chaudron's study one

half of the class received peer evaluations as a basis for revision of their

drafts, while the other half received teacher feedback. Despite the positive

effects of peer feedback, Chaudron acknowledged no significant difference

between the amount of improvement resulting from the two feedback
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methods. All the essays were read and given scores independently by two

classroom instructors, according to a 100 point ESL composition profile.

It is important to note that in Chaudron's study, peer treatment

involved a set ofguiding questions used to lead the peer evaluator first to

make marks on the drafts for perceived linguistic and mechanical problems

and then to write a short summary essay discussing the merits and

problems seen in the essay. The instructor read each peer critique, gave it a

letter grade for completeness, usually a high mark, and commented on its

overall accuracy, before handing the draft back to the writer for revision. In

all cases the remarks of the peer editor were positively supported by the

teacher, even though in some cases shortcomings and inaccuracies were

evident. Thus, in an indirect way, teacher intervention was present even in

the group of writers who did not receive direct teacher comment.

Chaudron expresses some doubt about the measure used to assess

improvement. The ESL Composition Profile (Jacobs et a1. 1981) may not

have been sensitive to the sort of changes that come about in revision. He

suggests that some other scoring method that compares the changes in

revision with the original might reveal more substantial differences

between revisions following different treatments.

Although Chaudron found foreign students cautious about the value

ofpeer feedback as a source of aid in revising their writing, he noted that in

their written comments students showed a great deal of appreciation of the

peer feedback procedure. He considers peer feedback to have several

positive effects:
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1) Teachers' time may be saved by eliminating certain editing

tasks, thus freeing them for more helpful instruction and

guidance; 2) Peers' feedback is more at the learner's level of

development or interest, thus perceived as more informative

than the superior or older teacher's feedback, despite the

assumption that the teacher 'knows more'; 3) Since multiple

peers may be used, learners gain a sense of a wider audience

than simply the one teacher; 4) Learners' attitudes toward

writing can be enhanced by the more socially supportive peers;

5) Learners also learn more about writing and revision by

having to read each others' drafts critically. (2-3)

While teacher feedback may provide a better "map' for students' immediate

revision, in the long run peer evaluation can contribute more to the writer's

confidence and ability to make decisions.

Kantor's study examining the functions of writing in a twelfth-grade

classroom in the US noted how peer feedback helps students establish and

maintain cultural membership: writing to a peer audience enables writers

to create connections between personal and social worlds and to develop

shared meanings. Kantor ("Classroom Context and the Development of

Writing Intuitions" 1984) found one important value of peer feedback to be

"experiential talk": talk about associations and experiences aside from

direct discussion of writing techniques. Students said that these

discussions decreased the tension they felt about their writing by "taking the

spotlight off the writing" and placing it temporarily elsewhere. In general

they came to regard their peers as a "safe" group with which to share, and

as the semester progressed they gave criticism and "received the criticisms

in a positive, nondefensive way" (87).

Kantor, though reluctant to recommend teaching strategies based on

his study, described some hypotheses that emerged: 1) Students can
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experience growth, both cognitive and affective, from participating in a

common social and intellectual enterprise--a writing community; 2)

Audience awareness is enhanced as students use their peer group as a

transition from writing for themselves or teachers to writing for wider

audiences; 3) Peer groups allow and encourage students to discuss both

writing itself and the "qualities of experience that inform and give

substance to writing" (91).

01' lIl'I'fiIl'Sll

Although recent studies in England and the United States have used

a variety of research methods, in general composition researchers on both

sides of the Atlantic seem to blend science and subjectivity, not very

rigorously. Despite the differences and shortcomings of the methodology,

much of the research has produced similar conclusions. Whereas the more

traditional model of teaching writing has assumed that learners will

develop their writing skill by receiving final evaluations and corrections

from the teacher, the process model counts revision and teacher and/or peer

intervention in the drafting procedures as critical. Nicola Coupe (England

1985) sees teacher comment as often being of little or no help to the student

writers, however, because teachers fail to communicate their messages

clearly. John Harris, another British researcher, acknowledges Graves'

general descriptions of two types of writers: reactive and reflective. Harris

behaves that if a student is a reactive writer, then he or she will find it very

difficult to revise with or without comments from teachers. Others (Buxton,
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Liddell, Wade, Protherough, Moffett) encourage a climate of "informed

collaboration," a dialogue between student and teacher during the drafting

process. While several composition researchers have questions about when

and how teachers should intervene in the drafting procedure, they all

appear to support the process because they find many positive outcomes:

students who receive positive comment write more; they develop more

positive attitudes; and they see the teacher as more than a judge of the final

product. Several studies that have focused on peer comments in the

drafting process found that this too is an important part of the student

writer's process, although not without fault. George Jacobs (England 1987)

offers two suggestions for teachers using the peer response model: provide

structure, and create a positive inter-dependence among students. Peer

editing has advantages, according to Davies and Omberg, Moffett, and

Chaudron. Its chief value is in the added emphasis it places on composition

as a process.WWW

Studies done on how and why students make revisions in their

writing attempt to show that inexperienced writers and experienced writers

revise in different ways and in different amounts. Heather Booley (England

1984) in her study notes that "significant revisers" showed extensive

changes in the cognitive, affective and stylistic aspects of their writing,

while "limited revisers" used a second draft as little more than an

Opportunity to make a second copy of their text. In her study, Sommers

(1980) concludes that the greatest number of revisions by college students

are at the word and phrase level; for experienced writers, however, she
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found the most revisions at the sentence level.

Clearly, much research has been done on the interactions among

teachers, students and peers in the revision process of college writers. Yet

there is little research devoted to the full study of single individuals. In the

forthcoming chapters, I will examine three aspects of the revision process

for six case study writers: 1) the role written teacher comments play in

revision of their drafts in progress; 2) the extent to which they use peer

feedback in revision; 3) the degree to which they rely on self-generated ideas

and strategies for revising their drafts.

The first three case studies have been drawn from an Advanced

Expository writing class which did not receive written teacher comment.

The class did, however, make use of written peer comments. The other

three case studies have been selected from a Freshman Composition class

which received written comments from both teacher and peers. My purpose

in this dissertation is to explore how teacher and peer comment operates for

these six writers through a close investigation of first and final drafts of

their writing.





CHAPTER II

CASE STUDY RESEARCH AND METHODOLOGY

Case study research in composition is the close investigation of

processes and relationships that occur within a particular context. Case

study researchers, then, become both participants and observers (insiders

and outsiders) in the classes they investigate, choosing not to detach

themselves from the objects of study but rather to examine their own

perceptions as well. These perceptions are confirmed or challenged by use

of case study interviews and by examination and analysis of student writing.

Case study researchers more often generate rather than test theories. This

type of research is much like the discovery process in writing, in which

writers discover meaning as they write and revise. Researchers may need

to re-shape, alter or refine the investigations as they proceed, resisting the

temptation to reach hasty conclusions and viewing emerging patterns with

a healthy skepticism.

I am especially interested in how student writers revise, what value

revision has for them, and how the social and cultural group (the writing

community including the teacher) strengthens or alters this process. In

the six case studies reported here, I attempted to use several methods of

35
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inquiry. Acting as both participant and observer (teacher and researcher),

I gathered much data regarding the events occurring within my classroom.

I used questionnaires to elicit students' points of view, and although I

entered the study with an awareness of composition theory regarding

revision, I tried to let the student writing and response guide my

impressions. Accumulating and analyzing first and final drafts of student

writing as well as copies of all peer comments and questions helped me to

note particular patterns, some more relevant than others.

B l E |° . I

Since the peer editing and teacher response method is an important

part of many composition classes, the investigation of how these two types of

responses interact with each other for the writing student is the basis for

this research. The analysis concerns the changes that occurred between

the drafts that the research participants turned in to me and their final

drafts.

To select participants for the writing study who would represent a

cross section of students found in a typical class, I used the Daly-Miller

Scale of Writing Apprehension which ranks individuals "high," "average,"

or "low" in apprehension. Much of the research on writing anxiety in the

past decade (Beach and Eaton,1984; Gere, Schuessler and Abbott, 1984) has

made use of the Daly-Miller scale because of its record of reliability and

validity. It seems to me that college students come to composition class in

one of three stages as writers. Stage one for a writer often means becoming
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comfortable with putting ideas on paper. Many students are writing for the

first time in several years, particularly if they are older students who have

returned to school after pursuing a career or raising a family. Other

college students have had little writing experience in high school. They

sometimes suffer writer's block, and many lack the confidence to express

themselves effectively. Daly and Miller, originators of the writing

apprehension test, theorize that apprehensive writers avoid writing tasks

and writing instruction. As a result they do not get enough practice to

develop as writers. Their negative attitudes about writing may become self-

fulfilling. Daly and Shamo (1978) found that those students who are not

apprehensive about writing are attracted to college majors that they

perceive involve writing. Those who suffer from high writing anxiety or

apprehension avoid such majors. Since most students cannot avoid college

composition, writing teachers may be faced with many anxious writers.

Daly and Miller's studies have noted the following characteristics of

high anxiety writers: they use less intensive language, fewer words, fewer

statements, and less punctuation. Anxious writers reported less writing

success in the past and expected less in the future. Two of the six case

studies reported here are students who, according to the Daly-Miller scale,

show more anxiety than most, but not all, students in their class.

Administered on the first day of class, the same test was given at the end of

the semester to determine if the amount of writing apprehension had

increased or diminished.
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Sometimes writers gain a certain measure of confidence in their

ability to express themselves. As this happens, they move into a second

stage. Many students begin a composition course with confidence. One of

the most frequent criticisms I hear about college writers is that they want to

be told exactly what to write and how to write. This may be particularly true

for writers in the second stage. I see this, however, as a positive reflection

because it means as writers they sense the need to make a transition from

writer-based to reader-based prose. What role does the writing community

of peers and teacher play in this transition process? I hoped that by

selecting two case studies from the middle range of writing apprehension, I

could examine the effects of teacher and peer comment on the writing of

those who are making this transition. Would their response to teacher

and/or peer comment differ from that of more apprehensive writers?

Finally, what about a student who has a good deal of confidence in

his or her writing ability, someone who is comfortable with writing? Would

student writers with little anxiety about writing need or use peer and

teacher response to the same degree as other writers? To answer this

question I selected two "confident" writers. These two case studies scored

high on the Daly-Miller scale, indicating that they were more self-reliant

writers at the beginning of the course. As with the other participants, a

follow-up test was administered at the end of the semester to determine if

writing anxiety had increased, diminished or remained the same.
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I had two classroom settings for my investigation: the first was a

college Advanced Expository Writing class; the second, a college Freshman

Composition class. The classes consisted of students of varied ages from 18

to 56, almost all residents of the Midwest, some holding full or part-time

jobs while attending college.

5 l l E 'I ll! . I' Q]

The course was given once a week for three hours. Lasting one

semester (15 weeks), it was titled Expository Writing 300 and was offered to

undergraduates who had some experience in writing, having fulfilled the

freshman composition requirements. The course objectives as stated in the

syllabus were these:

This course is designed to give you the opportunity to write for a

variety of purposes and to write in a variety of modes, just as

professional writers or on-the-job writers do. Using the writing

skills you already possess, you will write informally and then

revise that writing for an audience.

I hoped to build a sense of community among the student writers, and felt I

needed to provide certain kinds of structures and encouragement to do so.

To convey this idea to the students, the syllabus stated the following

procedures:

Class time will be devoted to developing a community of writers

through small and large group discussion, peer editing

sessions, and many prewriting, writing, and rewriting

activities. You will be contributing to a group publication as

well as writing a number of other papers. It is important and

expected that you attend all classes. Your role as editor and
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audience is needed to make the community function well.

Conferences about your writing will be held near mid—term, but

I will be happy to talk with you at any time during the semester.

The structure and requirements of the Advanced Expository Writing class

(N=23) were the following: seven papers were required in a 15 week

semester; a first draft was written and brought to class for peer and self-

evaluation according to teacher-prepared editing guides addressing

established criteria. (See Appendix A for assignment sheets and editing

guides of all papers under investigation.) Time was set aside both during

and after class for optional student/teacher conferences about the draft, and

muliiple drafts were encouraged with oral conferences available for all

drafis. All topics were selected by the students, although various types of

writing were explored (process analysis, informative/persuasive, editorial,

magazine article, investigative report, proposal, and case study). I did not

make written comments on the drafts in progress.

The twenty-three students who took the course were generally highly

mOfivated individuals who were in the last year or two of their

undergraduate education. Several had fulltime jobs in business, industry

and social services. They tended to be fairly outspoken fiom the beginning

of the semester and became more interactive as the course progressed.

I“Ollowing are thumbnail sketches of the three individuals selected as

research participants.

* Alma--a confident writer; has a responsible mid-management

job with a chemical company; generally reserved in class

meetings; absent occasionally because of career demands;

articulate and professional
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* Dawn--average amount of confidence in writing; fulltime

college student, attending directly out of high school; personable

and attentive in class; finds it "hard to sit down and just start

writing"

* Mark--an anxious writer; responsible and conscientious

fulltime student, traditional college age; works part-time;

interested in finding a good career; revises writing frequently

Because I was primarily concerned with the writers' interactions and

reactions to the writing community and its comments, not with their

personality traits, I tried to avoid any unnecessary psychological analysis.

E l C . | . C]

The second class under investigation, Freshman Composition

(N=22), met three times a week for a total of three hours. It was a 15 week

course, titled College Rhetoric, and was required for all undergraduates.

There were no prerequisites for the course which had as its objectives the

following:

The class is designed to develop your writing skills through

formal and informal writing assignments for a variety of

audiences. It is hoped that you will become increasingly

comfortable with the process of writing and that you will become

increasingly proficient in generating, developing, analyzing,

and revising your writing.

Five papers and one research project were required in the 15 week

8elllester. For the purposes of this study, only four of the five papers were

aInfillyzed. The fifth paper did not involve revision. In the four revised

papers, students wrote a first draft and brought it to class for peer and self-

evalnation according to teacher-prepared editing guides. The rough draft

and all peer and self-evaluations were then submitted to me for written
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teacher comment. After I read and commented on the drafts, I returned

papers to the students. Multiple drafts were encouraged, with written

teacher comment available for all drafts. Students selected their topics,

although various types of writing were done (personal narrative,

description, assertion-with—proof, and critical analysis). I made written

comments on all drafts in progress.

College Rhetoric was a class of high achieving freshmen. Most

students were recent high school graduates, although one student was

returning to college after raising a family and working for many years as a

teacher's aide. Students were rather reserved, particularly at the

beginning of the semester, but as they worked together in peer editing

groups they became more outgoing. The following three students were

selected as case studies according to their scores on the Daly-Miller test.

The thumbnail sketches are based on my perceptions.

* Kara--a confident writer; outspoken and friendly; very

responsible in class attendance; has aspirations to become a

lawyer

* Cami—-average level of confidence in writing; bright, sunny

personality; hard worker and responsible in class; says "I

shouldn't let the thought of writing a paper bother me."

* Mary--an anxious writer; bright and alert in class; mother of

seven children, many attending or graduated from college;

returned to college herself after years of mothering and working

in education; says "Once I get started I just seem to write and

write and get carried away."
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BesearcLEmcednres

I used three major research techniques in this study. The first

involved acting as participant/observer in the classes, recording my

observations of the writing communities as they took shape and provided

support and comment for their members. In the Advanced Expository

class, I participated in the writing process by oral conferencing with

students about their drafts in progress. In the Freshman Composition

class, I participated by writing comments on drafts in progress. In each

class my participation extended to the construction of peer and self-editing

guides. Thus, even the class lacking written teacher comment was not, in

fact, without written teacher suggestion, because the questions addressed by

the peer groups were written by me. .

The second research method involved collecting information from

the students through the use of questionnaires and written comment. (See

Appendix C for copies of all questionnaires.) One open-ended questionnaire

included the following questions:

1. What do you have to do to be a good writer?

2. What is the hardest part of writing for you?

3. What is the easiest?

4. Which is your best piece of writing this semester? Why?

5. Which is your worst? Why?

6. What kinds of changes do you make when you revise?

7. What is your definition of revision?
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8. What problems are you having with your writing?

9. What would you like to work on next?

Questionnaire data was collected from all students, not just the six case

studies. This enabled me to acquire a great deal of data about the students'

attitudes toward writing and toward the help provided by peer and teacher

comments. Students also shared their methods of generating topics,

preferred ways of revising, feelings about different types of writing, and

expectations for writing courses.

Third, I analyzed the first and final drafts of the six case study

writers to identify changes made through the writer's revisions. The

classifications of revisions (Sager 1973) fell into the following nine

categories: Cosmetic, including changes in appearance, presentation, or

fOrrnat; Mechanical, encompassing revisions in capitalization,

Punctuation, and spelling; Grammatical, relating to changes in usage and

Syntax; Continuational, denoting revisions affecting coherence;

Informational, recognizing changes in content and substance, either

additions or deletions; Stylistic, identifying lexical substitutions or

rearrangement; Transitional, recognizing revisions connecting the

SeDarate elements of the text; Organizational, noting changes in the order

of discourse; Holistic, suggesting major action or reflection on the text. I

made no effort to make a statement about the quality of writing.

What did I learn about revision from this research? The next

chapter is an account of my expectations, impressions, confirmations, and

r .
e"elations.



 

 

CHAPTER III

PEER COMMENT

AND THE REVISION PROCESS IN

THREE ADVANCED EXPOSITORY CASE STUDIES

The first class under investigation, Advanced Expository Writing,

was comprised of 23 writers, ranging in age from traditional college-age

students to men and women in their 50's. Many students were older than

25 and were employed full or part-time. All had taken at least two

composition courses prior to enrolling in Advanced Expository; for this

reason, I considered the students to be experienced college writers.

The three case studies from this class were selected on the basis of

their scores on the Daly-Miller Writing Apprehension Test administered on

the first day of the semester. I chose one student with a high score which

indicates a high degree of confidence about writing: Alma had a score of

118. The next student, Dawn, scored in the middle range--84--indicating an

aVerage amount of writing apprehension. Finally, I selected Mark, an

aliltious writer, whose score was 63. These three students are noted herein

with an asterisk.

45
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In addition to examining data from Mark, Dawn and Alma, I

collected some information about attitudes and practices from the entire

class. The group studies, which were done by questionnaire about six

weeks into the semester, posed four questions: 1) What is your definition of

revision? 2) What kinds of changes do you make when you revise? 3) Out of

100 percent for the total writing process, what percent of time do you spend

on revision? 4) How do you rate peer editing comments and oral comments

by the teacher? The results of the group studies reflected, and at times

contradicted, what I knew about younger and older writers and their

perceptions of the revision process. For this study, students 24 years old or

younger were included in the "young" group.

a: 10]] lll'l DE 3..

In answer to the question "What is your definition of revision?", the

yourrg writers in the Advanced Expository class responded with the

following answers.

Steve - "perfecting or polishing"

Tammy - "to check on writing, rephrase sentences or paragraphs,

and so fort "

Dan - "to redo the paper; cut and shape it into its best form possible"

Kevin - "fine tuning"

Rick - "taking a first draft (a very rough draft) and writing and

rewriting until it sounds right"

Heather - "proofreading"

Ben - "making sure that everything fits OK in a pattern"
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*Dawn - "taking the rough draft and making changes on it to make

the paper better"

*Mark - "changing your writing to make it better"

As I looked over the responses, it seemed immediately apparent that the

young writers made little mention of adding information as part of the

definition, which was one of the characteristics Sommers (1980) found in

the revision processes of experienced writers. (According to Faigley,

Cherry, Joliffe, and Skinner (1985), a limitation of Sommers' study, as well

as other revision studies, is that the experienced writers are either upper-

division college students, journalists, fiction writers, or English teachers.

Few studies have examined the revisions of other adult writers.) From my

"Young" students' comments, it seems that the focus is on the sentence

level, although it is fair to assume that these comments do not preclude the

Possibility of addition nor do they necessarily represent the students' actual

Practices. In terms of the distinction between editing and reviewing

(Flower and Hayes), with reviewing seen as a decision to devote a period of

time to systematic examination and improvement of the text that has

allt‘eady been produced, and editing as a subprocess triggered automatically

which may occur in brief episodes interrupting other processes, both Steve

and Heather seem to consider revision as editing: "perfecting and

l5’01ishing" and "proofreading." The other comments appear to reflect

F1Ower and Hayes' idea of a systematic examination and improvement of

the text. Dan's comment "to redo the paper" seems to hint at Bridwell's

finding that some students rewrite papers from scratch rather than
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revising the original text. But Dan's elaboration, "cut and shape it into its

best form possible" implies an original text from which to work.

With respect to the age of writers, several researchers (Bracewell,

Scardamalia and Bereiter, 1978; Bridwell, 1980) point out that it is not until

senior high school that students consistently make substantive revisions,

varying their writing to their audience, standing apart from their texts as

critics. The responses by the young writers in Advanced Expository class

seem to lack any reference to a reader who might influence the revision

process. I was interested in the way the older writers in class responded to

the same question: "What is your definition of revision?"

Katharine - "anything I do that changes my paper prior to turning it

in. For example: adjustments in wording, position on page (margins,

etc.) and flow."

Lyle - "fine tuning"

Kris - "anything done to your paper that will make it clearer and

more concise"

Pam - "to change for the better"

Carmen - "editing, changing structure, change it from writer based

to reader based" (my note: this comment may reflect the textbook,

Wm.Maxine Hairston)

Karla - "Revision is changing a work to be more easily read and

understood by the reader."

Cathy - "to make the paper flow easily with words and everything"

Don - "Any type of change I make on my wor " (emphasis his)

Monica - "changing parts of writing--how sentences soun "

Roy - "to reorganize with new ideas to enhance reader interest"
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*Alma - "Revision can be a total re-write if the paper doesn't 'work'

and flow on completion."

These comments by older students seem to indicate some concern with a

reader, with evaluation, with communicating a message clearly. There

seems to be an emphasis on the variety of changes revision calls for. Three

students use the word "any" or "anything" to emphasize the many types of

cilanges revision entails. Again, however, I must remember that the

comments may not fairly represent students' practices. Rather, they

describe what older, more advanced college writers believe revision to be.

 

A second question addressed more specifically the kinds of changes

8‘SIILdents make as they revise. The Advanced Expository "young" writers

I“BSImnded to the question "What kinds of changes do you make when you

re‘Vise?"

Steve - "mainly adding more facts about the topic"

Tammy - "grammatical, reconstruction of paragraphs"

Dan - "update and include bits or details"

Kevin - ”spelling, correct run on's, comma splices, etc., thoughts"

Rick - "many changes and many revisions. I juggle words,

sentences, and paragraphs until I think it 'sounds' or 'reads' right."

Heather - "I mostly proofread."

Ben - "grammatical mostly"
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*Dawn - "I consider what others write about and then I make these

changes."

*Mark - "change sentence structure"

Several of their comments relate to Sager's revision study (1973) which

found that when students have criteria for revising prose, they activate

more extensive memory searches: Steve adds more facts about the topic;

Dan includes bits or details; Dawn considers what others write (on peer

editing guides perhaps) and makes the changes they suggest. Her

comment indicates that peer comment is valuable in her revision process.

Yet, Dawn was the only student in the group of younger writers to mention

others' suggestions.

In light of Sommers' revision study that found the greatest number

of revisions by inexperienced writers (college freshmen) at the word and

phrase level, with lexical deletions and substitutions being the most

frequent operations, younger students in Advanced Expository were about

equally divided in their emphasis. Those who said they proofread or fix

grammatical constructions (spelling, run on's, comma splices) seem to

bear this out. However, Rick said he "juggles words, sentences, and

paragraphs until it sounds or reads right." Clearly, he believes he makes

I‘evisions at the sentence/paragraph level, as does Tammy who refers to

"reconstruction of paragraphs."

Sommers' study (1979) suggests that for experienced writers,

addition is the major operation. Comments by older, advanced college

Writers in the Advanced Expository class, however, did not seem to indicate



51

a clear emphasis on addition. Here are their answers to the question "What

kinds of changes do you make when you revise?"

Katharine - "re-arrangement of words for emphasis and strength"

Lyle - "usually taking out words to make the piece more compact and

readable"

Kris - "I make all typographical errors, revision of my paragraphs,

and all my 'I's'

statements"

Pam - "I get rid of the 'I's' and I try to start sentences with action

verbs or very descriptive adjectives and I check spelling and cut out a

lot."

Carmen - "I revise as I write (I'm a prodder). I change sentence

structure, meaning, and edit as I write." (my note: she may mean

she is a 'plodder')

Karla - "Restructuring and adding examples are the two basic ways

that I revise my papers."

Cathy - "whole sentences, repetition, punctuation"

Don - "It depends on the individual piece, sometimes just spelling and

punctuation; sometimes sentence and paragraph structure; I've even

completely re—written a paper fi-om one style to another."

Monica - "wording--sentence structure"

Roy - "sentence structure"

*Alma - "Everything--verbs, adjectives, sentence length (use of ; ,

conjunctions), reworking conclusion to summarize paper."

only one student, Karla, mentioned adding material in the revision process.

0thers' comments seem to indicate a concern with sentence structure and

arrangement, which corresponds to Sommers' finding about the

concentration of revisions for adult writers being at the sentence level. In

terIns of addition/deletion, however, more older writers in the class



52

mentioned deletion: taking out words, cutting out a lot, getting rid of the

"1's". This would indicate that they believe their first draft is more nearly

finished and not in need of significant additions, but perhaps in need of

polishing.

To summarize briefly, in the Advanced Expository class of

experienced college writers, young students (those 24 or younger) appear

less aware, in their comments, of their readers than do older students.

Weboth groups of writers tend to focus their revisions on sentence level

concerns, the younger writers mention adding details more, and the older

writers refer to "cutting" or condensing. Younger writers more often

mention grammatical concerns, while older writers refer to making their

writing clearer or more "flowing." A later examination of the writing and

revisions of six case studies will determine if their practices confirm their

perceptions.

 

In addition to one question about the definition of revision and

another about changes made in revision, I asked a third question:

"Considering the last three papers you have written, how much time have

you Spent on creating (coming up with ideas), shaping (writing and

Organizing), and completing (revising and editing), in that order, in

percentages adding to 100. This question was poorly designed because

reVision is a recursive process; even the process of writing cannot be neatly

dlvided into three categories as the question implies. However, I was
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curious to see approximately how much time students think they spend

revising. Selzer (1983) and Berkenkotter and Murray (1983) agreed that

experienced writers revise less. Murray acknowledged after the study that

writers who are familiar with a genre solve more problems in advance of a

completed text.

Furthermore, I had always assumed wrongly or rightly that written

teacher comments encouraged student writers to spend more time on

revision. Since the Advanced Expository class did not have written

comments, would students spend less time revising? The younger writers

in the class estimated the time spent on creating, shaping, completing

(revising) in the percentages shown in Table 1 on the following page. The

average amount of time these writers spend on revision is 26.1 percent of

their total writing time. Mark, a particularly anxious writer (according to

the Daly-Miller Writing Apprehension scale), spent more time on revision

than any other student in the Advanced Expository class.

For older students, percentages of time spent on creating, shaping,

and completing (revising) are shown in Table 2, which follows Table 1.

Older writers spent less estimated time on revision, an average of 17.4

PGrcent of their total writing time. An interesting fact emerged: Alma, a

confident writer, spent more time than other older writers in revision of

her Papers. Thus, one student who lacks confidence and one student who

doesn't both allot a fairly substantial amount of time to the revision process.
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Table 1

Advanced Expository Student Estimates of Writing Time

(Age 24 Years and Younger)

Creating Shaping Completing

Steve absent for questionnaire

Tammy 35 35 3)

Dan 70 Z) 10

Kevin absent for questionnaire

Rick 50 30 Z)

Heather 33 33 33

Ben Z) a) 2)

*Dawn 3) 50 2)

*Mark % 5 50
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Table 2

Advanced Expository Student Estimates of Writing Time

(Age 25 Years and Older)

Creating Shaping Completing

Katharine absent for questionnaire

Lyle Z) (I) 2)

Kris 5O 30 Z)

Pam 10 so 10

Carmen 25 55 Z)

Karla 70 10 2)

Cathy 40 K 50 10

Don 40 45 15

Monica absent for questionnaire

Roy 50 (I) 2)

*Alma Z) 50 8



5 6

El 10]] IM'I 'E] |° [E Q I

With the student writers' responses to the three questions about

revision, I began to understand better how students in Advanced Expository

Writing felt about the process of writing in general, how it works for them,

and what amount of time they give to revision in particular. However, I still

lacked a clear sense of where teacher comments or peer comments fit into

the process. In the fifth week of class after the writing process had been

underway for some time, I asked students to do a freewrite on their opinions

of the class structure. I asked them to write about the peer editing groups,

my own availability for oral conferencing, and any other issues they wished

to address. Of the 18 students who responded with a freewrite, four felt that

peer editing was not beneficial or not as beneficial as it should be. Eleven

students commented on the success and helpfulness of peer groups, and .

three mentioned oral conferences with the teacher as helpful. I took a

closer look at the responses of the three case studies to see how those

compared with the group answers.

Alma, a confident writer, said, "I really enjoy reading the papers of

my Peers during workshop. . . I've been impressed with the quality and

Creativity of some of the papers, and they've given me ideas on how to

enhance my writing style." Her comments seem to reflect her confidence,

and She finds reading others' papers beneficial for her own writing style.

She does not say, however, that peers' comments about her writing help

W ith the revision process.
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Dawn, a student writer with an average amount of apprehension,

said,

I feel that it is helping me a lot when we evaluate each others

papers. It makes me able to make my paper better by getting

an idea on how others see my paper. It also helps me to see

others mistakes and I am able to help these people. Getting

feedback on my writing makes my writing improve a lot. I also

like being able to ask you (the teacher) questions at the end of

class.

Dawn was one of three students who felt oral conferences with me helped,

but she was also enthusiastic about the help from her peers. She mentions

getting satisfaction from helping others, and from being part of a writing

community. Clearly, revision and peer group response go hand-in-hand for

her.

Mark, an anxious writer, said, "I think the way we are doing this is

great. I feel we get a lot more out of it this way than by just handing it in.

The people in your group can give you some good ideas for your paper before

it is too late." Several things emerge from Mark's comments. It appears

that it has been "too late" for Mark on occasion, which may account in part

f01' his present writing anxiety. Thus, he may feel relieved with peer group

e"liking which makes him a part of a writers' group, not alone in the process

of Writing. His comment about "just handing it in" implies that he may

have taken classes in which there was no opportunity for revision, but

where students turned in only a final product which was graded.

All three students-Alma, Dawn, and Mark--asked me to look at

I‘O‘lgh drafts of their papers, although not for each assignment. In our

Qt)tlferences I gave oral feedback on the drafts in progress, trying to note
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positive aspects of the writing as well as things that could use support or

change. I never felt I could address as many positive areas or as many

weak areas of the papers as I do when I make written comments. But, as

suggested by Buxton, this technique came closer to an open dialogue

because I was able to get more information from the students about their

frame of reference and expectations for the writing. I seemed to give fewer

mixed messages-«fix the grammar but re-work the whole essay--than I had

done often with written comments. It did seem to me that students were

more "on their own" than usual in this class. Some of the essays I did not

see in progress because the conferences were an option, not required. Most

writers showed me some but not all drafts. I did not keep a tally on who

attended conferences or how often, but I believe all students conferenced on

at least one paper, and many students conferenced on all papers.

In this study, however, I was more interested in peer comment than

in teacher comment. How would it affect the revision process of student

Writers? I hoped a careful look at three case studies would show.

W

Alma was the first student I studied. The most obvious fact about

her experience in Advanced Expository Writing became apparent in the last

week of class. Alma's pre-instructional score on the Daly-Miller

Apprehension Test was 118, indicating that she was a confident writer. Her

I><>8t-instructional score was 112, which suggested that she was slightly less

eghfident exiting class than entering. In the six years I have been keeping
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pre- and post-instructional scores, far fewer students leave class more

anxious than when they enter. I thought perhaps an examination of her

writing would provide possible reasons for this increase in anxiety.

Early in the semester I had asked for Alma's response to two

questions: 1) Overall, what do you like best about writing; 2) What are your

two or three greatest problems with writing? Alma said she liked her

writing because "it flows well from paragraph to paragraph; varied

vocabulary; definite intro (thesis) and conclusion." From this response it

seems she sees herself as an organized, smooth writer with a good

vocabulary. In response to the question about writing problems, she listed

only one: "Coming up with the 'idea'."

As I looked at Alma's writing I considered several kinds of revisions

(Sager 1973): cosmetic, mechanical, grammatical, continuational,

informational, stylistic, transitional, organizational, holistic. I read her

first drafts and compared them with the final drafts to see what changes, if

any, occurred. Then I noted the type of change as closely as I could

according to Sager's nine criteria. No determination on quality of writing

Was made.

Alma's first paper was revised in a rather unusual way. Because

she missed the first week of class, Alma did not have the opportunity to

I‘Q‘Vise as the other students did. She seemed confident about handing in

only the final draft, so I agreed. However, when she received her grade she
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felt she could do better and asked if she could revise. Since her absence

from class had been for a good reason, I let her revise. The revised draft

contained seven additional sentences as well as six transitions that were not

in the first draft. Only one usage error was changed. Most of her revisions

involved substitutions of one phrase or sentence for another (relating to

Sommers' observations (1979) about adult writers). Many phrases were

added for clarification, and the final sentence was re-worded. Alma made

no organizational changes.

 

In her second essay she made very few changes. In response to a

Peer editor's comment, Alma did add the name of a flight attendant to give

the paper more detail. She ignored two other suggestions for revisions by

Peer editors, and she left blank the question on her own editing guide about

areas of the paper needing more development. Her final comment on the

Personal editing sheet was this: "I spent a lot of time on this paper and

don't expect to do a lot of revisions. I need to smooth over a few rough spots,

but I think that's all." Alma did, in fact, make only seven minor revisions,

all word substitutions or additions.

'- "H'" in .oiz...';c.orc .' .' .':.‘30‘!20 13.:i'l...

Her third essay was short and pithy in the first draft. One peer

editor wrote, "Polish it up and send it off." Another suggested that she add
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more details about the barking dogs mentioned in the paper and perhaps

compare the dogs with their owners. In her own editing comments before

the revision, Alma writes, "I may survey neighbors without dogs for their

reactions and opinion. My voice is very tolerant and makes the point in a

humorous way. It is appropriate for publication. Sentences are not

necessarily complete, but they are readable. I think I'll make it more

manuscript style and formal in my re-work." Her final draft showed a

significant cosmetic change, in that the blocks of type surrounded by several

inches of white space had been put into regular paragraphs instead of

separate "boxes." This may be what she meant when she said she would

make it more "manuscript style." She rewarded in approximately ten

Places, eliminated three complete sentences, substituted one sentence for

two, added several phrases for clarification, and generally modified the

language: subsituted "irritate" for "pissed off', for example.

For the fourth paper Alma was absent and did not receive peer

f‘eedhack or ideas for revision. She mailed me a copy of her rough draft, and

when she returned to class we talked about the paper. The resulting revised

draft had few corrections other than five additional words, one grammatical

cohection, and one sentence and one paragraph omitted. The paragraph

de]etion, however, was the largest deletion Alma had made to date in her

i U I‘iting.



 

The fifth assignment also lacked peer group response. Her changes

were numerous, but small, on the abstract for the report. They involved re-

wording and two added phrases for clarification. The report itself, which

was four typed pages, contained only two minor revisions, one deletion of

two words, and one word substitution.

 

Only four revisions were made in the sixth paper: Alma moved two

numbers in a column of figures, added a sentence to lead more clearly into

a set of statistics, substituted one word for another, and added a phrase for

clarity. Peer editors had no suggestions, although one asked about the cost

0f the proposal. Alma answered the question on the editing guide but made

no reference to it in the revision of the paper.

The final assignment entitled "Case Study: Diane Carter" was

changed radically from first to second draft. The first draft appeared to be a

BSt of times rather than a narrative, and in the revision Alma wrote the

Same information in paragraph form, adding details. Organizationally the

I)aIMr remained the same, but cosmetically it changed greatly, and the

8‘33'listic changes were readily apparent. No peer editing was involved in the

I‘e‘i'isions. Alma did show the rough draft to me, and I made the comment
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that it seemed more like a time study than a case study. Her revisions

seemed to reflect my comment.

Cnndusinns

At the end of the term I asked all students to discuss their writing.

Two questions related specifically to revision: 1) In thinking about revision,

how do you use it in your writing, and which piece of writing best illustrates

your success with revision? 2) Which essay did you have the most trouble

revising and why? I was surprised at Alma's answer to the first question.

'I‘he essay that I thought contained the least revision was the one she felt

best illustrated her success: "R. Foster Winans: Unethical or Illegal".

Apparently she had an earlier version of the paper which she did not bring

to class. Nor did she show it to me or to her peers. Alma writes:

When I wrote my first draft of my investigative report on R.

Foster Winans, it was three times its current length. By

leaving it for a few days prior to the second editing, I cut down

tremendously by eliminating unnecessary words and

information. . . .Although I cited six sources of information, I

read twice that to establish the background of the case. Then,

when I wrote the paper based on my readings, it was very long

and descriptive. My editing reduced the volume to 1/3 of its

original. Fortunately for me, this class allowed me to use my

preferred editing style-write, leave for a few days, re-read and

edit, leave, re-read and edit, leave, final reading and edit. I

need a break from the paper to see its problems--no 'flow', too

wordy, typo's, superfluous adjectives.

To the question about difficulty with revision she remarked, "I had the most

difBculty revising my proposal because it was all facts. Since I'm so

t‘altliliar with the subject, my original paper was close to the way I wanted it.

Qtiller than minor 'cosmetic' changes, I didn't do much editing on this
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paper." Alma's comments reflect Murray's idea that writers who are

familiar with a genre solve problems in advance of a completed text. By

difficulty in revising, Alma apparently means lack of revising. She did not

agonize over changes to be made. She, in fact, saw very few changes

necessary, thus perhaps the "problem" with revising.

Alma seems to be a self-reliant writer, trusting herself first in

matters of revision. For a variety of reasons she did not avail herself of peer

editing help as much as the other students in the class. Often she was

absent for peer workshops, yet even when she obtained peer comments she

tended to ignore them and follow her own inclinations for revision. Her

estimate of spending 30 percent of her time on revision seems high;

however, if she proceeds as she indicates in her final comment about her

Writing (write, leave, re-read, edit, leave, etc.), the 30 percent may be

reasonable.

My own observations ofAlma's drafts lead me to believe that she

revises most heavily at the sentence and phrase level, with addition and

8lllbstitution as the primary methods. Her first paper contained seven

additional sentences and six additional transitions, as well as many phrase

81JI-bstitutions. The second paper had few revisions, but the seven made were

all word substitutions or additions. In her third paper Alma added several

F.1311‘ases for clarification as she did in the fifth assignment. The sixth paper

again had few revisions: one added sentence, an added phrase, and a word

8“~1>sitution. From what I saw, there seems to be some, but very little

theetructuring or reorganization of her writing. But because Alma says she
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makes many changes before bringing a draft to class, the larger structural

changes may be made at that time. Occasionally Alma asked me for

feedback and then acted on things we discussed in the oral conference. The

case study is an example. It was originally set up to look more like a time

study, but after our conference she modified the structure. It seems to me

that written comments would have had little effect on her final drafts

because clearly the first drafts (or at least the first ones she brings to class)

are quite thorough. Since I often encourage development by written

comments, perhaps the final drafts would have shown more detailed

information than they do now, but that is speculation. I do think, however,

the most important thing lacking in my response to Alma's drafts is the

Opportunity to reinforce her positive attitudes about writing and about

herself as a writer. While I made positive written comments on the final

Products, having two opportunities to give praise, I feel, is better than one.

Wm

Dawn began the class with a writing apprehension score of 84,

which for this class was average. Her post-instructional score was 88,

indicating she was slightly more confident exiting than entering Advanced

Expository Writing. Both scores are well within the average range for the

class. Overall what Dawn likes best about writing is that "when I'm

titlished I usually feel that I've accomplished something." Her two or three

g'I‘eatest problems with writing are these: "have hard time deciding what to
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write on": "not sure how to express some ideas"; "not sure I'll have enough

to say."

In her first essay Dawn made a few revisions. Peer editors

suggested she add analogies and details to make it clearer for the reader,

which she did. Another student suggested Dawn make a better transition

into the process, perhaps by adding a personal experience. She did this also.

A third peer suggestion was to put the entire paper into first person, which

Dawn ignored. Overall she made four punctuation (grammatical)

revisions, three word substitutions, a mechanical correction, one addition of

a sentence, one deletion of a sentence and one word addition.

 

Her second essay received many helpful revision suggestions from

peers, and she followed many of their ideas. One peer editor said, "You

allude to the sense of smell, but no supporting argument follows. Including

the sense of smell would help." Dawn added an entire paragraph about the

sense of smell in the final draft. When another editor suggested she change

the last line of the first paragraph, she did. Still another remarked that the

transition between the first and second sentence could be better; Dawn fixed

it. To the suggestion that she add more to her conclusion, she did not

respond; yet, to a call for more statistics she added a sentence. In other self-

generated revisions she made six spelling corrections and added and
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deleted a few words (stylistic revisions). Her organization from first to final

draft remained the same.

.01 00 u

The third essay did undergo some substantive revisions based on

peer group response and suggestion. One editor said, "needs some more

sources other than personal experience. Need some statistics. How many

teens and adults are killed each year by drunks? How many are just left

disabled for life?" In response to this, Dawn consulted outside sources and

included three additional sentences of statistics in her revised introduction.

Another peer suggested that she "sound more crucial--like it's a life and

death situation." Dawn strengthened a word from "might" to "will," and

added three more sentences of forceful personal opinion near the end.

In her personal editing guide filled out after the first draft was

written but before the revisions were made, Dawn said she might add more

detail. Student editors weren't as helpful or as critical on this paper. Most

liked the article the way it was written. One noted that spelling and spacing

needed fixing. The most notable change in the revised essay was a cosmetic

change: the addition of a cartoon illustration of two people riding a

snowmobile. Since the paper is about a snowmobile accident, this seemed

Particularly appropriate since we can see from the cartoon that the ice is

breaking beneath the vehicle. In the article itself, Dawn addressed spelling,
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correcting two errors. She added a transition phrase and eliminated one

sentence. The most substantive change was the deletion of a whole

paragraph that did not relate to the accident directly. Thus, even without

substantial peer comment, Dawn made a major change in the paper.

For this paper Dawn did not have any peer response because she

was absent. She made one and only one change from the rough draft to the

final product, and that was the addition of the word "it."

This paper had suggestions from peer editors. One reminded Dawn

that the rough draft lacked sections, and another suggested that she include

a written schedule for the proposed tests to occur. The final paper is clearly

organized by sections and nicely formatted. She gave careful attention to the

cosmetic details of the proposal. A transition sentence was added to the end

of the introduction to lead into the next section. No changes were made on

the discussion section; the rough draft reads exactly the same as the final

draft. Two new sections were added, however: Conclusions and

Recommendations, both clearly worded and complete.

The final assignment was a case study, and Dawn entitled her paper

just, that: "Case Study." Apparently she read over the rough draft before
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typing the final paper (actually her essays were word processed, as were

Alma's), but when she made the one and only correction she misplaced the

word she intended to insert. Other than that faulty revision, no other

changes were made, and no peer comments were given for any class

member on that assignment.

Conclusions

At the end of the term, responding to the two questions about

revision, Dawn had these comments:

I use revision in my writing a lot to change things around.

Helping to revise others papers in class helped me to see

different ways to word some ofmy sentences. My best revised

paper was "Changing a Tire"; a lot of the wording was

changed around. I had the most trouble revising my proposal

paper. This was a hard paper to revise. The example given to

us in class helped quite a bit.

I was not surprised that Dawn said her first paper was the most successful.

For that essay she received several peer comments and acted on all but one.

She also made ten self-determined revisions (grammatical, mechanical and

informational).

To summarize Dawn's experience with revision and peer comment,

I would say that peer editing helped her more than it did Alma. Dawn

seemed especially receptive to critical comment and took advantage of what

others had to offer, especially perhaps in the second essay about desserts.

The papers for which she had peer comments were revised much more

eXtensively than those done "alone." The fifth paper, "Concentration",

Which was done without peer comment, had only one minor revision made
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to the final draft. On the whole from my observations, it seems that most of

her revisions were what I would call substantive, or what Sager would call

informational: for example, in the paper on drunk driving she responded to

a peer's idea that she consult outside sources, adding three sentences of

statistics to her final draft.

Dawn made very few stylistic changes, unlike Alma who worked

with the arrangement of her sentences to a greater degree. Dawn made

more grammatical revisions (spelling, punctuation) but did little with the

organization of her papers. My hunch is that with written teacher

comments Dawn's papers would have been more developed, although peers

were helpful in suggesting places to add information. It was also good to

see that Dawn's confidence in her writing improved slightly throughout the

course of the semester.

W

The third case study from the Advanced Expository Writing class is

Mark, who scored 63 on the Daly-Miller Test of Writing Apprehension. His

score indicates that he has far less confidence in his writing than either

Dawn or Alma. However, his post-instructional score dropped to 45, one of

the largest declines I have seen in recent years. If Mark was an anxious

writer coming into this course, he was even more anxious going out.

As I did with the entire class, early in the semester I asked for

Mark's response to two questions: 1) Overall, what do you like best about

Writing; 2) What are your two or three greatest problems with writing?
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Mark wrote that what he liked best about writing is "you get to write what

you feel and want to write about." His three greatest problems with writing

are "ending my paper, shaping my paragraphs," and "scattering my

ideas."

While most students did only two drafts of each paper, Mark often

did three. His first paper, "Weight Lifting" was done in only two drafts,

however. One of his peer editors suggested that he might want to polish up

the ending. Another mentioned the paragraph about "spotters" and said

this didn't make the point Mark wanted it to make. In his own written

comments on the personal editing guide before making any revisions, Mark

said, "I just have to change a couple of sentences." His final draft contained

one word substitution, one correction of a spelling error (mechanics), an

added phrase, and an additional sentence of explanation about "spotters"

(informational). Mark also added a phrase about spotters to further clarify

a point he made later. Except for the suggestion about polishing up the

ending, Mark seemed to respond carefully to the suggestions of his peers.

The second assignment was done in three drafts. Mark's peers

suggested that his first two paragraphs could be combined into one and

mentioned that he needed further support for his arguments, specific

incidents that supported his ideas. One editor said, "You may need some
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facts or stats." Another said, "Try to get more info about the lady who

recovered. How long in hosp., etc.? How about info on severely disabled

infants at birth? Some are allowed to die. . . ." In his own revision

statement Mark said he would give "more examples." The second draft saw

these changes: rephrased a sentence, added two sentences of explanation,

corrected a spelling error, and made a word substitution. In the third and

final draft he added a final paragraph of conclusion and facts about the

legality of mercy killing in the US. and Canada.

Mark's editorial was also done in three drafts. One peer editor said,

"Where is the conclusion?" Another remarked that the second and third

paragraphs could be combined and that the ending leaves the reader "up in

the air." Mark said in his own editing comments prior to revising that he

planned to write a better conclusion. The second draft included one added

word, the correction of a spelling error, a grammatical correction, as well

as several substantive changes: an added paragraph of information,

elimination of another sentence, and movement of the example of his aunt's

accident to a place near the end of the paper. In the third draft he

eliminated one sentence from the last paragraph and added an entirely new

two-sentence conclusion. Although he ignored the suggestion to combine

the two paragraphs into one, he did take the suggestion about fixing the

conclusion.
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The fourth paper was done in two drafts. Student editors made

comments about the general nature of the subject. One said, "Be more

descriptive about what you are speaking about." Another remarked,

"Perhaps give more examples instead of generalizations--i.e., solving

complex problems--what type?" In his own comments for revision Mark

mentioned "better paragraphs," but he didn't say exactly how he planned to

work on paragraphs in the final draft. His actual revisions included seven

grammatical corrections, three mechanical corrections, a transition, the

elimination of two words, the addition of five words and one phrase. Mark

also rephrased one sentence completely and added a final sentence to the

conclusion.

 

Mark's report received few suggestions for changes on the peer

editing guides, although one student mentioned that he might want to

elaborate on the "situations." Mark forgot to submit the rough draft with

the final draft, so I was unable to compare the two.

, n - n

The sixth paper received little in the way of constructive comments

for revision. But Mark made several changes on his own: primarily word

and sentence changes, including three word substitutions, several word

eliminations, corrections of two comma errors and one spelling error. In
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cosmetic changes he added the use of all capital letters to the proposal

headings. He reworded on one occasion, added a word on another, and

finally added one complete phrase of explanation.

. u _ 0 n

The last assignment, a case study, did not receive peer editing, so

again Mark made the changes on his own, with an oral conference with me

prior to the revision. Actually the final draft was the third draft, but since

Mark did not turn in the first draft with the final copy, I was unable to

compare those revisions which, as I recall, added details to the second draft.

To the third draft he added a transition, made a word substitution,

combined two sentences, and corrected three grammatical errors and two

spelling errors.

Qonclnsions

At semester's end Mark answered the two questions about revision

this way:

When it comes to revising I tend to do it more in my

conclusions. Sometimes, however, there is a need to do it in

entire paragraphs and single sentences. I think my best

revision was done on two papers. The paper on seatbelts and

the paper on mercy killing. My writing on weight lifting was

the hardest to revise. I think this was partially due to the fact

that it was my first paper and that we never really went over

how to revise yet.

In summarizing my observations about Mark and the revision process, it

seems he learned some things about how to revise during the semester. He
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thought his paper needed only a couple of changes early in the term (the

first essay "Weight Lifting"), but later seemed to take more time and make

more changes at the suggestion of his peer editors. Mark was the most

regular student to conference with me. In spite of our oral conferences,

however, most of the revisions we discussed did not appear in the final

drafts, with the exception of one organizational change and a few smaller

changes. As he mentioned in his final comments, Mark prefers to make

revisions in his conclusion, and, in fact, did revise or add to the conclusions

of many papers. Early in the semester a comment was made by a peer

editor about Mark's conclusion, and I wonder if he then continued to look

carefully at his conclusions to see if they were effective. I think Mark's

confidence might have benefitted from written positive comments. It seems

that in general he responds more to written suggestions than to verbal ones.

Mark probably would have addressed written teacher comments just as he

did written peer comments. Thus, in his case, more than in Dawn's or

Alma's, written comments might have been helpful.

I l' I' Ell El lE '| Eli

To summarize my observations about the Advanced Expository

Writing class which operated without written teacher comments, I would

say that the three case studies--Alma, Dawn, Mark--did not make as many

substantive revisions (informational, holistic) as I usually like to see. Yet,

on several occasions peers did make comments that encouraged larger

changes, so the revisions were not totally lacking in that area. Alma, a



76

confident, self-reliant writer, seemed less likely to take peers' suggestions

even if the suggestions were good ones. On the other hand, Dawn, 3 less

confident writer, often responded to the comments of her peers.

Although all three of the case study writers used oral conferences

with me to varying degrees, basically they revised without direct teacher

intervention. Because of this it seems that they learned about revision from

a writer's perspective rather than from a teacher's. In short, they

maintained more control of the revision process. I see this as a positive

outcome. It seems to me, however, that written teacher comments do

provide more opportunity for students to think about possible revisions than

do oral conferences. I wonder if students forget changes that are discussed

in conferences. On several occasions Mark and I talked about possible

revisions which never appeared in his final drafts. This may be for two

reasons: 1) he considered making the changes but relied on his own

judgment as author and rejected my ideas; 2) he forgot that the changes

had been discussed. It is important for students to maintain ownership of

their writing, making changes they see important. But they shouldn't be

prevented from making changes simply because they have forgotten some

or all of what was discussed.

In the advanced expository study the increase in writing anxiety in

two of the three case studies--Alma and Mark--causes me some concern.

Gee's study (1972) found that negative attitudes about writing may be a

result of the teacher's lack of comment. I felt that I gave far fewer

comments to students in oral conferences than I normally do in written
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comments. Perhaps this had an effect on these two writers. A comparison

of this Advanced Expository study with the Freshman Composition study

which follows may be helpful in evaluating the "confidence" issue.



CHAPTER IV

WRITTEN TEACHER AND PEER COMMENT

AND THE REVISION PROCESS IN

THREE FRESHMAN COMPOSITION CASE STUDIES

Freshman Composition, the second class under investigation, did

involve written teacher comment. The class had 22 students, primarily

traditional college-age men and women in their late teens or early twenties.

One student in her fifties was returning to college after raising a family.

She was the only older student in the class and one of the few employed part-

time. For most students, this class, titled College Rhetoric, was their first

college writing course; thus, I regarded them as less experienced college

writers than the students in Advanced Expository Writing.

As with the other study, the three case studies from Freshman

Composition were selected on the basis of Daly-Miller Writing

Apprehension Test scores taken on the first day of the semester. Again I

chose one student with a high score, indicating a significant degree of

confidence about writing: Kara scored 110. The second student, Cami, had

a middle-range score of 84, suggesting an average amount of writing

78
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apprehension. The third case study was Mary, the older student, who

scored 69, indicating a considerable degree of anxiety about writing.

General whole-class data gathered six weeks after the start of the

semester was generated by the same four questions I posed to the Advanced

Expository group: 1) What is your definition of revision? 2) What kinds of

changes do you make when you revise? 3) Out of 100 percent for the total

writing process, what percent of time do you spend on revision? 4) How do

you rate peer editing comments and written comments by the teacher?

E l 11 E B . .

One of the significant differences between the Expository Writing

class and the Freshman Composition class was the age of the students.

With the exception of Mary, all students in Freshman Composition were

under the age of 25. Although they will all be classified as "young" writers

for purposes of this study, they did not have as much writing experience as

the "young" (under age 25) writers in the Advanced Expository class.

Would this lack of experience be reflected in their answers to the question

"What is your definition of revision?" The novice writers in Freshman

Composition had these comments:

Fred - "reviewing with an eye toward concentrating the

thought content and smoothing the sentences. Spelling and

gramer [sic] check."

Mandy - "correcting mistakes, not only grammarical [sic] but

structural too"

Cathy - "correcting your mistakes--a rewriting process"
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Annie - "prior to this class it was correcting spelling and

punctuation. But now it is rethinking the entire paper and re-

constructing it in a better way."

Tracie - "changing a paper to make it better"

Bob - "typing my paper up from what I have written, whatever

doesn't sound good, I fix"

Jim - "the act of correcting one's mistakes"

Bonnie - "Doing everything that must be done to your drafts to create

a smooth reading finished piece."

Tonya - "To revise is to alter or change the content of your paper to

specifically state what you would like it to say."

Lori - "Revision is going over your paper a few times and fixing

things to make it better."

Kris - "Revision is perfection. It's like science. Everything has to

work with each other, the project has to go in a certain direction to

achieve success and small things are very important."

Ed - "Making corrections in a paper until you feel comfortable with

it."

Daniel - "It is remaking the 'vision' that one has (improving)."

*Kara - "Rewriting and correcting until you have a perfect or near-

perfect piece of writing."

*Cami - "to re-do any errors or phrasing problems"

*Mary (the older writer) - "To go over the writing--rearrange--

add or leave out words or sentences."

For the most part, the freshmen writers and the more experienced young

writers in the expository study had similar responses to the question. The

words 'perfect' and 'correct' appeared often in the comments of both groups.

Yet several less experienced freshmen writers mentioned 'mistakes' or

'errors,‘ while none of the advanced writers did. Writers who mentioned
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mistakes were writers from the class which had received my written

comments on their first drafts. It may be that the presence of a reader who

marks on the draft leads some student writers into thinking about mistakes

or, as Sommers says, making the changes the teacher wants rather than

those the student perceives are necessary, "since the teacher's concerns

imposed on the text create the reasons for the subsequent changes"

("Responding to Student Writing" 150).

One student, Annie, seemed to alter her perceptions of the revision

process as a result of the Freshman Composition course. The questionnaire

to which she responds was distributed about six weeks into the semester.

At that time she says she considers revision "rethinking the entire paper

and re-constructing it in a better way." Prior to taking the class she says

she thought it was "correcting spelling and punctuation." Other freshmen

writers like Fred appear to combine both elements (correcting and re-

seeing) in the definition of revision. He says it is "reviewing with an eye

toward concentrating the thought content" as well as a "spelling and

gramer [sic] check." Kris says that revision is like science: "Everything

has to work with each other, the project has to go in a certain direction to

achieve success and small things are very important." Her reflections

remind me of those of an experienced young writer, Ben, from the

Advanced Expository class who said that revision is "making sure that

everything fits OK in a pattern."

The only student in Freshman Composition who mentioned adding

information in the revision process was Mary, the older writer; this seems
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to correspond with Sommers' finding that older writers make more use of

addition as a revision strategy. Yet, other young writers do allow for the

possibility of addition: Bonnie says revision is "doing everything that must

be done to your drafis to create a smooth reading finished piece." Tonya

behaves "to revise is to alter or change the content ofyour paper to

specifically state what you would like it to say." Tanya's comment seems to

suggest also that she assumes ownership of the writing even though she

has been receiving written teacher comment on drafts in progress.

With respect to what Scardemalia and Bereiter call writers'

egocentricity which does not allow them to stand apart from their texts as

critics, the writers in this Freshman Composition class make no mention of

writing for a reader, but they do put themselves in a position to criticize

their own work. Lori considers revision "going over your paper a few times

and fixing things to make it better." And Daniel says it is "remaking the

'vision' that one has (improving)." None of these young, less experienced

writers imply that revision is redoing the paper from scratch, and none of

their papers indicated that they had done so.

The difference in writing experience between the Freshman

Composition class and the Advanced Expository class did not seem to be

reflected in their beliefs about revision. Although both the Advanced

Expository class and the freshman class participated in peer editing and

written peer comments, none of the students referred to a reader of their

writing. Revision appears to exist for most ofthem as a personal activity

with the text, a reassessment of the grammatical correctness, an alteration
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of the content and shape, a perfecting part of the writing process. The one

significant difference I noted as I looked over the responses of the expository

class (no written teacher comment) and the Freshman Composition class

(written teacher comment) was the mention of "mistakes" or "errors" by

four of the students who had been accustomed to seeing my written

comments on their drafts. Yet, as Annie mentioned on her questionnaire,

some students in high school think of revision as "correcting spelling and

punctuation." So the comments of these four students may be a carryover

from, earlier writing experiences.

 

The second question in the open-ended questionnaire distributed to

all members of the freshman writing class asked students to discuss more

specifically the kinds of changes they make in revision. To "What kinds of

changes do you make when you revise?" the novice writers said this:

Fred - "spelling. Choice of words."

Mandy - "Mostly diction. When I re-read I see where other words

would be better."

Cathy - "mostly grammar or re-arrange sentences"

Annie - "I change sentence structures. Add words or replace them

with better words. I take out un-needed words or phrases."

Tracie - "I try to make transitions, ideas flow, and make sure

grammar and punctuation are correct."

Bob - "Not many if any."

Jim - "I try and make the sentences sound good, like I would revise

that sentence to 'I try to make better sounding sentences.”
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Bonnie - "Sentence structure. Make better transitions. Add more

detail and proof along with deleting unnecessary things."

Tonya - "wording"

Lori - "Grammar changes are very important. If I'm writing fast, I

change alot of spelling. I always have a million typos too."

Kris - "Every kind of change imaginable. Sometimes the focus

is different, paragraphs are deleted, certain ideas are enlarged

and clearer, the organization is reorganized, diction is

changed. . . so much!"

Ed - "I change some punctuation and try to combine some

sentences."

Daniel - "Small sentence or word changes; sometimes

paragraph changes."

*Kara - "Spelling, grammatical, sentence structure, diction, overall I

look at the paper--or have someone else do it and I ask if it all applies

to the thesis." '

*Cami - "grammar, typos, wording, phrasing"

*Mary (the older writer) - "Whole sentences or I follow your

recommendations by changing words, moving sentences here and

there."

Many of their comments reflect Sommers' findings that the greatest

number of revisions by college students occur at the word and phrase level,

with lezdcal deletions and substitutions the most frequent operations. In

this respect the more experienced and the less experienced young writers

did not differ. Fred talks about "choice of words." Mandy says she changes

"mostly diction," and Daniel refers to "small sentence or word changes."

Other comments concern sentence operations: Annie says she changes

sentence structures, while Jim tries to make the sentences sound good.
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Bonnie too talks about sentence structure, and Ed says he tries to combine

some sentences.

Since both classes used editing guides which established some

criteria for revision of their papers, I wondered if students would use these

criteria to activate memory searches, as Sager (1973) suggests. Some young

experienced writers in Advanced Expository talked about including "bits

and details," or making changes that others suggested on the guides.

Bonnie, a student in Freshman Composition, says she adds "more detail

and proof along with deleting unnecessary things." Kris notes that

"sometimes the focus is different, paragraphs are deleted, certain ideas are

enlarged and clearer." Only two writers refer directly to others'

suggestions, however. Kara, the student who by her score on the Daly-

Miller scale seems to be a confident writer, says she looks at the paper or

has someone else look at the paper. Mary, the writer who appears

apprehensive about writing, says she follows my recommendations "by

changing words, moving sentences here and there." In the Advanced

Expository group of experienced young writers, the only student to mention

others' comments was Dawn, a student with an average amount of writing

apprehension. Here then are three students with varying degrees of

writing anxiety who all consider feedback from peers or from me when they

make revisions. But according to their comments and the comments of the

others from both classes, they appear to be in the minority. It is fair to

assume, however, that comments may not always reflect actual practices.
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In terms of addition or deletion strategies, the young, less

experienced writers mentioned both just three times. Each student who

mentioned adding something also spoke of deleting material as well: Annie

takes out "un-needed words or phrases," but she also adds words or

replaces them with better words. Mandy also talks of substitution: "When I

re-read I see where other words would be better." Overall, however, the

comments of freshmen writers seem to reflect the notion that their changes

or revisions occur on the surface level more than the substantive level, with

re-arrangement a common operation. These are students who have

received suggestions for substantive revisions in my written marginal

comments. Yet they refer more often to syntactical and grammatical

concerns, as did the young advanced writers in the Advanced Expository

class who did not receive written marginal comments.

E l E I' | [B . . I.

I asked the novice writers a third question relating to the amount of

time they think they spend revising: "Considering the last three papers you

have written, how much time have you spent on creating (coming up with

ideas), shaping (writing and organizing), and completing (revising and

editing), in that order, in percentages adding to 100?" I wondered how their

revision times would compare with those of the younger and older students

in the expository study. Freshman Composition students estimated the

time spent on creating, shaping, and completing (revising) in the

percentages shown in Table 3 on the following page. The average amount of
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time these writers spend on revision is 23.3 percent of their total writing

time. Kara, a confident writer, and Cami, a writer of average confidence,

estimate that they spend 20 percent of their writing time revising. This is

slightly less than the average for the class. An analysis of the number and

kind of revisions indicated that this was a reasonable estimate.

But Mary, the older student who has some writing apprehension,

spends only five percent of her time revising, as nearly as she can

determine. Her estimate seems very low because an analysis of her papers

shows extensive revisions. Older writers in the Advanced Expository study

believe that they average 17.4 percent of their time on revision. These

figures compare with those of the younger writers in the same study who

estimate 26.1 percent and those of the Freshman Composition class writers

who say 24.8 percent of their time is spent on revision. From these student

estimates, it seems that older writers do spend less time revising, or at least

think they do.

Because I had believed that written teacher comments encouraged

student writers to spend more time on revision, it was surprising to find

that actually the class receiving written comments believed they spent less

time revising than the class without written comments. It seems that

comments may, in fact, speed up the revision process by suggesting how

and when to revise.
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Table 3

Freshman Composition Student Estimates of Writing Time

Creating Shaping Completing

Fred % so 15

Mandy 75 10 15

Cathy 40 40 2)

Annie 1(X)

Tracie 45 4O 15

Bob 3) 30 10

Jim 15 70 15

Bonnie Z) 35 45

Tonya 11) 40 30

Lori 50 30 2)

Kris 15 % 6)

Ed 30 10 6)

Daniel absent for questionnaire

*Kara Z) 60 Z)

*Cami 4O 40 2)

*Mary 75 Z) 5
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As I had done with the Expository Writing class, I asked the

freshmen to do a freewrite about five weeks into the semester to get a sense

of their perceptions of peer and teacher comment. I encouraged them to

reflect on peer editing groups and comments, written teacher comments,

and any other issues they wished to consider. Twenty students responded

with a freewrite. Of those 20, thirteen students mentioned the positive

benefits of peer editing. Their remarks ranged from "good somewhat," to

"helped me feel better about others reading my writing." One student saw

peer editing as a way to provide motivation. Another said, "As peers

sometimes we are able to give good suggestions or ideas that maybe the

professor isn't always able to give." Only two students felt peer editing to be

of little or questionable benefit. One mentioned that he wanted peers to be

more critical and faulted their "lack of looking for bad things." Others who

liked peer editing also said they wished peers would not try to be "nice."

Comparing these responses with the Expository Writing class, I found that

approximately the same number of students in both classes like peer editing:

eleven out of eighteen in the Expository Writing class compared with

thirteen of twenty students in the Freshman Composition class. Slightly

more of the advanced writers faulted peer editing: four of eighteen,

compared with only two of twenty in the less experienced freshmen group.

With respect to written teacher comment, seven of the twenty

students in Freshman Composition said they felt it was a good method. One
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remarked that he liked teacher comments but felt they "should be more on

the grammar aspects." Another student who liked written comments

referred to the teacher "correcting and reading" the paper and said, "I

enjoy both positive comments and suggestions." Since, as a teacher, I

always feel I am "correcting" when I mark grammatical issues on a

student paper, I was not surprised to see that at least one student feels the

same. But the student who wanted "more on the grammar aspects"

reassured me somewhat about a possible overemphasis on those concerns.

One student, however, disliked written teacher comments, saying they were

"sometimes unclear and vague." Reading this I was reminded of Coupe's

study (1985) which found that teacher comment often is of little help to the

student because teachers fail to communicate their message clearly.

A rather surprising development for me was to see the number of

students (N=6) who mentioned that teacher/student conferences were

helpful. I did not require conferences, but made it known that if students

wanted to talk about their papers, I was available. By the fifth week when

the freewrite was done, there had not been an unusally large number of

students in to see me for conferences, but the six students who commented

had positive things to say: "keeps communication open and helps a lot with

writing"; "if we have a problem we know there is a time for us to discuss it

with you openly"; "good and much needed at least for me."

Based on the freewrite it would seem that peer editing made a more

positive impact on students or at least prompted them to comment on its

positive aspects. There may be a couple of reasons for this: 1) students are
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exposed to this method for the first time in college, thus eliciting a strong

initial reaction; 2) students are reluctant to fault other students for this

group activity, just as they seem to be reluctant to fault each other as they

edit. Getting students to make constructive, critical comments on papers is

something many writing teachers who use peer groups wrestle with on a

continual basis. I do feel, however, that the sense of writing community

which had developed may have contributed to the written support shown for

peer group activities.

One ofthe two students who questioned peer editing was Kara, a

confident writer, who said, "The only factor in this class structure that I

question is the peer editing groups. It seems to me that many ofmy peers

feel that the day we hand in papers, and edit them, they don't come to class.

I'm just wondering if there is a different approach to take to make the

students more enthusiastic about peer editing." She would, it seems, like to

see it work, but she feels the way I have structured the class, I have allowed

some students to avoid peer work. Kara also sees a lack of enthusiasm by

others in the class, although from most of their comments this does not

seem evident. Ironically, she does not mention if peers are helpful in her

own writing process, which was what I was most interested to learn.

Alma, the confident writer from the Expository Writing class, had not

mentioned using peers' suggestions either, although she said that reading

others' work had given her ideas for enhancing her writing style, an

indirect help. Kara, however, does not relate her work to peer comments in

any way.
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Cami, the student with an average amount of writing apprehension,

said, "I think the revision process is great. I like the idea that you see my

paper and give advice before I hand in my final draft." She doesn't mention

peers or their comments, nor does she mention teacher/student

conferences. Her remarks seem directed primarily to the written teacher

comments made on drafts in progress.

Mary, the older more anxious writer, said, "I liked this [editing

groups] because it gave me a chance to read many other different stories. I

found it hard to comment on the writings of others, because deep in my

heart I don’t really like to critize [sic] such things. I am always in awe of

what others think and write. They teach me much." Mary had more to say

about peer groups than she did about written teacher comment or

teacher/student conferences. She remarked, "Written teacher comments

were very important and helpful." About conferences she said, "To me

these conferences were very important and helpful and you guided me in a

personal way." Of the three case studies--Kara, Cami, and Mary--only

Mary had been in for conferencing at the five-week point in the semester.

Although she seemed to find written teacher comment and conferences

helpful, Mary made more remarks about peer editing.

Her hesitation to criticize others' work is a common finding in

studies of peer groups. George Jacobs in a writing study in Thailand found

that students showed interest in reading about others, but they felt

inadequate to make comments. Jacobs suggested responding lists as a way
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around this problem. Mary did use a peer editing guide which provided

some structure and direction for her comments, but at least for her this did

not seem enough to overcome the reluctance. According to other

researchers (Moffett, Davies and Omberg, and Chaudron), peer editing has

its chief value in the added emphasis it places on composition as a process,

as an activity of instrinsic value. Mary's comment about being in awe of

other student writers indicates that she respects the work they do in the

class, in the writing community. Perhaps the number of students (thirteen

of twenty) who made positive comments also is an indication of the value

students place on peer editing as a part of the overall writing process.

Of the three case studies from Freshman Composition, one student,

Kara, had some question about the peer editing process as it was practiced

in class. She did not say whether or not it was beneficial to her, nor did she

remark on my written comments or conferences. Clearly, her confidence

as a writer shows in her freewrite response. Cami, a student with average

anxiety, liked written teacher comments yet made no mention of peers. But

Mary, the most anxious writer, commented favorably on peer groups,

written teacher comments and teacher/student conferences. I wondered if

the revisions of these three writers would reflect the feelings expressed in

their comments.

Qanclnsicns

The group studies were beneficial because they allowed me to see

how the ideas of the three case study writers compared with the whole class.
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Generally, Kara, Cami and Mary made comments that did not stand apart

from the others. The only surprising response came when they were asked

to estimate revision times. Mary's low estimate of 5 percent seemed

unusual, as an analysis of her extensively revised papers will show.

However, in fairness to all students, I must admit that it is dificult to

estimate revision times. Perhaps, however, for more experienced writers,

revision becomes an easier part of writing, at least in perception if not in

practice.

Some freshmen writers in the study appear to hold onto the idea that

revision means correcting mistakes. Others have a larger vision, viewing it

as a recursive process, or as Daniel says, "remaking the vision that one

has." Cami, in particular, stressed the importance of taking more time to

revise throughout the writing process, not just in the final stages.

Whatever their differences in perceptions, practices, and

percentages of time spent revising, most of the novice writers believe that

revision is an integral part of the writing process. I wondered how closely

the actual revisions of the three case study writers would reflect the beliefs

expressed in their comments.

Wm

A confident writer at the beginning of the class (110), Kara scored

three points higher (113) on the Daly-Miller post test, meaning that she had

gained a very small measure of confidence in the course of the semester.

When I asked early in the term for her comments about what she liked best
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about writing, she wrote, "a chance to revise your writing-«you can really

see the overall improvements!" In response to the question "What are your

two or three greatest problems with writing?" Kara wrote: 1) "not enough

time revising"; 2) "spelling and grammar--locating mistakes"; 3) "I get too

involved in my paper and can't get a broad picture of my completed wor

She mentioned revision twice, first as something positive, a way to improve

her writing, and second as one of her problems: she believes she does not

spend enough time on this part of the writing process.

As I examined Kara's writing and its revisions, I looked at the same

nine criteria I had applied to the expository class papers: cosmetic,

mechanical, grammatical, continuational, informational, stylistic,

transitional, organizational, holistic (Sager 1973). As I read her first draft

and compared it with the final draft, I noted the changes that occurred and

the apparent impetus for the changes: i.e., written teacher comment, peer

comment, self-determination. Then I noted the type of change as closely as

possible to Sager's criteria, making no effort to comment on the quality of

writing or to evaluate good versus poor revisions.

Kara's first paper contained a number of changes from first to final

draft, almost all inspired either by my comments or those of her peers.

Many involved the process of addition. The most obvious change was a

cosmetic one; she modified the triple spacing to double spacing, probably in

response to my written comment: "This looks like triple space. . . In
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response to my 27 marginal comments, Kara made 23 revisions, primarily

word substitutions, deletions, or additions. She added one transition word,

corrected three spelling errors, and made seven grammatical or

mechanical revisions. To my comments about informational changes

("What do you mean?" and "I'm not sure I understand") she chose not to

respond. I was reminded here of Coupe's study (1985) which found

students ignoring comments that seemed vague. However, Kara also

ignored my suggestion to omit a phrase and add a comma, although neither

of these suggestions was unclear. In my final holistic comment I

suggested she get more quickly to the key moment in the experience (losing

a check from her checkbook) and expand with description. In revising she

added six sentences about the loss and condensed almost an entire

paragraph to get quickly to the action.

Peers also had some revision suggestions which she generally

followed. One said, "How could you have lost it? Speculation would be good."

Kara added three questions in response to this remark. Another said,

"Sentence clarity in general needs a little work." I made written

agreement on the peer editing guide, and Kara seemed to pay attention to

clarification in her revision, adding a phrase and completely re-wording

five sentences. One editor said, "I got a little bit confused about which of

your friends came over. . . ", so she added the name "Kevin" twice to clear

up any confusion. Only one peer comment was not addressed.

After her peers had offered their comments, Kara made her own

suggestions about revising. She wrote, "Maybe the time period is too long
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and I need to specify 'friend/friends'»more descriptions of how I lost it [the

check]." She eventually did make all these changes. In fact, she made five

additional revisions that were not the result of teacher or peer comments,

all small mechanical corrections such as changing "3:00 a.m." to "three

o'clock."

In her second paper, a description of approximately the same length

as the first assignment, Kara made slightly fewer changes. I wrote 25

comments, and Kara responded to 22 of those. Clearly she was following

the same conscientious pattern established in the first paper. Nine changes

were grammatical, primarily spelling or comma errors; however, she left

two words misspelled in the final draft, just as they had been in the first. To

my comment about a transition she added four words. The most

substantive change, the addition of a sentence, was in response to my final

comment for more detail in the paragraph about spring at the beach.

Although she seemed very intent upon making my suggested revisions,

Kara also made five self-determined changes: spelling corrections; word

and phrase substitutions; and the addition of five words of description.

Peers liked her paper very much and made many positive

comments, but they had no suggestions for improvement. In her own

comments prior to revision she wrote, "maybe I need more details in the

third body paragraph--the fall up north is gorgeous!" She then remarked

that she would check spelling errors, but overall expected to make "no
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major changes." In a comment directed to me on her editing guide, she

asked if I "clearly understand how the summer people absolutely destroy all

the beauty of the beach in the summertime." When I read this I responded,

"Yes, very clear."

 

The third assignment included two parts: an assertion with proof

paper and a query letter. The final draft of Kara's paper was entitled "Is

Organization What You Need?" On the letter which prefaced the paper, I

made 12 revision suggestions; Kara made all but one of the changes.

Additionally, she made five revisions of her own. This seemed like a

relatively high number of self-determined revisions for the short letter

assignment, so I took this as a movement away from a dependence on my

comments.

Yet on the paper itself, Kara made no changes on her own. She did

make significant additions in response to my 21 comments and to the

suggestions of peers who thought she needed more support. She agreed

that "tons more support" was needed. To achieve this she added three long

sentences of example on the first page and two lengthy quotes from

professionals who attribute their success to being organized in college.

These represented the most substantive revisions Kara had made to date.

Again Kara was following almost all of my suggestions (17 of 21) and all but

one from her peers.
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But even before I read her paper and made comments, Kara seemed

to have a clear sense of what she would do to revise it . She said she would

"add more proof that it can and will help you keep and attain a job"; "go

through with tons more support"; "get some specific instances from

students who have had this work for them." When I read her own

comments, I reflected on her increased ability to evaluate her own writing.

Kara's fourth paper, which again was of the same length as the

previous papers, had the most written teacher comments (39), although my

comments were primarily minor stylistic or grammatical suggestions, with

only four questions or comments calling for substantive informational

revisions. Kara paid particular attention to all four of those informational

revisions, adding a number of sentences and clarifying others. She also

added a page of works cited and carefully went through the paper to cite

sources whenever she used direct quotes from her research materials.

Kara made a number of self-determined revisions (14), although up to this

point she had been making only a few on each assignment. This increase

seemed to reinforce my belief that she was becoming a more confident

reviser. In "A Critical Decision" Kara added words, found several spelling

errors I had missed, and added citations on eight occasions. She also added

a sentence of clarification on her own and substituted one word for another.

Peers were not as helpful, however, on the fourth paper. Only one comment

for revision was made: "the paragraphs seem to say the same thing." This
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remark was, as far as I could determine, ignored. Another peer

complimented her on the use of quotes saying, "You use quotes well to

explain where you got your ideas."

In terms of revision strategies, Kara had some thoughts: "My

analysis, I think, is the weakest part ofmy paper. I want to go back and

clean it up a little bit-«make it more organized." I agreed in the margin

with her comment, but when I read the final draft, I could see no change in

organization. My biggest surprise, however, with this assignment came

when I analyzed my written comments. I noted that almost half (17 of 39)

related to grammatical issues; an additional 15 of the 39 were stylistic

comments, suggesting word or phrase additions, deletions, substitutions, or

rearrangement. My suggestions for substantive revisions had been few.

anclnsicns

Kara's feelings about revision may in part be summed up by her

response to the question "What is the easiest part of writing for you. " To

this she replied, "Writing the mind paper." (Emphasis hers .) I have a

hunch that re-writing or revising is less easy for Kara. She goes on to say,

"Strict guidelines make writing easier for me." For most of the semester

Kara followed closely peer and teacher comments. But as she wrote more,

she became less dependent on those guidelines, venturing off to make more

self-determined revisions. She seems very aware that writing experience

leads to growth, because when I asked what she felt she had to do to be a

good writer she said, "Practice and practice!"
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Cami's score on the Daly-Miller test at the beginning of the semester

was 84, but on the post-test her score dropped by four points to 80, indicating

that she was a slightly less confident writer after Freshman Composition

than before. She had an unusually candid response to the question about

what she likes best about writing. Cami says, "I get my papers done so that

I can get good grades." She believes her two or three greatest problems with

writing are "I procrastinate"; "I need to spend more time revising as I go

along"; "Shouldn't let the thought of writing a paper bother me."

Her first essay was the story of an earlier experience with country

dancing. She brought the rough draft to class for peer editing and then

turned it in for my comments. But when it was time to submit the final

draft, Cami remarked that she had thrown away all the preliminary

papers, including the early draft and peer comments. So, although I was

unable to compare both drafts, I did notice one distinctive aspect of her

paper that remained unchanged from first to final draft: two neatly drawn

illustrations of dancers' positions on the dance floor.

In her second essay, a description, Cami made a total of 23

revisions. My suggestions numbered 26, and of those she made 21, adding
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two other changes she felt were needed. Five ofmy comments were related

to mechanical revisions, three addressed grammatical issues, and eight

asked for more information. The others involved stylistics: addition,

deletion, or substitution of words or phrases.

Looking at the final draft, I could see that Cami had responded to the

informational revision suggestions with a good deal of addition. To my

comment about "what kind of flowers?" she added a list of six: tulips,

dafodiles [sic], roses, petunas [sic], violets, and geraniums. To my

suggestion that she include details about a few of the exhilarating [sic]

sights she mentioned in the first sentence, she added three long sentences

of detail:

There are the multicolorful flowers that surround the Gardens

all over, which enhance the beauty. Tulips, red, yellow, and

pink roses, purple violets and many more flowers embedded

together look absolutely stunning. There are many trees such

as oak, pine, ash, elm, maple, crab apple, and many more that

shade the atmosphere and give a fresh scent throughout the

walk.

In other places Cami added several sentences for clarification and detail,

and inserted eighteen additional words of description. She made two self-

determined revisions, including the deletion of the final sentence. All

mechanical revisions I suggested were made, with the exception of two

commas and one apostrophe.

Her peer group liked her paper. One student said, "She gives a clear

impression of beauty. The essay left me with the urge to go see these

gorgeous gardens." No one offered suggestions for revision. In her own

comments prior to turning in the paper for my written comments, Cami
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said, "At this point I'm not really planning on doing any revising aside

from grammatical errors or typos. But I may change the paragraph on the

smell. . . maybe put more detail about the scents throughout the Gardens."

One of the major additions, in fact, to the final draft was the mention of the

scent of roses, lilies, mums, tulips, violets, daisies, and petunas [sic], as

well as the smell from the apple blossoms and crab apple trees.

 

Cami's third essay received a number of revision suggestions from

me (39) and from her peer editors (8). Many of my written comments

related to stylistics, some of which she made and some of which she ignored.

In fact, revision comments about stylistics appeared to be situations for

which Cami most frequently made up her own mind, choosing to ignore my

suggestions fairly often. I had six comments or questions relating to

informational or organizational issues, and virtually all of the peer

questions/comments were about the same concerns. She responded to

many of their suggestions, as well as to most of mine by adding phrases

and sentences. Addition was becoming a major revision strategy.

One peer editor said, "Watch your organization and help the reader

through the story." I made a similar written comment, but as I looked at

Cami's final draft, I could not see any changes in organization. Another of

my comments asked: "What do the competition guidelines say about

[cheerleading] mounts?" In response to this she added three long sentences

of explanation about the schools in the US. which do place restrictions on
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mounts. Later in the paper, in response to my written comment, "Can you

give an example or two?", Cami made a lengthy addition:

Pony mounts are used quite often and are very safe, one girl

bends over and makes a pocket with the arch of her back while

another girl sits saddleback on top of her. Shoulder sits are

safe too, one girl simply sits on the other girls shoulders.

Neither of these mounts don't [sic] require a great deal of

balance therefore making them very safe.

These mount examples also addressed a peer comment: . . try to focus on

safety, not opinion about the value of risk taking. . . use examples of safe

mounts."

Another peer editor said, "Maybe you should get some facts rather

than talk to cheerleaders who said there haven't been injuries." Cami

added a sentence to address the safety issue. When one peer suggested that

she "open with the story about the cheerleader," she ignored the remark

and stayed with her original introduction.

Yet, even with all the feedback from the class and from me, Cami

still made nine self-determined revisions, five involving addition of words,

phrases or sentences. Before turning in her paper for my comments, she

mentioned two plans for revision: "I'm going to look for more concrete

information in magazine articles. Also I'm going to try and organize my

paper a little better." Both of these ideas were related to suggestions she had

received from her peers.

The assertion-with-proof assignment also involved a query letter, for

which the students had no revision comments. I made six suggestions,

one involving the organization of the paragraphs, the others relating to
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word substitutions or additions. Cami made all the revisions I suggested .

Clearly, this third assignment involved many outside suggestions for

revision, but it was also interesting to see that for the first time Cami made

many revisions based on her own thoughts about what might be needed and

appropriate as well.

. n o n

The fourth paper did not have a title, but Cami's topic was teen

suicides. As I analyzed the drafts I couldn't help but reflect on my own

written comments. One of the comments indicated (I thought) the absence

of a title. I simply wrote "Title" at the top of Cami's rough draft, thinking

that on the final draft she would, in fact, add a title. But she didn't.

Obviously my comment had been misunderstood, forgotten, or ignored. As

I looked at the number of other suggestions, I became aware of the high

count (48). Of that number, 27 related to stylistics: word substitutions,

additions, or deletions. I remembered Chaudron's study (1984) which

found the benefit ofpeer comment to be the time it saved the teacher by

eliminating some editing tasks. Judging by the number of small editing

changes I suggested for the revision of Cami's paper, I had not saved

myself any time. Most of my other written comments related to mechanical

(5) or grammatical (5) revisions. Cami addressed all but three suggestions.

Revisions based on her self-evaluation numbered eight, almost all

involving addition of words, sentences, or sources of quotations. Some of

these revisions may have been suggested by peers who said, ". . . maybe add
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more comparing and contrasting between the two [articles]"; "try to add

more information." Cami had this to say about her paper: "I need to form a

question and put in a good hook to catch the readers attention in the intro. . .

not enough compare/contrast material. . . put in more info and better

compare/contrast." Her final draft did not reflect any changes in the

introduction, nor in the method or quantity of comparison between the two

articles she was analyzing in her paper. True to her revising style, she did,

however, add more information.

Qanclusicns

Summing up Cami's experience with teacher and peer comment is

easy. She found her greatest help in my written comments which seemed

in almost every instance to be a springboard for the addition of her own

ideas. She considered peers' suggestions too, but rejected many of those

ideas when it came time to write the final draft. I think her views of writing

and revision were altered somewhat by the peer editing and teacher

comment structure of the class. Early in the semester she said her

preferred writing style was to "write one draft and then correct its spelling

and grammar." But by the end of the semester her revisions clearly had

gone far beyond that routine, with addition being the primary revision

strategy.
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The third case study from the Freshman Composition class is Mary,

who scored 69 on the writing apprehension test at the beginning of the

semester. By her score it would appear that she has less confidence in her

writing than either Cami or Kara. Her post-instructional score rose to 75,

however, which indicates she was a bit more confident by the end of the

course.

Fairly early in the semester I asked for Mary's response to two

questions: 1) Overall, what do you like best about writing, 2) What are your

two or three greatest problems with writing? In answer to the first, Mary

wrote: "Writing really begins to make you think what others will think

about your writing. You write cautiously, and constantly are asking

yourself all kinds of questions." Her two or three greatest problems with

writing are "organization, sentence structure," and "paragraphing."

. .. 9»

While most students in the course conferenced with me only once

around mid-semester, Mary often stopped at my office to talk about her

papers. She seemed very interested in the class and in improving her own

writing. Her first paper, "Is the Lady of the House There?" told of the after-

school adventures of her two boys. The most startling thing about a

comparison of her first and final draft was the number of self-determined

revisions. Her self-directed revisions out-numbered my own suggestions 57

to 50. Twenty-three of these involved the addition of words, phrases or
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sentences. Mary's early self-reliance and obvious use of addition as a

revision strategy immediately reminded me of Nancy Sommers' 1980 study

which found that experienced adult writers concentrate their revision at the

sentence level, with addition as the major operation.

It seemed that Mary fit the classification of adult experienced writer

better than other students in her class because she had raised a family and

worked in the local school system for many years as a teacher's aide and

tutor. Her duties as an aide involved writing reports about students. She

tackled her first paper with a "teacher's eye" for revision, adding eleven

marks of punctuation, some I had not noted, and others required by her

new sentence structures. In stylistics, Mary made 15 word or phrase

substitutions, but not much was deleted, as Mary's revisions included the

omission of only four words or phrases. Responding to my 50 suggestions,

Mary made revisions in all but three cases.

I was curious about what had prompted all this addition. My final

holistic suggestion said, "Clarify the story a bit and eliminate any

unnecessary repetition. . . where you can, add details." Perhaps some of her

additions were in response to that comment or to the comment of a peer

who wrote, "The emotions expressed through the writer, (who was the

'worrier' in the story), are expressed in great detail. As for the incident. . .

wasn't expressed with as much detail as it could have been."

Another peer had this suggestion, which proved to be a rather poor

model: "The opening isn't to [sic] bad, the only problem I see is there are to

[sic] many short sentences, it would have a much better flow if she was to
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combine her sentences into some nice long easy flowing sentences. Mary

did, in fact, say on her own personal editing guide that she would "try and

write long sentences." She also said that she would try in her revision to

"remove some of the beginning statements. . . I would omit the statements

about me not liking to cook." Then she remarked, "It [the paper] was very

descriptive, too much detail." My marginal comment to this was, "No, not

too much." Several of her self—directed revisions involved sentence

combining, and she did re-word one paragraph about cooking. Mary

revised a good deal on this first paper, giving close attention to my

comments as well as those of her peers. But even more striking was the

number of self-generated revisions, which out-numbered mine and her

peers' put together.

The second paper was a description of Mary's mother. I made 50

primarily stylistic suggestions for revision on the first draft, although I also

noted two transitional revision possibilities, two organizational matters,

and two informational ideas. Mary made all of the suggested revisions.

Because she had made so many self-directed revisions on the first

assignment, I looked for even more this time. But she made only nine. I

wondered why, until I read her own comments about the paper: "It was so

hard for me to get started. There were too many thoughts or incidents I

want to include, but I had to keep in mind the length of the completed work."

She apparently felt that she was forced to leave out much information in
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order to keep the length of the paper down. With the first paper, addition

had been a primary revision strategy, but she felt she could not allow herself

the luxury this time.

Two peer editors, however, suggested more detail: "If the writer

could go into more depth about the struggles faced by the father, it would

capture the readers attention more"; "some [sentences] are not detailed

enough." Mary did not respond to either comment in her final draft,

preferring to focus on her mother and adding only one word of detail on her

own. I asked for more information in two places, for which she added three

sentences, but in general the changes from first to final draft were

grammatical rather than informational.

Two ofmy suggestions called for sentence combining, which she did.

One peer also mentioned sentences: "The writer needs to work on sentence

structure to keep the readers attention from straying." Mary talked about

sentences in her own revision statement when she said she needed to work

on sentence structure: "Is there a chapter in my handbook that would be of

help?" I did not notice any changes in the sentence structure in the final

draft, perhaps because of my marginal comments: . . . in general it [the

paper] has a very nice lyrical quality to it. . . your sentences are O.K.--just

be careful not to connect too many separate ideas with 'and.'"

 

Mary's third paper received fewer revision suggestions. I made a

total of 33 comments, and peers had five ideas. Not surprisingly, in
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response to my two comments which asked for more information and to

four peer comments which suggested more examples, Mary added four full

paragraphs containing 28 new sentences. As with the first essay, addition

was her major revision strategy. She also made one cosmetic revision: a

carefully drawn illustration of one part of a reading game she used with a

boy named Juan.

Even before I had seen and commented on the first draft, Mary had

decided to make several additions based on her peers' suggestions. She said,

"I'll have to give more details in the improvement of children's attitudes, by

dialogue or/and illustrations of the projects I created. There have been

many in the areas of reading and math." When I read this I wrote in the

margin, "Good plan!" The four resulting paragraphs which totalled more

than a page of typed text were Mary's largest revisions to date. My final

holistic comment also probably encouraged her to include more

information: . . . in one or two cases describe a little more about what you

do with helping the children so we can see the effective program in action."

On her own Mary determined that she should make six other revisions: two

involved adding words, and a third was a word substitution. The

remaining three were small mechanical revisions.

The fourth paper was done just as the others had been with a rough

draft brought to class for peer and teacher comment. When it came time to
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submit the final draft for a grade, however, Mary found that she had

misplaced the earlier draft, so I was not able to compare the two.

Cnnclnsicns

At the end ofthe semester Mary responded to the two questions about

revision. This is what she said:

It has been more than thirty-five years since I've done much in

the art of writing. I have learned so much this semester about

the whole process of writing: from planning to draft and

revision. The subject matter wasn't hard to come up with, but

how to begin that first sentence was very challenging that took

much planning and several revisions of drafts. My best piece

was about my mother, "Hacienda to Migrant." The minute the

professor began to explain the type of paper (a "descriptive"

one) my mind was all made up. I knew what I was going to

write. I wanted to let the reading audience see that my mother

was strong, courageous, determined, charitable, proud and

had Faith in God, throughout the good and bad experiences in

her life. I listened to all my thoughts and I began to write. As

I wrote, it brought to mind the many struggles she went

through and I cried and cried as I wrote. The revision was

difficult because I had to cut so much off, yet I wanted to say so

much about my mom as a person. I finally came up with the

final draft after so many revisions.

I wasn't surprised to see that "Hacienda to Migrant" was the most difficult

to revise. As she mentioned, Mary had much to share about her mother's

life, so the idea of selecting only a few incidents caused her some concern.

It seemed as if Mary felt constrained by the assignment length. All of the

assignments were of the same general length--two to three pages. This

paper was four and a half pages in its rough draft stage. Both of her other

papers had made extensive use of addition as a revision strategy, yet in this

paper she felt she had to delete much of what she knew about her mother. I
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suspect much of that restraint came before the first draft, because there was

very little deleted from the final draft, and I did not suggest any major

deletions.

To summarize Mary's experience with written teacher and peer

comment, I would say that she gave equal attention to both. She did, in fact,

follow my recommendations as she said in an earlier comment in the

semester, and it appeared that she gave some thought to peer comment as

well. The most significant aspect of Mary's revision was the large number

of self-determined revisions and the extent to which she added long

paragraphs of example and detail. Her estimate of spending five percent of

her writing time in revision seems small, considering the extensive

revisions made. Even though she made all the stylistic, mechanical, and

grammatical revisions noted by my comments, the bulk of her revisions

were what I would call substantive, involving the addition of more

information, with the exception of the paper about her mother. In a

comment earlier in the semester Mary said that revision meant "to go over

the writing--rearrange--add or leave out words or sentences." While she

performed all three of those processes, addition was the most frequent. Her

final comment seems to reflect her awareness of a reader and to account

for her increased confidence: "So this semester has taught me well to write

to different kinds of audiences. . . I will not get as nervous in the future

about writing as I've gotten in the past."
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In summarizing my perceptions about this class and particularly

about the case study writers, several things come to mind. I was surprised

at the number of self-determined revisions Mary made on her papers,

particularly because she is a rather anxious writer. Throughout the

semester I saw her maturity and experience as a teacher's aide overcome

her lack of confidence as a writer. I believe these two factors helped her to

revise her papers in a more thorough, self-reliant way, a process that

began with the first paper and continued through the last.

Kara, the confident writer, also became more comfortable and self-

reliant, but this did not seem to emerge until later in the semester. I

especially noticed the self-directed revisions in her fourth paper. Perhaps

her youth and lack of writing experience kept her from arriving at this point

sooner. Cami, too, by the third paper seemed to be making some revisions

on her own, yet as I analyzed them I felt they were generated to a

considerable degree by my comments and to a lesser degree by the

comments of her peers.

Of the three writers, Mary seemed, by her comments and revisions,

to place the most faith in peer editing. This was particularly interesting;

she is older than all of her classmates, yet willing to allow them that

responsibility. On the other hand, Cami,a younger writer, looked more to

my suggestions for revision, preferring to follow the traditional

teacher/student roles. All three writers followed my written suggestions as

closely as they could. They rarely ignored a comment, which led me to
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question their audience awareness. Were they as conscious of audience as

they could be, or were they still writing primarily for the teacher? As I

looked at their writing, it seemed that there was certainly some of that going

on, but all three writers seemed eventually to go beyond what I asked for to

develop and revise their papers according to their own feelings and

intuitions. Written comments did not seem to hinder this sort of personal

writing development. In fact, the comments seemed at times to speed up

the process and encourage more self-determined changes and additions.



CHAPTER V

EFFECTS OF TEACHER AND PEER COMMENT

ON THE REVISION PROCESS IN

SIX CASE STUDY WRITERS

Because my study of these six case study writers was limited to a

four-month period, my findings regarding the effects of teacher and peer

comment must be tentative. Yet I observed both within the student writing

and within the classroom context significant areas of growth and

development. In this chapter I will examine how teacher and peer

comment affect writing in the following ways: 1) stimulating ideas; 2)

building confidence of student writers; 3) fostering intellectual exchange; 4)

enhancing ability to give and receive criticism; 5) developing a critical

sense; 6) giving student writing added dignity.

First I was interested in looking at how students were stimulated to

make revisions. Did their ideas come from themselves, self-directed, or did

they come from other readers, their peers or the teacher? Since I had, prior

to the study, observed a dependence by many students on the corrective pen,

I assumed that most if not all of their ideas for revision came from the

teacher. By reading the personal comments of the six case study writers

116
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and through a careful examination of their writing and revisions, I was

able to get a more complete and accurate picture.

I l 12 C I ll] SI’ ll' [Ii

One of the questions asked of each case study writer was this: "After

I write a paper, I read it or show it to one or more friends to get their

response: Yes_ No_ Sometimes__" (check one). This question, which

was asked about six weeks into the semester, was designed to discover if

students used the peer editing process we had established in class on their

own outside of class. By setting up peer editing groups, I hoped to model a

process for revision that could be duplicated at other times and in other

circumstances. Therefore, I expected most students to say they did show

writing to friends.

I was surprised at the response. The two confident writers (Alma

and Kara) differed in their answer. Alma, the older more experienced

writer who is married and lives in the suburbs said no, she did not show

her paper to friends. Kara, on the other hand, who is single and living in a

dorm, checked "sometimes." I thought about the writers. Had their age

and lifestyle determined the answer to this question? I was tempted to say

yes. But then I remembered the way each had interacted with peer groups.

Alma in Advanced Expository and Kara in Freshman Composition had

reacted in somewhat different ways to peer workshops and the comments

they received in class.
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Both of these confident writers had ignored peer comments on

occasion, which was not unusual for any of the students to do. But Alma's

attendance on peer workshop days may have been a stronger indication of

her feelings about peer comment. For a number of reasons her attendance

was considerably less regular than Kara's. Thus, not only did she ignore

some peer comments that were made, but she also failed to receive many.

In a related written remark about peer editing Alma says, "I really enjoy

reading the papers of my peers during workshop. . . I've been impressed

with the quality and creativity of some of the papers, and they've given me

ideas on how to enhance my writing style." It would appear that she

believes she gains more from reading others than from their direct

comment on her own writing. Her use of the word "style" may reflect a

different sort of gain from this activity as well, indicating a benefit in the

area of stylistics more than in content or, information;

I took a closer look at Alma's experience with peer comment. Her

first paper received no comments from peers. Revisions were based solely

on her ideas. In the second paper she followed one of three peer

suggestions. The third paper had one peer comment about adding more

detail; the revisions did include several phrases for clarification, which

may have been her response to the comment. The fourth and fifth essays

received no peer comment because Alma was absent. She did receive one

comment on the sixth paper, which she answered on the editing sheet but

ignored in the revised draft. Thus, it seems that Alma did not seek out peer

comltlent either in or out of class, preferring to find her ideas elsewhere,
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primarily within herself or occasionally in a conference with me. Yet, she

did say that reading others' papers was stimulating for her as a writer and,

in fact, gave her ideas for her own writing style.

Was teacher comment a source ofideas for Alma as well? Since

Advanced Expository Writing, Alma's class, did not receive written teacher

comment, our interaction consisted of oral conferences about her papers.

On her first paper she made a substantial number of revisions, primarily

phrase and sentence additions and substitutions. But none of these changes

was directly stimulated by my comments; Alma asked if she could revise,

and it appears that she had some ideas for changes. While the second and

third papers received peer comment, again she did not solicit ideas from me.

On the fourth paper, however, we conferenced after she had mailed me a

copy of "Soft Aerobics: Gain Without Pain." The resulting revisions,

numbering eight, were minor with the exception of one paragraph omission

which was the largest deletion Alma had made to date. The most

significant revisions based on my feedback came on the final paper, a case

study radically changed in appearance and structure. But this was an

unusual situation. Overall, I would have to say that Alma seemed to be a

self-sufficient writer, following her own ideas for revision more often than

mine and certainly more often than those of her peers. As she remarked,

she is not likely to solicit response from friends on her writing.

By contrast, Kara, who is also a confident writer, received peer

comment on all her papers. While she says she "sometimes" asks for

response from friends on her writing, she generally feels the peer groups in
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class are ineffective, and she would like to see a better structure which

would make students more enthusiastic about peer editing. A close look at

her revisions seemed to indicate that she used peers' ideas. On the first

paper she made all but one of the several revisions suggested by those in her

group. Peers liked her second paper, "The Beach," and could give no ideas

for how she might improve it, although they gave her lots of praise. The

third assignment was a different situation: she received several

suggestions about adding support and clearly tried to address the support

issue in the final draft, saying she needed "tons more support." Her peer

group was not as helpful on the fourth paper, though, and they had only one

concrete idea for revision which she ignored. It seemed to me, from an

analysis of her writing and from reading her personal remarks, that Kara

was actually looking for peer comments to stimulate ideas.

Kara was also interested in addressing teacher comments. I made

a total of 112 written suggestions, large and small for revision of her

papers, and she made all but 14. Her earlier comment about the changes

she makes when she revises, "Spelling, grammatical, sentence structure,

diction, overall I look at the paper or have someone else do it and I ask if it

all applies to the thesis," seemed to reflect her method of revising. She

welcomed and followed the advice of others, whether peers or the teacher.

It was interesting to compare the amount of time she felt she spent on

revision (20 percent) with what Alma spent (30 percent). Kara had many

more "outsiders ideas to consider and address, yet it took her, she

estimated, less time to read, reflect and revise. This may not be unusal
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considering Alma's revision strategy, or what she called her "preferred

editing style--write, leave for a few days, re-read and edit, leave, re-read and

edit, leave, final reading and edit." I could see that by using others' ideas it

would be possible for Kara to revise in a faster and more systematic fashion,

which would account for her lower estimated revision time. While this may

be a positive benefit, one potential drawback may be that such a process

requires less reflection on the part of the writer.

To summarize the students' response to peer and teacher

comment, Kara, a young less experienced but confident writer, sought and

used both in stimulating ideas for revision. Alma, on the other hand, a

confident, older, advanced writer did not receive or act upon as much

feedback fiom peers or from me. Since all the students in Kara's class

received written marginal comments, she had no choice about soliciting my

ideas, but Alma did, and for, the most part she preferred to find her own

ideas. In both classes students were required to do peer editing, which

could be sidestepped only by being absent, a frequent occurrence in Alma's

case. In looking at these two writers, it seems that being confident has little

to do with seeking others' ideas for revision. One confident writer looks for

and follows others' suggestions, and another confident writer does not.

Writing experience may be a better indicator of how well students will

accept audience comment, with less experienced writers such as Kara

being more open to suggestion. Alma, who is both confident and

experienced, tends to find and solve her own writing problems. This lack of

acceptance of outside comment may have implications for teachers of upper
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level writing courses who want to include peer and/or teacher comment in

their classes of experienced and possibly confident writers.

The students with an average amount of confidence in writing,

Dawn and Cami, also responded with opposite answers to the question

about showing writing to friends. Dawn says yes, she does read or show her

papers to others to get their response, but Cami does not. I examined their

experiences with peer and teacher comment to see if their attitudes had

been shaped by what went on in the class. First I looked at Dawn, a young

experienced writer who commutes to campus.

In all but one ofher papers Dawn received suggestions from

students in her peer group. She responded to them diligently, adding

details, analogies, and entire paragraphs to make her writing clearer.

Their remarks seemed to encourage her to revise, and in the fourth paper

for which peers weren't as helpful or as critical, Dawn took on even more

responsibility for revision. The fifth paper was unusual in that it contained

only one revision, which was not Dawn's usual practice. It had not received

any peer comment, however, because she was absent on peer editing day.

On the sixth paper, things returned to the way they had been earlier in the

semester, with Dawn receiving a number of ideas from group members.

She had numerous self-determined revisions on this paper, unlike paper

number five for which she had no peer response and no ideas of her own.

Since I did not make written comments on Dawn's papers, my

remarks occurred in our conferences. We did not conference on each

paper, yet I am sure that for those we discussed, the changes she made in
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response did not come close to the number engendered by the written peer

comments. In fact, as I analyzed her revisions it seemed that peer

comments caused her to make changes and then to go one step beyond,

adding even more related ideas of her own. She admits as much in a

written comment about peer groups and revision: "I feel that it is helping

me a lot when we evaluate each others papers. It makes me able to make

my paper better by getting an idea on how others see my paper." Dawn

estimates that 20 percent of her writing time is spent in revision. This is the

same approximation as Kara who also appears to closely follow peer (and

teacher) suggestions.

Cami, the other case study with an average amount of writing

apprehension, (a young, less experienced writer who lives on campus), said

she did not show or read her papers to fiiends for their response. In fact,

in talking about the problems she has with writing, she noted the need to

"spend more time revising as I go along." This comment may indicate that

for her, revising is a personal, recursive activity. Did peer comments

and/or teacher comments prove to be stimulating for revisions?

The first paper offered no clues. Although Cami had brought the

first draft to class for peer editing, when the time came to submit the final

draft she realized that she had already thrown away the original. So I was

not able to see and compare the two versions. The second paper received no

peer suggestions for improvement because everyone liked her description of

a garden. In fact, editors made several positive comments about her

writing. The other papers received an average number of peer comments,
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but Cami responded to less than half of the suggestions. Perhaps she did

not find the revision ideas of her peers particularly helpful even when they

were offered. Her early experience with receiving all positive comments

may have made it more difficult to accept later criticism.

Many of Cami's revisions, however, seemed to be generated by

written teacher comments. Of my 113 suggestions, she responded to all but

eleven, appearing to use teacher comments in much the same way that

Dawn had used the comments of her peer editors: as a springboard for her

own ideas, elaborating beyond what was suggested. At the end of the

semester, Cami remarked about teacher comments: "I think the revision

process is great. I like the idea that you see my paper and give advice before

I hand in my final draft." Her papers certainly seemed to reflect her

comment in terms of the number of suggestions followed. She didn't

mention peer comments specifically, but said, "I think this class is

structured really well." I wasn't sure if she meant the workshop/peer

group structure or perhaps another more general idea about the class.

Dawn, who unlike Cami was very enthusiastic about peer feedback, also

had some thoughts about teacher feedback in the oral conferences:

I also like being able to ask you questions at the end of class. In

other english [sic] courses that I have had my teachers have

referred me to a book (grammar, dictionary or some other

english book) when a question was asked. This doesn't help,

because I never know if what I find in the book is correct in my

case.

Her comments seemed to imply that my help had been primarily in the area

of grammar and syntax, which was surprising, since I believe oral
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conferences produce more informational and holistic revision ideas. Yet

apparently Dawn remembers the ideas about "correctness." Her end-of-

semester remarks about peers show that she does value their ideas:

"Helping to revise others papers in class helped me to see different ways to

word some of my sentences. My best revised paper was "Changing a Tire";

a lot of the wording was changed around. I got some help doing this from

the other students in the class."

Cami, a young, less experienced writer with an average amount of

writing apprehension, did not make much use of peer comments in her

revisions. Instead she seemed to find more stimulation for ideas from my

written marginal comments. Although she did not actively solicit my

comments, as did Dawn, Cami followed each revision suggestion carefully,

sometimes adding even more than the remark called for. Dawn, the young

experienced writer with average writing anxiety, made good use of peer

comments from the editing guides. She followed peers' suggestions and

seemed stimulated to write more as a result. Dawn did ask for my verbal

comments occasionally and said she found them helpful, particularly in

terms of grammar, mechanics and spelling. I was reminded of the Cohen

and Cavalcanti study (1987) which found that what the teacher intends to

achieve with comments and what student writers perceive or gain may be

very different things. In analyzing the work and comments of these two

writers, it appears that writers of average confidence make good use of

teacher and/or peer comment. Cami, however, was inclined to accept

teacher comment over that of her peers. It may have been challenging for
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her as a freshman to juggle the advice of several editors. Dawn, who was

an upperclassman and more experienced writer, also worked primarily

with one editing source, her peers, finding our oral conferences helpful for

the mechanics issues. If students are unsure of their writing, they may

find it confusing to entertain a number of editing suggestions at once. Both

of these writers tended to prioritize the comments, using either the teacher

or peers as primary source, which helped them sort out the contradictions.

The same question--"After I write a paper, I read it or show it to one

or more friends to get their response: Yes_ No_ Sometimes_"--was

asked of Mark and Mary, the two student writers with a fairly high degree

of writing anxiety. Mary, who estimates that only 5 percent of her writing

time is spent on revision, said "sometimes." Mark, who spends 50 percent

of his time with revision, said "yes." In our casual conversations, Mary told

me she had done some writing for her job as bilingual teacher's aide over

the years, so I tended to regard her as a slightly more experienced writer

than the other writers in Freshman Composition. Mark, a traditional

college age student, had taken at least two college writing courses as

prerequisites to Advanced Expository Writing, so I considered him an

advanced college writer. He was considerably younger than Mary and had

done no on-the-job writing as far as I could determine. I was eager to

compare their experiences with peer group comments.

In the first paper Mark responded to all but one of the ideas of his

editors. Peers mentioned that the concept of "spotters" was unclear, so

Mark added a phrase and a sentence of explanation in his final draft. He
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did ignore one editor's comment to "polish up" the ending. The second

paper saw the same type of response to group comments, with Mark

making revisions based on all ideas he was given. None was overlooked or

ignored. In fact, he may have remembered the comment on his first paper

about endings because he added a long final paragraph of conclusion that

had not been specifically called for by any peer comments. On the third

paper, two editors again mentioned improving the conclusion, which Mark

did on the final draft. Another suggested he combine two paragraphs, but

this remark was ignored in the revision. In the fourth paper, "Does

Education Count," peers made rather general comments about the subject

he had chosen. One said his paper needed examples instead of

generalizations, and another told Mark to be more descriptive. On the

education paper Mark made a total of 15 revisions, but only two of those

appeared to be stimulated by peer ideas: the addition of five words and one

phrase of example. The fifth paper received little in the way of peer help,

although one student remarked that he might want to elaborate on the

"situations" he mentioned. For this paper I was unable to see if he followed

through on that suggestion because he forgot to turn in the first draft with

the final. The sixth paper also received few peer comments, but by this time

Mark was actively making many changes (grammatical, mechanical,

stylistic, cosmetic, and informational) on his own. As Mark's writing

showed, peers became less and less helpful with suggestions as the

semester progressed, but because he had internalized the idea of revision,

he continued to make self-generated revisions. Peer response encourages
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students like Mark to think critically about their writing and to become

more interested in the learning process underlying the communication.

Because Mark's class did not receive written teacher comments, he

often sought my comments in conferences after class. In fact, Mark

conferenced more than any of the six case studies, sometimes bringing in

three drafts for one assignment. I often made suggestions for places to add

information, or various ways to organize, but I rarely saw evidence in the

final draft that my comments had stimulated these revisions, with the

exception of one major organizational change when he moved an example

nearer the ending of paper number three and a few smaller changes. In

his written remarks six weeks into the semester, Mark didn't mention

teacher conferences. He did, however, have praise for peer feedback: "I

think the way we are doing this is great. I feel we get a lot more out of it this

way than by just handing it in. The people in your group can give you some

good ideas for your paper before it is too late." It seemed that he received

more stimulating ideas from peers, but perhaps wanted the conferences as

a form of reassurance. If so, I'm afraid they failed because Mark's

confidence in writing was, according to the Daly-Miller scale, considerably

lower at the end of the semester.

Mary, who feels she spends very little time revising (5 percent), said

she sometimes shows her papers to fiiends. Very early in the semester she

made a comment which indicated an awareness of readers: "Writing

really begins to make you think what others will think about your writing."

In fact, in all her papers she paid close attention to what her peer readers
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suggested, only occasionally choosing to overlook their ideas. Some of her

revisions were major additions, as in the case of the fourth paper which

saw four full paragraphs (28 sentences) added in response to peer

comments. Overall Mary seemed very aware of her peers as audience; for

instance about her "Hacienda to Migrant" paper she commented, "I

wanted to let the reading audience see that my mother was strong,

courageous, determined, charitable, proud and had Faith in God,

throughout the good and bad experiences in her life." When peers had

suggestions, she generally followed them, often adding more than the

remark called for. Regarding her peers Mary said, ". . . they teach me

much. "

Because ofher positive attitudes about peer editing, Mary seemed to

write for an audience. She was just as careful about responding to written

teacher comment. For instance, I had many suggestions (50) on the first

paper, and she made revisions in all but three instances. This was to

become her usual practice throughout the semester. In addition to the

written comments, we often had oral conferences about the papers. As with

Mark these conferences seemed to serve as support sessions rather than as

a time to talk about very specific changes or revisions of the paper. I did not

notice any major revisions on the papers that came about from our talks. It

was interesting to note, however, that once when peers made a suggestion

about adding some examples and I wrote "Good idea!" in the margin next to

their comments, Mary responded with an additional full page of example.

This may be an occasion where peer cement provides the idea and teacher
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comment the support. For apprehensive writers, the additional

reinforcement of a revision suggestion may be reassuring.

From an analysis of Mary's early and late drafts, one thing stands

out in contrast to the other five case studies: the number of self-determined

revisions. Clearly, when she takes a look at the first draft and its comments

from me and from peers, she isn't limited by only those suggestions. On the

first paper she made 57 of her own revisions, not directly elicited by my

comments or peers' comments. Not all of those revisions were major, by

any means. Many were small grammatical or mechanical changes, but 23

of the revisions did involve the addition of words, phrases or sentences. The

number of self-stimulated ideas was smaller on the succeeding papers, but

it was still a greater number than shown by the other five case studies.

There may be a number of reasons for her extensive revisions. As a

teacher's aide she often helped students re-work or re-think their papers, so

it may have seemed a natural step for her own writing. As an older student

it may have been easier for her to step outside her work and evaluate it as a

critic would. Perhaps Mary made more self-directed revisions precisely

because this type of writing was new for her. I remembered Donald

Murray's comment about writing for a new genre. It struck me that

although school writing was new for her, she wasn't afraid of "going

beyond" the ideas of peers or the teacher to include additional revisions of

her own.

In summary, both Mary and Mark, students with writing

apprehension, seemed to seek out oral conferences with me for support.
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This led me to question whether written teacher comments alone provide

the support for a writer I previously thought they did. I was not surprised

that Mark scheduled conferences because I did not make written comments

on his papers. But I did write on Mary's drafts, so our discussions while

they generally related to the papers served another, perhaps more personal

function. Mark and Mary followed peers' suggestions for revision, the older

writer Mary doing so more often than Mark, a young writer. This is

interesting because all of Mary's suggestions came from student writers

younger than herself. Mark's peers were about evenly divided between

those his age and older students.

Looking back over all six case studies, it seems that a number of

ideas are stimulated by peer cement. In every case but one (Alma), the

student writers seemed to respond over 50 percent of the time to audience

comments, sometimes adding more than what I sensed the peers were

asking for. Their response to written teacher comment (for the three case

studies who received written remarks) was even more diligent and

conscientious. Rarely did a student ignore my ideas for revision,

addressing them more as "corrections" than as "revisions." This caused

me to take a look at the remarks themselves, and when I did I found many

of them to be remarks about surface correctness. Peer comments, on the

other hand, rarely addressed sentence level issues, getting instead to the

larger problems in the paper, probably because the editing sheets they used

Pointed them in that direction. Thus I found myself often making written

comments about grammar and mechanics, and in many cases merely
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supporting peers' ideas for more substantial revisions. Two writers--Alma

and Mary, both older writers--relied heavily on self-directed ideas for

revision. For Mary this was in addition to the ideas from me and from

peers. For Alma this was in place of others' suggestions. She wrote a

comment at the end of the semester which seemed to reflect her preference

about idea generation: ". . . I work and think better in front ofmy PC, and I

can rework my paper in an atmosphere where I am more comfortable." It

is interesting to note that Alma has much confidence in her writing,

whereas Mary is an anxious writer. Yet both seem quite self-sufficient

when it comes to generating their own revisions. I have a hunch that

while both are capable writers who do some on-the-job writing, part of

Alma's confidence in composition class comes from the successful

completion of at least two earlier writing courses.

Another unusal situation to emerge from an analysis of the

stimulation of ideas was this one: In paper number five for which she

received no peer feedback, Dawn also had no ideas for revision of her own.

Yet in every other paper for which she had comment from the audience, she

made their changes plus her own. Peer comment seemed to stimulate her

own ideas for further revision. Written teacher comment appeared to

stimulate Cami to revise too, yet she did not seem to come up with as many

self-generated revisions as Dawn. While Cami did not make particular and

direct use of peer ideas, she was careful to address mine, elaborating quite

extensively, perhaps indicating her awareness of the classroom power

structure. Both Cami and Dawn, students with an average amount of
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writing anxiety, appear to make use of outside ideas more than self-directed

ideas.

From an analysis ofthese six case studies, it is clear that my written

teacher comments stimulate a greater number of revisions in student

writing than do peer comments for two reasons: 1) I make more

suggestions than peers do; 2) students are more reluctant to ignore written

teacher comment than written peer comment. Yet a greater percentage of

my comments relate to surface level revisions (mechanics, stylistics). In

terms of generating substantive revisions, I would have to say that peer

comments on teacher-prepared editing sheets were just as stimulating as

teacher comments written in the margin. In fact, I often found myself

agreeing with the earlier made peer suggestions. Sometimes this

reinforcement can be a benefit to the student writer, particularly if he or she

lacks confidence. But on most occasions teachers can avoid this duplication

of effort by careful planning and structuring of editing steps. For

example, had I read the peer comments before making my own I would

have saved some time.

.: .. :‘.. ... ...“.. 3._!0:,.H0.!' 0!"'¢." 70‘! Al.‘

Since this study does not attempt to judge the quality ofthe revised

case study papers, I wanted to look at other possible effects of written

teacher and peer comment in the redrafting process of student writers. As

a teacher I had always been interested in building students' confidence so

that later they could handle writing tasks outside the writing classroom
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without the help of teachers or peers. I was anxious to see if written teacher

comments and peer comments seemed to have any effect on writers'

confidence. All six case studies took pre- and post-tests to measure writing

apprehension (Daly-Miller Writing Apprehension Test). These tests were

administered on the first day of class before any writing instruction and

then again at the end of the semester. As indicators of writing performance

these test scores do not prove to be reliable; students may be very

apprehensive and yet be competent writers. But the scores do give a general

indication of attitudes about writing. In over six years of giving the Daly-

Miller test, I have found that students' scores generally fall somewhere

between 60 and 120. Higher scores indicate more confidence; lower scores

reflect more apprehension or anxiety about writing. Table 4 on the

following page shows the pre- and post-instructional scores for the six case

study writers. As shown in Table 4 the students were equally divided: three

writers--Alma, Cami, and Mark--had lower scores at the end of the course,

which indicates that they felt more anxious about writing than they had at

the beginning of the semester; three-Kara, Dawn, and Mary--felt more

confident. The three case studies in the Advanced Expository class were

examined first.

Had the lack of written teacher comments caused two of the three

case studies from that class to become more apprehensive about writing? To

help answer that question I looked at the whole-class Daly Miller scores. Of

those students who took both the pre- and post-test, nine saw higher scores
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Table 4

Case Study Test Scores on the Daly-Miller Test of Writing Apprehension*

Pre-instructional Score Post-instructional Score WTC

Alma AB 118 112 No

Kara FC 110 113 Yes

Dawn AE 84 88 No

Cami FC 84 80 Yes

Mary FC 69 75 Yes

Mark AE 63 45 No

*A high score indicates less apprehension

AB = Advanced Expository Class

FC = Freshman Composition Class

WTC = Written Teacher Comments

at semester's end, and six had lower scores. Two of the six were Alma,

whose score went from 118 to 112, and Mark whose score went from 63 to 45.

Alma had the least writing anxiety of all class members when the course

began, and she had the least when it ended, even though her score declined
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six points. At the end of the semester the next highest score was 108. Thus,

it appears that class and its structure had little influence on Alma's

confidence or anxiety in general. Likewise, Mark had the most writing

anxiety when the class began (63) and the most when it ended (45), but his

score saw a considerable decline of 18 points. Thinking that my written

teacher comments encouraged student writers, I expected to see more of the

Advanced Expository students with lower scores at semester's end.

Surprisingly, more students had gained confidence, although Alma and

Mark weren't among them. Overall, with the exception of Mark, however,

confidence gains or losses were slight, differing by only a few points. From

these scores it would be impossible to conclude that written teacher

comment or lack of it affects writers' confidence to a significant degree.

To get a more individualized look at their confidence level in writing,

I asked some questions of all students during the semester. One that

related to writing anxiety was phrased this way:

If you had to characterize how you feel about writing when

you've just been assigned something to write, you would say:

_I look forward to and enjoy the writing assignment.

__I dread thinking of the project, but actually enjoy writing

_I dread thinking of the project, and dislike writing it.

_I don't think much about it beforehand, and don't worry

while writing it.

Alma responded to this question by checking the second response: she

dreads thinking of the project but enjoys writing it. Mark, on the other

hand, checked the third: he dreads thinking of the project and dislikes

writing it. Judging by his score from the end of the course, it seems that not
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much has changed except perhaps an increase in dread due to an increase

in writing. I wondered what exactly caused Mark this much anxiety when

he sat down to write. His answer to another question provided some clues

to his feelings. The question consisted of the following statement with a

variety of possible endings. When I distributed the questionnaire I told

students they could check one or more than one response. Most checked

one or two.

When I sit down to write I encounter the following situations:

_I have trouble figuring out where to begin.

_I can't believe I have so much to do.

I worry that I won't have enough to say.

I have trouble being creative.

I wait for a good idea to come to me before I begin.

I write the first sentence over and over again until I get it

right

_I don't begin writing until I've figured out just about all I

have to say for the whole paper.

_I worry whether what I write will be good enough to use in

the paper.

_I wish there were an easier way to write papers.

Mark checked all but two of the responses. The only ones he says he doesn't

encounter are number two (so much to do) and number six (writing the first

sentence over and over). All the rest are issues that face him when he gets

ready to write. It is not surprising that Mark finds writing an anxiety

producing task. Given the number of pre-writing fears Mark has, it is not

unusual to see such a low score.

What effect, if any, did peer comment have on Mark's confidence

and/or anxiety? Each of the peer editing guides asked students to make a

positive response to each paper, either by noting the best sentence of the

paper or something that the reader liked especially well. The people in
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Mark's peer groups were very good about doing this. He had many positive

comments ranging from the usual "Good job!" to more detailed praise: "I

like the part about training in an overcrowded gym. I could just picture you

running around trying to stay warmed-up." But apparently the positive

remarks by peers on these sheets were not enough to turn Mark's feelings

around; nor were our oral conferences which Mark regularly scheduled.

Yet, surprisingly, in one of his last written comments about writing and his

future he says, "In five years I imagine myself writing job proposals. I

sincerely feel that when the time comes I will be ready." This does not

sound to me like an anxious writer, although he does allow himself five

years to gain more confidence.

The other case study from Advanced Expository, Dawn, had a slight

increase in her score. It was not enough to move her out of the average

range of scores for the class, but it did reflect a small change. Dawn

conferenced with me on occasion, but certainly not as regularly as Mark

did, and like Mark she received some sincere praise from her peer groups.

One said, "I like the second paragraph because it sounds like you."

Another remarked, "Seems fine. . . I'm very interested because I had a

similar experience." Dawn seemed to have a positive attitude about peer

groups throughout the semester, finding them helpful in revision: "It

makes me able to make my paper better by getting some idea on how others

see my paper. It also helps me to see others mistakes and I am able to help

these people." Her remarks seem to reflect the rewards of a writing

community, which may be why her confidence rose, albeit slightly.
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In the Freshman Composition class I was surprised to find that

ten students had lower scores (less confidence) at the end of the semester

and only eight students' scores had risen. Two of those eight were case

studies--Mary and Kara. The third case study, Cami, had a slightly lower

post-score, down from 84 to 80. Kara's score increased very little, from 110

to 113, hardly a significant gain. Mary's increase also was slight, going

from 69 to 75. I had expected to see many higher scores at the end of the

course because I had made written marginal comments on papers, being

conscious, or so I thought, of including positive comments on drafts in

progress.

To check my perceptions on this, I decided to count the number of

positive marginal comments I made on the early and late drafts of the three

case study writers. First I looked at the two students whose anxiety had

decreased, Mary and Kara. On Mary's first assignment, I made nine

comments of praise (out of a total of 50) on the rough draft and seventeen

(out of 17) on the final draft. They ranged from the standard "Good" to more

detailed remarks like, "Good intro, should lead the reader right in!" On the

second assignment, "Hacienda to Migrant," I made 11 positive comments

(out of 50) on the first draft and 26 (out of 26) on the final. Comments here

included such things as "I like your opening-«it reads like a story"; "it [the

paper] has a very nice lyrical quality to it"; "excellent." I had few good

comments on the rough draft of the third paper--only four of 33. But on the

final draft I had 21, all positive remarks. For the fourth paper I was unable

to compare first and final drafts.
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Kara's first paper, "To My Fear," received four kudos (of 27 total

comments) on the draft and ten (of 10) on the final product. Most were short

praises such as "Yes" or "Good." Others were longer: "I especially like the

way you conclude this with a return to the 'independence' idea. I could

relate to this because sometimes I forget to record checks!" Her second

paper, "The Beach," had a very large number of positive comments (16 of 22)

on the first draft and almost as many (14 of 14) on the final. The third paper

had 15 comments on the final draft, including "I like the humorous twist to

the conclusion"; and "I also like the way you use yourself and a friend to

illustrate." The rough draft had four "good" remarks out of 21. The fourth

paper had only one positive comment (out of 39) on the early draft, but a

grand total of28 on the final draft.

Cami, whose confidence lowered slightly, also received positive

comments. On the first paper I was not able to review the first draft, but on

the final draft I made 18 notes, all positive. On the remaining rough drafts,

out of 113 total comments I made only 15 positive remarks. On the final

papers, however, I did have more praise: 51 comments, all positive. In

reviewing my comments it seemed clear to me that I had not done enough

encouraging in the early stages of Cami's writing. Her drafts in progress

received fewer encouraging remarks than had Kara's or Mary's drafts.

This may be in part why her confidence declined somewhat. I suspect that

all three students from Freshman Composition might have benefitted from

longer comments of a positive nature in the early drafts. As I examined the

number and nature of my written remarks, I noted that in general they
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were shorter and more critical than I had thought them to be. However, the

two students who did see a slight increase in confidence both received more

positive written comments on first drafts.

All three of the case studies from Freshman Composition had a

number of good comments from peers in their editing groups. On occasion

there were more positive than negative remarks, which made students a

little frustrated because they felt they weren't getting the serious help peer

groups could provide. Kara expressed this feeling in one of her written

remarks to me near the end of the semester. As I analyzed the peer

comments on her drafts I did notice a fairly large amount of praise, but

almost without exception the peers also included some suggestions for

revision. One interesting thing I observed about peer group interaction in

both the expository class and the freshman class was the absence of

negative comments in the general conversation of peer groups. Yet fairly

often I heard casual remarks such as "I really liked your paper" as it was

being passed around for silent reading. The negative critical comments

were almost always saved for the written editing guides. The one writer of

the six case studies who did not avail herself of the usual amount of peer

comment was Alma, from Advanced Expository. Her confidence

diminished slightly, and I can't help but wonder what would have

happened if she had been present to receive more good remarks from those

in her group.

Since many factors may affect students' confidence levels during

the course of a semester, and since the gains and losses of five of the six
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case study writers were slight, it would be unwise to place too much

emphasis on the power of written comments, either by teachers or peers.

Yet, it would be inappropriate to ignore the fact that for many writing

students, the primary interaction with the teacher is through written

comments. If those comments are primarily negative, the teacher may be

conveying the idea that revision is a problem rather than a problem-solving

process.
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One of the areas that seems to deserve further examination in this

study is the role the writing community plays in the intellectual growth of

its members. Writers have in the past been stereotyped as "loners," isolated

from others as they pursue their solitary activity. Recently there has been a

shift from this perspective. College writing classes are more frequently

seen as places where students can share some of their intuitions and skills

to aid each other in their development as writers. Students can experience

both cognitive and affective growth as they work within peer groups and

with the teacher. As they read and comment on each others' papers they

take up the language of writing; they participate more fully and more

professionally as writers themselves. This process does not come about

quickly, nor is it easy to chart in a four-month period. But there is evidence

01' it among the case study writers.

One of the most obvious clues to intellectual growth is the move from

Writer-based to reader-based prose or an awareness of a wider audience.



143

Mark, from the Advanced Expository class, is a good example of a student

beginning to make this transition, who was helped by members of his peer

group. Very early in the semester one peer editor suggested he might want

to think about developing a better conclusion to his paper. Mark never

forgot that remark and continued throughout the course to consider

conclusions and work on them carefully. The final comment he makes at

the very end of the semester reflects this growth as a writer:

In this semester I have learned to put in a better conclusion.

In the first three assignments I had a tough time, but as the

class went on the conclusions became better and better. I had a

very poor ending on my "Seatbelts" paper. As the class went on

my conclusions were starting to get better. I then redid the

paper and the conclusion is a lot more clear. The same goes

for my paper on "Mercy Killing."

Clearly he considers himself a thinking writer when it comes to

conclusions. The acquisition of one revision strateg has furthered Mark's

development.

Mary, from the Freshman Composition class, also had a comment

about what she gained in terms of intellectual development as a writer. Her

growth involves an awareness of a wide range of writers' choices regarding

audience and purpose:

I know in the future as a teacher I will have to keep in mind

the rules of writing when I write out reports on students'

progress. They will also be necessary if I am to be in some sort

of position in a teachers' association whether it be local

building or area representation. I would also have to report the

minutes of meetings, and/or express myself in some grievance

matter, or maybe write up an evaluation of another person,

such as a student teacher, and I'd have to describe her

character and her performance. So this first semester has

taught me well to write to different kinds of audiences, parents,

and a specialized audience of professionals.
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She has apparently thought about how she can apply what she has learned

to situations beyond the college classroom. Like Mark who has learned to

consider one principle in a number of circumstances, Mary has reflected on

several general writing principles to assist her in future writing situations.

The give and take that occurs fiom sharing papers and filling out

editing guides seems to be a way for most students to reaffirm their place in

the classroom as well as in the larger writing community. They can learn

from what the others write. Mary says, "I am always in awe of what others

think and write, they teach me much." Having a personal editing guide for

students to fill out after they read what their peers have to say creates a

written dialogue among students. I can comment too in the margins when

the editing guides are turned in with the first draft. In such dialogues the

topic under discussion is always writing-either content or style, but quite

often students are prompted to make remarks about personal connections

with what the writer has written. For instance, in Kara's paper about

losing a check from her checkbook, one peer had several comments about

the text, how it could be improved or changed, but then she said, . . I can

personally relate to being able to prove to my parents that I'm a responsible

person." A writer has a responsibility to actively engage the audience. This

exchange from peer to peer reaffirms that this engagement has taken place,

that Kara's personal voice and concrete detail have reached the mark.

The editing guides also give writers the opportunity to engage in

small intellectual debates about issues or about ways of presenting issues

with others, then responding on their own editing guides and finally
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making a change or ignoring the comment in the revised draft. In one of

Cami's papers entitled "Cheerleading Restrictions?", a peer took issue with

her statement that cheerleading is a relatively safe sport. He said, "It is

difficult to weigh the comments of cheerleaders here and at cheerleading

camps with the cold, hard fact that somewhere out there is a cheerleader

with a broken neck." After reading this Cami decided she needed to look for

more statistics about cheerleading safety. She said, "I'm going to look for

more concrete information in magazine articles." Written exchanges such

as this one within the peer group can also save the teacher time. When I

read what her peer editor had suggested and then what she said in

response, I merely agreed by making a short comment in the margin.

Thus, all three of us were able to participate in the discussion. For students

attempting to judge the effectiveness of their writing, this sort of

collaboration can be very beneficial.

In general, the process of reading and commenting on papers

increases students' intellectual growth within the field of writing. It is

beneficial for them not only to think about the content ofpapers, but also to

consider how ideas might best be conveyed. A look at the editing sheet

from one of Dawn's peer editors about her essay "Drunk Driving" gives a

sense of the conversation between the editor and the writer. Since I

constructed the questions on the editing sheet, the conversation is actually a

three-way dialogue. The first question addresses the issue of audience. The

peer editor was asked to comment on the language used and its

appropriateness. She had this to say, "I think this is directed to those of
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junior high age simply because it is so general. There is not much

documented evidence in the article. The language is very appropriate. Yes,

the paper tells me why I shouldn't drink and drive." This peer editor was a

woman somewhat older than Dawn, and as evident by her comment she felt

that the paper was written for a younger audience than herself. The second

question asked about the basic premise of the argument (the paper was an

editorial). Was the argument clear and did Dawn stick to her main point

without getting sidetracked? The peer editor paraphrased Dawn's main

point as she saw it: "The innocent suffer because of the guilty. The

insurance companies may cover the car, but not the cost of inconvenience to

the victim. No meandering." She in effect supported Dawn in her clear

expression of the main idea. However, her next comment offers some

suggestion for the development of that premise. In response to a question

about support of Dawn's opinion, the editor remarked, "Needs some more

sources other than personal experience. Need some statistics. How many

teens and adults are killed each yr. by drunks? How many are just left

disabled for life?" In response to this comment Dawn went to aW

article entitled "What Should We Do With Drunk Drivers" for some facts

about drivers and victims, which she inserted in her introduction when she

revised. The fourth question on the editing sheet related to style and tone.

Dawn's peer editor had this to say, "Style and tone is nice. Needs to be more

detailed for high school and up readers. The tone should sound more

critical or crucial--like it's a life and death situation." In her revision Dawn

considered how she might phrase her ideas more convincingly and made
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some changes. Dialogues of this kind can be intellectually stimulating for

reader and writer alike, because they not only make the students aware of

the different ways there are of sharing ideas, but they also draw attention to

the effect the language has on the audience.

To summarize, teacher and peer comment enhances the writer's

intellectual development in the following ways: 1) it allows students to see

their writing as truly communicative; 2) it encourages the movement from

writer-based to reader-based prose; 3) it leads students to make writers'

choices and reconcile contradictory advice; 4) it offers an arena for small

intellectual debates; 5) it fosters an exchange of the language of criticism.

As long as students are trying to write for a grade, they will be concerned

with "getting it right," and they will rely on peers and the teacher to help

them write the "perfect paper." But in the process of doing so, this three-

way dialogue among writer, teacher, and peers can lead them to learn more

about reading and writing than they thought possible.
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Having peer comment in the drafts of student writers encourages

students to understand how different types of papers might, ultimately, be

written. Not all of the comments are acted upon naturally, but what is

important to this approach is that by such conscious evaluation of the

writing, student writers might see their writing as genuinely

communicative. By using peer editing sheets, students are given
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something concrete to talk about, specific issues to address, and a common

language with which to work. The questions on the editing guides can

serve as points for discussion, as shown in some of the preceding analysis of

case study papers. But by having writers also fill out a personal editing

guide, they are permitted to respond to the peer editors comments and

criticisms, thus allowing them a voice in the process and ultimate

ownership of the writing. The fear of criticizing and being criticized is also

lessened by this approach. By using written editing sheets, students feel no

pressure to speak in front of the entire class, so even the shy writers can

have their opinions heard. Those students like Mary who say they find it

very difficult to criticize others may find it less so in writing than in a face-to-

face situation.

Editing sheets which ask for description as well as prescription

make the process of critiquing a paper easier for peers. Asking them to list

the best sentence in the paper has the effect of showing the writer what

language worked well. Sometimes it is valuable to have the writer herself

describe sentences or paragraphs that sound good. For instance, one of the

questions on the personal editing guide in the Freshman Composition class

asked, "In your opinion, what is the very best sentence of your entire paper?"

For her descriptive paper Kara answered, "The houses that tower over the

beach are all locked up. Tall and gray, with perfect square windows, they

look like modern pieces of art in a museum." In the margin I responded

with "I love this!" Students can see that the process of criticizing or
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analyzing their writing and the writing of others does involve the

recognition of its beauty and strength as well.

Many college writers recognize problems with their writing but often

do not know how to solve them. Teacher and peer criticism gives them a

variety of options and some collaborators in the decision process. Instead of

seeing themselves as solo performers who have to "get it right," student

writers see themselves as part of a group engaged in a planning session,

taking their cues from the advice and feedback of others who are in the

same position. This collective situation reduces the fear of criticism and

instead creates a positive community acceptance. Dawn said, "It [peer

group editing] makes me able to make my paper better by getting an idea on

how others see my paper. It also helps me to see others mistakes and I am

able to help these people." The critical process goes on at two levels for

Dawn and for other writers in the peer editing workshops. First she is the

recipient, gathering ideas, reading and considering them, and modifying

her own writing based on her analysis of the suggestions. But she is also a

critic for several others, reading, evaluating, and making suggestions for

their work. In both roles Dawn, in a sense, detaches herself from the work

to become a reflective reader. Having an equal voice as a critic enhances

her own self-esteem as a writer and makes her more willing to listen to

others' ideas as well. Dawn's extensive revisions showed evidence that she

was open to criticism and, in fact, made use of others suggestions when she

felt they were appropriate.
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Kara felt that peer critics needed to take their work more seriously.

Her comment was that on the day of peer editing some students do not come

to class, thus showing their lack of enthusiasm for the editing process. N0

analysis was done of the students who were absent and their positive or

negative feelings about peer critiques, but it would make an interesting

further study. Kara herself was present for all peer editing sessions and

her writing too showed her attention to peer comment, though perhaps not

to the extent that Dawn's did.

One of the benefits ofgiving and receiving criticism in peer groups

such as those studied in Advanced Expository and Freshman Composition

is that students learn to talk about reading and writing. They learn the

language to use in discussing their writing both within and beyond the

college classroom. Mary's comment about writing for her career as a

teacher illustrates to some degree this awareness of the codes of discourse

communities outside the composition class. The critical interaction among

peers, teacher and writers develops this competence. A look at one of

Mary's editor's comments on her "Hacienda to Migrant" paper shows how

this language about writing is expressed: "The introduction was quite

descriptive, but could have been better structured. The conclusion was very

good in my opinion, because it leaves you with the feeling that there is more

to come, or leaves you to wonder what will the next obstacle be?" The peer

shows that, first of all, she is an interested reader attempting to receive the

communication that Mary intends; but in addition she has some critical

comments about the way Mary's ideas are put forth, particularly in the
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introduction. To her comment I added my own, "Yes, I agree, put it all into

one paragraph." When criticism is delivered in a relatively non-

threatening way accompanied with some positive remarks, it allows the

writer to receive it in an open fashion. I often found myself agreeing with

peer editors in the course of this study, particularly in substantive matters.

This three-way dialogue seems to be a better critical approach than the

usual teacher/student communication in matters of revision.

Furthermore, as noted earlier, had I read the peer comment before making

my own comments on Mary's paper, I would have saved some time.

Here is an example of another peer comment, this time on one of

Alma's papers--"My Turn to Bark"--which shows how the peer editor has

become somewhat comfortable with the language of criticism: ". . . a

serious topic with a comical tone. 'Across the street from me lives a leather-

lunged Doberman I've begun calling Old Yeller.’ Yes, the tone does fit the

topic and audience. Maybe you could add some more names for the dogs

and their habits or times they bark the most. Also, maybe a comparison of

the dogs and their owners." This peer's remark shows a good combination

of positive and negative response with ideas for improvement. It addresses

content, tone, organization and development. Alma, however, perhaps

because she is a confident writer, did not follow the suggestions of peer

group members as much as the other five case study writers; moreover,

she did not seek teacher comment and suggestion.

Some students in the study enjoyed giving and receiving criticism.

Others did not. Some were more skilled than others at commenting on
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rough drafts. But all students routinely became analytical readers,

adopting a critical voice as they helped writers to 1) solve language

problems; 2) get a message across; 3) weigh options and possibilities; 4)

become more comfortable sharing their writing. By developing this reading

skill, students may eventually grow even more as writers.

 

From an analysis of the six case study writers, I have found that

students develop a critical sense more from their participation as peer

editors than from their work as writers. I would hope that in time this

critical ability will help them with their own writing. I found that when

they are writing, students often rely on teacher comment which makes the

process of revision easier and quicker. But when they are reading and

commenting on a peer's paper, they cannot rely on any critic other than

themselves. Kara is a good illustration. While she is a confident writer,

she is quick to admit that she likes "strict guidelines"; further, she says one

of the hardest things about writing is "catching my own mistakes." She is

very good at making the corrections others suggest, as an analysis of her

papers shows; but in spite of a high degree of confidence, she was a bit

slower to critique her work and make changes based on her own evaluation.

Eventually she did become a more self-reliant reviser. but I wonder if that

process was slowed not only by her inexperience as a writer but by an over-

reliance on my written comments as well. When Mark's peers stopped

making extensive comments, he continued to revise on his own. Yet I



153

continued making the same number of written comments throughout all of

Kara's assignments. Had I assumed less responsibility, Kara might have

taken on more.

Reading papers and then commenting on them seems to be the way

most teachers develop their own critical sense about writing, yet students

often have little opportunity to do this. In fact, they rarely see another

student paper. Dawn was candid about the benefit she gained from reading

others' work, and even Alma mentioned that reading other papers helped

her with her writing style. In this study the personal editing guides

provided me with some clues to the development of each writer's critical eye.

These sheets were filled out by each writer after he or she had read the peer

comments. The student writer was then free to agree or disagree with the

peer remarks, plan for the final draft, or simply comment on the rough

draft that had been passed around the group.

Sometimes students were "right-on" with their self-critiques. At

other times they were too easy on themselves. Teacher and peer comment

helps students to be more self-critical. I was surprised to see that in

general Alma was not very critical of her rough drafts. But often peers did

not have the chance to read her first drafts, which may have affected her

own evaluations. Her first paper, however, did bring out some personal

criticism. On the editing guide which I gave her, she said, "I wanted

readers to be slightly enlightened to the rail car shipping industry and some

of the challenges faced. Yes, I think I was successful because I gave

enough supporting facts to explain." Her optimistic remark was pure
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swculation because her peers had not read the paper. But another

comment on the same sheet which addressed the interest level of the paper

seemed to be a bit more critical: "This wouldn't be an interesting subject for

a 1/2 hr. anything! [instructional broadcast] I'd have to select a different

topic if that were the case." At the end of the semester Alma said that this

paper about the rail car industry was her worst paper because she "couldn't

get interested in the topic" even though it relates to her profession. This is

one occasion where I believe written teacher or peer comments might have

prompted a critical reading. Alma may have been too close to the subject to

get a sense of the reader's response.

Alma's informative/persuasive paper entitled "Smoking Ban on

Domestic Flights" did receive peer comment, but again she was not very

critical of the paper. She said, "I spent a lot of time on this paper and don't

expect to do a lot of revising. I need to smooth over a few rough spots, but I

think that's all." I think Alma's chief personal criticism of her work came

primarily before she brought a paper to class. It appears that she puts her

critical eye to work long before she becomes a part of the classroom writing

community. I'm not sure if this is good or bad. I do think her sense of

audience would have been enhanced by more peer and teacher comment.

And perhaps her ability to criticize her own work would have been extended

through the duration of the work rather than just prior to public display.

An interesting contrast to Alma is Dawn, also an experienced

writer, who developed a fair degree of critical ability regarding her own

work, thanks to some help from her peers. In her editing guide for the
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process analysis she said, "I might decide to explain how to put the jack on

the car a little better. [I'll] use more detail." None of her peers mentioned

adding details, but one did have a question about the jack. In the next

paper, "Persuasion with Desserts," she was encouraged by her peers to

think about the aroma of the desserts. She wrote, "[I'll] put the sense of

smell into the paper. . . 'smell the freshly baked pie."' Here she was trying

out a possible new line to add when she revised the rough draft. The final

draft did include a considerable addition, including that phrase. But Dawn

may have come to rely on peer comment more than necessary. In the fifth

paper she did not have any peer criticism and did not make any self-directed

changes either. Thus, even experienced college writers may need to be

reminded of how to apply a critical eye to papers. In fact, as I review

Alma's situation, it may be that experienced writers need more nudging at

times than less experienced writers because they may be more satisfied

with the first draft. As Alma learned, the first draft may not be the most

appropriate for a general audience.

I do not believe that students can acquire a fully developed critical

sense about writing in a typical fifteen week semester, but they can get a

good start. I was often surprised and happy to see that student writers

expressed the same concerns and sensed the same problems with their

writing that I or their peers perceived. For example, in Cami's paper about

cheerleading I made this comment, "organization needs work--too much

shifting in time and place." This remark was made before I read her

editing guide. When I got to it, I found Cami's comment which had been
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written before I made my suggestion: "I'm going to try and organize my

paper a little bit better." As I looked through the peer comments, I found

one about organization, which may be how Cami got the idea. Nevertheless,

with a three-way dialogue such as this, certain principles of criticism

emerge time and again. This reinforcement alerts student writers to

particular aspects in their writing to watch for; additionally, when they

read others' work they have a growing set of criteria with which to critique.

I do not believe that this development occurs when teachers are the only

readers, responders, and markers of student texts. Nor does it occur when

students are the only editors of their papers. The best community for

developing a critical sense is made up of writer, teacher and peer readers,

using their reading, thinking, and writing skills to create and use the

language of criticism.

Many writing classrooms use the oral critique method with students

seated in a circle reading their work aloud. While this technique has some

definite advantages, it also has some drawbacks by not allowing all students

to develop their critical abilities. Less confident students may let others do

most of the talking. Even confident students may hesitate to be candid. This

study used written peer critiques in both the Advanced Expository class and

the Freshman Composition class. When students make written comments

on others' work, they all have equal access to the writer's attention, use the

language of criticism and evaluation, and make their ideas available to the

writer long after the workshop session has ended. Furthermore, I found

that when I read the peer comments, I have the opportunity to agree or
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disagree with them myself. Students in this study appear to look at teacher

remarks in conjunction with the peer comments. In several case studies

when I agreed with peers, the revisions were more detailed. For example,

one of Mary's editors suggested she add more examples of "helping

children" in her paper "My Reward of Helping Children." I agreed. The

final draft included four additional paragraphs of example totalling one

page of typed text. I believe that written critiques allow student writers to

evaluate criticism in a careful, thoughtful way. Reflecting on possible

changes with their paper and the peer and teacher comments before them,

they have time to make considered judgments about the various criticisms

of their work. This ultimately, I believe, will make them better judges of

their own and others' writing.
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Before students can take their writing and revision seriously, they

need to gain a sense of respect for the writing community of which they are

a part. As they talk, write, read and listen, their experiences are shared by

the teacher and their peers. There is a gradual building up of respect and

communication, so that in general, as James Britton says, the conventions

chosen by the writer to express a message are in fact the conventions by

which the readers choose to interpret it ("Spectator Role" 160). This doesn't,

of course, mean that readers cease to become critical or helpful. On the

contrary, they become even more participatory because they have a

framework within which to operate. Some students move into and accept
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the writing community more quickly and participate more fully. In this

study, those students who did so found they received more help and were

able to give more help to other writers.

Dawn was a willing participant. She remarked, "I feel that it is

helping me alot when we evaluate each others papers. Doing this helps me

in my own writing. It makes me able to make my paper better by getting an

idea on how others see my paper. It also helps me to see others mistakes

and I am able to help these people." Her papers consistently showed the

effects of community participation. In fact, the only time she was not a part

of the writing community workshop (because of absence), her final paper

did not show any revision.

Mary is another student in the study who indicated a respect for the

writing community and its members: "I liked this [editing groups] because

it gave me a chance to read many other different stories. . . I am always in

awe of what others think and write, they teach me much." Mary taught the

other students in the class a great deal too. Several mentioned that they

enjoyed having an older student in class who was willing to share her rich

experiences. Mary admitted that at first she was hesitant about writing

because her interests and topics were not the same as the younger students.

But without exception the others respected her subjects and responded well

on the editing guides. Since Mary was anxious writer to begin the

semester, I'm sure these positive comments helped to motivate her writing.

Sometimes it takes a student audience to appreciate student writing. I am
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reminded of Mark's paper about weight lifting. In the Advanced

Expository class there were several other men and women who had an

interest in his subject. In fact, some were weight lifters themselves. Their

understanding and acceptance of the subject gave some sense of importance

to the paper that might have been missing with my reading alone.

Furthermore, these peers could suggest revisions that made sense. One

who had done some weight lifting mentioned that Mark might want to move

the paragraph about proper breathing techniques closer to the beginning

because that was so crucial to the overall process. Another questioned the

phrasing of two sentences about spotters. This editor knew the point Mark

was trying to make, but felt the sentence did not say what he intended.

Other peer editors were valuable because they knew nothing about the sport,

but were interested. One said, "I always wondered about weight lifting.

The rules were well organized and I learned a lot." Even though teachers

usually try to comment in a positive and empathic way, students know

when interest in a topic is feigned. Peer comment often adds a measure of

respect to the writing situation that keeps the writer interested and working

hard on a text.

Kara did not find students as respectful of the peer editing process as

she hoped they would be, although she was a conscientious and serious

editor herself. I do think, however, that she appreciated the help peers gave

her and welcomed the feedback. One of her early comments in the semester

indicated why she might like an outside reader: "I get too involved in my
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paper and can't get a broad picture of my completed work." Kara was not

the only student who felt that way. Mark also commented that he was not

sure how to check if everything he had written belonged in the paper. He

further said he has trouble deciding how to organize his ideas. Peers

helped with the organization of Mark's papers on several occasions.

As writers begin to see their fellow students and their teacher as

trusted and valuable readers, they come to respect their own texts and find

them worth the time and effort it takes to revise. This trust comes out of a

positive classroom experience wherein successful response depends upon a

respect for each member of the writing community, a willingness to offer

support as well as criticism, and a clearly articulated respect for writing.



CHAPTER VI

PEDAGOGICAL IMPLICATIONS

OF WRITTEN COMMENTS

BY TEACHERS AND PEERS

In this chapter I will examine pedagogical implications of written

teacher and peer comments in light of the research discussed in Chapter I

and the writing study described in Chapters II through V. Through a close

examination of the six case study writers and their texts, I have learned

more about what goes on between the first draft and a fully revised and

edited piece of writing. I have also learned more about the relative merit of

teacher comments and peer feedback. As is true, however, with much

research, this study raises more questions than it answers, questions

which deserve further research. For example, the differences in text

revisions between the class which received written teacher comment and

the one which did not suggest the importance of teacher comment in

generating a high number of textual changes or modifications. At the same

time, this information poses unanswered questions about what weight

should be given to the various types of revisions (cosmetic, mechanical,

grammatical, continuational, informational, stylistic, transitional,

161
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organizational, holistic); which student revision strategies and styles can or

should be altered; and how responsibility for revision should be shared in

the writing community. Yet, there is no doubt that revision plays an

important role in the writing process and that students profit most when

others engage in this complex activity with them.
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I began my study with several questions: What would happen if I

did not make marginal comments on student papers? Would college

writers organize and revise; would they consider audience and purpose

without my written support and suggestion; would they rely heavily on peer

comment in the absence of my comments; would their confidence as writers

be enhanced or diminished without written teacher comments? The

answers to some of these questions surprised me. I found that students did

indeed organize and revise, considering their audience and purpose; they

used peer comments, some students more regularly than others; and on the

whole the writers' confidence increased more than it diminished. Does

this mean that teacher comments are a waste of time? Nc, not necessarily.

First of all, even though I did not write comments directly on student

papers, I had two ways of getting feedback to student writers: optional oral

conferences and teacher designed editing guides for peer response. All

students used editing guides, and almost all students conferenced

occasionally.
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Although I had conferenced at least once or twice a semester with

all my students over the years, oral conferences had not been my primary

method of interacting with drafts in progress. So, after my experience of

reading papers slowly and making methodical, empathic marginal

comments, I found the oral conferences very different. Ironically, I

couldn't seem to get to know the students as well, even though we talked

face to face. I found it difficult to connect a paper with a writer, perhaps

because I spent less time with the paper itself. It took me longer to get to

know the students because I could not seem to relate the writers with their

papers and, more important, with their ideas and interests. As a writing

teacher I found this somewhat disconcerting. I felt distanced from the

writers, the writing, the entire social process.

Often I would see a paper for the first time in its final draft stage

which, I must admit, bothered me somewhat. But even if I had read a

paper and conferenced with the student about it, sometimes I hardly

remembered it because either my reading had been rapid or my memory

focused on the conversation rather than the text itself. I felt as if I never

could get a grip on the class, and at one time in the semester I considered

making the conferences mandatory rather than optional. Yet I had the

distinct feeling that even if I did that, I would not find the teacher/writer

connection I sensed was missing. As I read final drafts I searched my

memory for pieces of conversations with students, then looked for revisions

that might have come out of our discussions. Even when I found a change,



164

often I was not sure if it was something we had talked about. Only major

revisions attracted my attention. Until I actually analyzed the papers of the

three case study writers from the class, I was doubtful that much revision

had taken place. I was wrong. A close examination showed that all three

case study writers revised considerably throughout the semester.

Apparently it did not take my written marginal comments to encourage

them to do so. Peers provided the conflict and collaboration needed to help

them revise.

lb! 'l B .1.“ IE 51

At the same time that I was feeling detached from the writing, and

in a sense, detached from the students, I observed a certain self-reliance on

the part of some writers. They seemed more in charge of their composing

behaviors. I can see now that this ability might have come from their

earlier writing experience, for all students in Advanced Expository had

taken at least two writing classes prior to this one. But at the time I believed

it was because I was not assuming as much responsibility for them, which

in part may be true. At the end of the semester when I looked at their

comments, I was surprised to find that only one student mentioned wanting

more "professional" help, meaning my time or feedback. This finding

paralleled two earlier British studies, Chaudron (1984) and Davies and

Omberg (1987), which noted that only a minority of students wanted more

teacher feedback. So, while I was feeling somewhat out of the picture,

students were content, it seems, with my level of participation.
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At the beginning ofthe study I thought, on the whole, that the

confidence levels of the students would decrease without my written

comments. But again I was wrong. Two of the three case study writers,

Mark and Alma, did show less confidence by the end of the semester, but

they were in the minority class-wide, and Alma still had the highest

confidence level of any student in class. I regret not having the opportunity

to give more positive feedback through written comments, but realistically I

ask myself if the remarks would have made a significant difference.

Perhaps, however, for students like Mark who have a high degree of writing

anxiety, more teacher comment, particularly positive written comments

that the students can read over several times, may be worthwhile.
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Gradually I came to realize that many ofmy reasons for making

written comments had been challenged by what I learned from these

writers. I could see that several of my goals for the students' development

could be accomplished in ways other than written teacher comment. Peers

helped the Advanced Expository writers in several areas: 1) they stimulated

ideas for revision; 2) they motivated students to revise; 3) they challenged

student writers to clarify and organize their ideas; 4) they encouraged

respect for the writing; 5) they provided a community of support. Peers took

on a significant amount of responsibility in this class. There was clearly

less dependence on the teacher. Even Mark, the least confident writer who

sought my help more often than any other student, relied more frequently
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on peers' or his own ideas for revision than on mine. The other students

seemed to use peers' suggestions regularly to stimulate and accompany

 their own ideas.

As current research shows, peer comment has clear benefits, but it

is not without fault. Occasionally students give inaccurate or inappropriate

advice which can confuse or mislead the student writer. In looking at the _ '
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nediting guides from the Advanced Expository class, however, I found very

few examples of what I would call poor suggestion. Furthermore, if

students are periodically reminded that they own their writing, they will be

better equipped to evaluate the advice they receive.
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At the same time, if peer editors are given a clear sense of direction

for their evaluation, they may be better able to help the writer. George

Jacobs (1987) suggested a list of questions for peer editors to follow similar to

the editing guides I provided to students in Advanced Expository. (For

sample capies of the editing guides see Appendix A.) These guides

contained a series of open-ended questions which focused on key issues

related to each assignment, along with space for general comments and

suggestions not elicited by any ofthe questions. Students kept the editing

guides and read them at their leisure as they revised their texts, one

advantage the written comments have over oral feedback. Critics of editing

guides maintain that they restrict students from spontaneous expression

about the writing and too narrowly channel their response. Yet, students
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need not be limited by the editing guides. I encouraged and observed a

casual verbal exchange among students in the peer groups as well. This

talk appeared to relieve the tension, and as Kantor found in his study (1984),

momentarily took the spotlight ofl‘ the writing and put it elsewhere.

Another benefit of editing sheets is that students have a clear sense

of what they need to accomplish in the workshop sessions. One drawback of

oral feedback was noted by Jacobs (1987) who found that friction occurred

when students did not perform the functions they were supposed to in the

triads (reader, writer, observer). With editing guides, the teacher has an

opportunity to read and respond to peer comments. If students know that

their remarks will be examined by the teacher, they may be more careful

and conscientious. In reading the editing guides from the Advanced

Expository class, I could see that most students gave thoughtful, detailed

advice, although on a few occasions the suggestions were brief and not very

helpful. Occasionally time was a factor as in the case of one of Dawn's

editors who wrote, "I read it ["A Tragic Accident'] but I am a little short on

time. It was very good." This comment is one that would not help Dawn

much in the process of revision.
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To encourage students to be better editors and to get away from

comments such as this, some teachers give grades or credit for editing

sheets. Yet, I believe it is a better idea for peers to respond out of a sense of

responsibility for each other and the writing process, than for a grade.

it



168

Grading takes the focus away from the paper under discussion and places it

on the editor's needs. It also may encourage peers to respond in a less

honest way, to pad an answer to get more points, for instance. Some

students are consistently better editors than others, yet I have observed that

each student's expertise varies somewhat depending on the paper under

discussion. Mark's paper about weight lifting is a good example. Peers

who were weight lifters seemed to offer the best advice. Yet, others who

were complete novices were able to show Mark where he needed more

details for clarifying his points. It does not seem profitable to try to make all

editors comparable critics for all papers. The value of peer response often

comes from its diversity.

While I did not make written response to peer comments in the

Advanced Expository class as I did in Freshman Composition, teachers

who reinforce or question the remarks of student editors provide the writer

with two opinions on revision cues. Generally students will look to the

teacher for the final word on such occasions, but once in awhile students

disregard both peers and the teacher. This is not necessarily a negative

response. Often it means the student is assuming ultimate responsibility

for the work. Confident writers like Alma may feel that they have a clear

vision for the paper and put less value on outside help. When teachers

respond positively to peer comments, however, it can encourage the writer

to respect the peer editors and the process. Two of the three case studies

from Advanced Expository, Mark and Dawn, say they show their writing to

friends before handing it in, thus creating their own editing groups for
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advice and support. Being open to readers' opinions is perhaps the most

valuable benefit gained from dialogues such as these.

Before peers can do a goodjob ofediting, however, they need to have

some preparation and experience. At the beginning of the semester I spent

some time talking about revision, and as the editing sheets were distributed,

we discussed them fully. As the semester progressed we needed to spend

less and less time on preparation. Nevertheless, a thorough understanding

of the writer's assignment, audience and purpose are essential for every

editor. It might be a good idea for the writer to preface the text with a brief

paragraph which explains these three elements. Keeping these larger

issues in mind helps peers to get beyond the grammatical accuracy of the

paper and helps the writer stay on course.

In my study of the Advanced Expository class, I found that peers

were most helpful with informational, organizational and holistic

revisions. They were specifically requested not to make marks on the

writer's paper, instead using the editing sheets for all comments. Thus, for

the most part they did not get into the business of correcting punctuation or

Spelling. I did urge them to bring any such issues or problems to the

attention of the writer verbally, however. Some students like Dawn

preferred to ask me questions about grammatical revisions during

conference periods. Perhaps because of this editing format my findings

contradict those of Davies and Omberg (1987) who found that changes made

to the first draft that affected content, ideas and organization were generally

not arrived at through peer comment. All three of these areas were
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addressed by peer editors in the Advanced Expository class. On the other

hand, While Davies and Omberg found that peer groups "tidy away many of

the more common and basic language errors," I was not aware of as many

grammatical suggestions by peer editors. If such suggestions were made,

(and remarks at the end of the semester indicate that to a certain extent they

were), these grammatical and mechanical issues were not written down on

the editing sheets. Teachers who want peers to address such issues may

ask them to put a check mark at the end of any line containing a

grammatical or mechanical error, or they may ask students to run off

copies of the text for each editor to mark on.

Teachers employ various strategies to assign editing groups.

Usually class size does not permit the entire group to edit each paper.

Jacobs (1987) saw disagreements arise from the groups in his study and

found that students preferred to select their own peer editors rather than

work with those the teacher arranged. I did not see any friction in the

Advanced Expository groups, which were rotated occasionally so that

students would eventually have a chance to work with everyone in the class,

but students did express some dissatisfaction with a few of the editing jobs.

To eliminate possible dissension within groups, Jacobs suggested creating

cooperative goal structures to create a feeling of positive interdependence,

things such as group compositions and grade averaging. I did on occasion

group students for collaborative work aside from peer editing. Such

cooperative ventures may have helped students form closer bonds so that

when they met for peer editing there was a greater sense of responsibility
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for those in the group. Yet peer groups in the Advanced Expository class

did not operate without some problems. Students in the study were candid

in their evaluations.
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At the end ofthe semester I asked students to write about the peer

editing process. Following is a summary list of their comments pro and

00111

The peer editing sessions are probably not as helpful as they

could be. It seems as though no one wants to hurt any feelings,

so honest Opinions of a paper are not expressed. I am guilty of

this as well.

The peer groups help give a wide variety of angles toward

editing a paper, also gives me a chance to see what other people

write about, and the techniques they use. Limiting the groups

to only peers gives strictly unprofessional opinions and ideas, if

I'm unsure or ignorant of a fact, I may easily be steered in the

wrong direction.

The workshops are helpful and needed because they allow

mistakes I miss to be caught.

The premise of small groups for exchange of ideas and

criticisms is great. However, I don't feel as though a lot of new

input was given. A lot of times people have hurriedly

answered the questions on the sheets just "to get it over" and

have not given it a lot of thought. A few good ideas for

expressing my papers more clearly have come through, but I

don't really feel that it works as well as it ought to.

The group discussions help me to get my thoughts more fully

developed and on the right track. Group feedback is a very good

way to help the papers stay on the right path and help with the

basic structure of sentences.
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I guess I like the group thing where we critique each other.

Sometimes I do--sometimes I don't. It depends on the group. I

do like a chance to see what everyone is capable of, not just

certain people.

In my opinion, the evaluations that come after we first

exchange our rough drafts are a good method of seeing what

you should elaborate on. That is a key concept for me to

improve.

The workshops I feel have been very helpful in editing my

papers. The readers are able to talk to me and help with

suggestions. I think it is a very good approach.

 

I am pleased with the structure of the course. The only

problem I can see with group editing is some people just want

to get it "over with" or aren't really concerned with your work.

This happens seldgm.

I like the editing groups. You get instant "feedback" from your

peers.

I was hoping to have more class time in groups to point out in

what direction my paper should go.

I have receive [sic] some valuable tips from my fellow

classmates.

I like the way the editing groups are set up.

Classwide, positive comments outnumbered negative. But the criticism

listed most often corresponds with a drawback found by Davies and

Omberg: lack of seriousness and expertise. Given the number of comments

about the editors' seriousness of purpose, I would conclude that teachers

need to be aware of students who may not be evaluating responsibly or

seriously. This can be accomplished easily by taking a look at their written

response and by observing peer group interaction. Writing community

feedback is not always predictable. Often it is supportive, encouraging and

helpful. But occasionally for student writers it can be rather unsettling.
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Students in the Advanced Expository class who expressed

satisfaction with group editing cited several benefits: peers provide a variety

of perspectives or angles; peers help writers stay on track; peers find errors

that writers miss. These three responses indicate that group editing

contributes to the writer's sense of audience, purpose, and style. For most

students, peer response makes revision easier and helps them to move

beyond their previous identities as writers. As they converse about revision

and challenge each others' thinking, they emerge from the workshops more

thoughtful planners and revisers. The goal of peer groups is not to create

writers who are all alike or who ascribe to the same writing or revision

strategies. Instead the workshop becomes a place for students to work out

their own language within a community which will provide information

and feedback.

IcacthExalnatinuflEeaLQQmment

Writing is learned in the same way other activities are learned: by

doing and heeding what happens. Ideally, a writer's work will be read and

discussed by a candid audience who will also serve as the writer's coaches.

Adjustments to the writing come in response to the audience response. My

experience of using peer groups in college composition courses for the past

seven years and my analysis of six case study writers, all of whom

participated in peer editing, support this notion. Yet, I am aware of Sarah

Warshauer Freedman's current research which suggests that teachers

regard peer groups more highly than do students (Response 158). Further,
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I am not unmindful of my own students' reservations about peer editing.

Some dislike the role of writing coach and prefer to have the teacher assume

all coaching duties. This attitude may be the reason students sometimes do

a hasty editing job, thus leading writers to say that peers don't care about

other students' work.

Teachers may find too that in transferring some of their power to

editing groups, conflicts occur between their ideas and those of the peer
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editors. I observed in this study few occasions in which peer and teacher

comments came into direct conflict. Yet, when they did, student writers

were more likely to follow the teacher's suggestion, indicating that the basic

structure of the classroom changes little even with the incorporation of peer

editing groups.

Based on the results ofmy study ofpeer comments and the student

writer, I have concluded:

1. Students who are confident, experienced writers will

incorporate explicit peer cues about how to revise their papers

if the cues are compatible with their own assumptions about

the direction and needs of the writing.

2. Peer dialogues supplement and occasionally supplant teacher

dialogues when that is in line with the teacher's goal and

when class workshops are structured accordingly.

3. Experienced and inexperienced student writers who lack

confidence need teacher support for their writingW

the support and suggestion which can be provided by peer

groups.

 

4. Peer comments generate fewer stylistic and mechanics

revisions than do teacher comments.

5. Students in general find peer comments stimulating,

motivational, challenging and supportive.
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I began my study of this freshman class with a general curiosity

about the value of written teacher comments. As composition researchers

have noted, it is often easy for writing teachers to assume authority of a

student's text by marginal comments, thereby encouraging the writer to

create the teacher's text. Although this fact is generally known, it is very

difficult for many writing teachers to refrain from making written

comments. It is hard to remain silent. My pen was busy in this freshman

composition class, and, as I expected, my written comments were met with

a rash of revisions. There is no doubt that students produced more

revisions when I wrote in the margins than when I did not. If getting

students to make a large number of revisions was my goal, then surely I

succeeded with the written comment method. However, through a close

examination of early and late drafts, I soon discovered that a number of my

comments and the resulting revisions were minor stylistic or mechanics

adjustments. Perhaps I had been deceiving myself by believing that the

twenty minutes per paper it normally took me to comment produced fairly

substantive changes on the later drafts. On several occasions with the case

studies, I did find major changes. Yet even there peers played an

important part in initiating the substantive revisions. Certainly a large

amount of my time had been spent addressing how things were said as

opposed to what was said.
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I also had assumed that written teacher comments on drafts in

progress would help improve student writers' confidence by providing

positive support. Yet a comparison of the the Daly-Miller writing

apprehension scores showed that at the end of the semester only eight

students felt more confident about their writing than they had at the

beginning of the class, while ten students were slightly more apprehensive

than at the start. Not surprisingly, an analysis of the positive marginal

comments showed that more praise had been given on the final drafts than

on drafts in progress. The one out of three case studies who was more

apprehensive at semester's end received fewer positive remarks on drafts in

progress than did the other two students, although she received about the

same number of positive comments on final papers. It struck me again, as

it had with Mark in the Advanced Expository class, that positive comments

are important throughout the writing process, not merely on the final

product. Written teacher comment is one tangible way to provide support.
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Although many ofmy assumptions about written teacher comment

were called into question by the results of the study, there remained a

number of positive benefits I could not overlook. Written teacher comments

influence student writers in a number of ways: 1) they encourage students

to re-see their ideas, organization and style; 2) they enhance the students'

understanding of the connection between readers and the process of
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revision; 3) they assist the students' assimilation of the idea that revision is

discovery, not merely a tidying up of their first efforts; 4) they make the

process of revision easier for the student; 5) they provide support for the

writer.

Comparing the marginal teacher comments and changes between

first and final drafts revealed that revision in the three case studies from

Freshman Composition had been guided heavily by teacher

recommendation. Most of these changes came as a result of marginal or

interlinear comments. However, a number of additional recommendations

came in the form of teacher prepared editing guides which established

criteria for both teacher and peer evaluation of the papers. Taken together

these comments formed the foundation of the revision process encouraging

modifications in the areas of content, organization and style. The writers

had no trouble accepting the source of the suggestions as a reliable

authority. There was an obvious dependence on the teacher in matters of

style. While students looked frequently to peers for revision help, they

deferred to the teacher when conflicts arose. Teacher comments, at least in

two of the three case studies, seemed to provide the launch pad for a number

of additional writer-based ideas: both Cami and Mary used my cues to

develop extensive additions to their original text. But it is important to note

that the editing guide questions and cues from peers helped as well on

many of those occasions. In this way the teacher's voice supplemented peer

voices.
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I did not find in my study, as Coupe did in her 1985 Oxford study,

that students misinterpreted or ignored my comments very frequently.

Generally they were quite diligent about addressing every issue I raised,

including even the minor stylistic and/or grammatical changes. At the end

of the semester only one student wrote in his evaluation that he found my

comments sometimes unclear and vague, a problem Coupe found on

numerous occasions. Occasionally students would ignore one or two

suggestions, but out of the total number of students the percent was small.

Nor did I find what I would consider a reactive writer, one who

lacked the ability to look back or project forward in a text. All three

freshmen case study writers were quite capable of rehandling the original

material. None resorted to re-writing the entire text out of a sense of

frustration with revision.

My written teacher comments were met with written comments by

the writers themselves on personal editing sheets. (For a sample of

Freshman Composition personal editing sheets see Appendix B.) This

technique suggested by Barrie Wade (1978) allows for the teacher to better

understand the student's frame of reference, and thus to better facilitate the

revision process. I appreciated hearing what plans students had for the

revision of their papers, and sometimes when they had particular problems

or issues they wanted me to address, they drew my attention to those things

by their own written comments. I found that usually students followed

through with what they said they would do in revising their paper. I tried to
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comment on these plans myself, noting those ideas that seemed particularly

good and questioning others. I feel that these written dialogues helped me

understand my students much better as writers, revisers, and thinkers.

Furthermore, the written revision plans allowed students to discover

problems in their own writing before I did, which seems a less threatening

way to address the process of revision. Very often I found myself agreeing

with their revision strategies. I liked having this language link with the

students. I hoped my written comments throughout the semester modeled

a way for them to make better written comments of their own.

lhl°|| I l C | Hill B 'ITI

Robert Protherough (1983) found that secondary students like the

sense of individual contact and guidance that written teacher comments

provide. I observed the same feeling in my class of freshmen writers. One

student remarked about how pleased she was that I took the time to read

her work and respond thoughtfully. Written comments do certainly let

students know that their writing has been read and responded to in a

detailed way. In oral conferencing the reading is somewhat quicker and

the response more general, hence my earlier comment about the Advanced

Expository class in which I had some difficulty getting to know the writing

and the writer. On the other hand, a number of written teacher comments

also give the impression that the re-seeing job has already been done by the

teacher. I did sense a dependence on the corrective pen, particularly in

matters of style and grammar. Yet, as I analyzed revised drafts, I noted
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students giving their papers a close reading, catching errors I had missed.

Therefore, I would not go so far as to say that written comments relieve

students of the responsibility of rehandling their work. In fact, comments

may model careful reading behavior, at least for some students.

Unfortunately as I reviewed my comments and the students'

subsequent revisions, I did not find myself following James Moffett's advice

about keeping the number of teacher comments small. Moreover, the

number of critical comments on drafts-in-progress far outweighed the

amount of praise, which may have been one of the causes for the slight

decrease in confidence of a majority of writers by the end of the semester.

This is of particular concern to me because I believed I was making caring,

constructive comments in line with current writing pedagogy. Clearly, my

aims and my outcomes were at odds. This is something for teachers to be

aware of if they use written comments at all. Researchers Cohen and

Cavalcanti (1987) suggest that there is a misfit between teacher feedback

and the writers' interests. I would agree. Generally, I believe, teachers

have their students' best interests at heart; yet even though I assumed I

was on the right track, my comments did not appear to reflect my

facilitator's philosophy. I was not aware of this, however, until I counted

and analyzed my own written comments at the end of the semester.

lEl'II I l C I llfl'l C 51

In terms of student attitude and confidence, teacher comments do, I

believe, carry a fair amount ofweight. But in this study they did not, it
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seems, have enough power to make an anxious writer into a confident one.

Nor did they turn a confident writer into an apprehensive one. Using the

technique of a combination of praise and critical comment on drafts-in-

progress and praise only on the final draft, I observed more students'

confidence diminish by semester's end. However, the group under study

was a class of high achieving college freshmen, who very likely had

received much praise and high marks for their high school writing. It is

 

likely that some had never experienced critical comment on papers, so the l e

experience of suddenly fielding revision cues from peers and teacher may

have decreased their writing confidence. The most important finding to me

was that no student who received written teacher comments moved from

high or average confidence to low. Nor did a student with little confidence

move into the confident range of scores. The range of changes was less

dramatic. Yet, I must admit that I expected and would have liked to see

students' confidence improve more than it did. I believe closer attention to

positive teacher comment on drafts-in-progress, rather than primarily on

final drafts, might work to accomplish this.

One advantage of teacher comments is that they can helpless

experienced student writers use revision techniques generally used by more

experienced writers. Students who once thought of revision as tidying up

their papers can be encouraged to devote a measurable portion of their

writing time to reviewing, systematic examination and improvement of the

text. One of the freshmen talked about her change in attitude from high

school to college, and I perceived this general shift in perspective
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throughout the class. I do feel that this same shift can be accomplished

with peer comment. However, for some students the impetus and perhaps

 the resulting revisions will not be as great. I say this because students in

the study who did not receive written teacher comment (the Advanced

Expository class) made fewer revisions of every kind than students who did

have comment (the Freshman Composition class).

I. .I I. [1M °|| I I Q l

On the negative side of the issue, I see written teacher comment as

having several potential limitations: 1) it is sometimes unclear and fails to

produce the changes implied; 2) it is often too limited in terms of praise; 3) it

occasionally confirses the student writer with its contradictions; 4) it creates

an emphasis on "corrections" and the final product rather than on the

writer and her progress with discovery; 5) it sometimes permits a

questionable dependence.

The one student in Freshman Composition who remarked that my

comments were at times unclear and vague also said that he knew this was

the time to talk with me. But realistically, many students will fail to do so,

preferring to do the best they can with unclear teacher suggestions or

ignoring them entirely. Although few of the case study writers ignored my

comments, I did not assess the quality of the revisions made from my cues.

I have a hunch that the changes were minimal when my comments were

the least bit unclear.
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Telescoping of revision cues was another concern I had about

written comments. This occurs when the teacher makes sentence level

suggestions on the one hand, and on the other suggests that the student

might develop or alter the very same section of the text. Does the student fix

the sentence and then add detail? Or should he eliminate the entire

sentence in the process of adding more? Whatever the decision, there is

wasted time for either the teacher or the writer or both. Ideally teachers I

will allow for several drafts-in-progress, addressing holistic issues in the L =

early drafts and fine tuning later. Realistically this does not always occur

because of the time constraints of the usual fourteen- or fifteen-week

semester, or in some cases an even shorter ten-week term. Aside from the

wasted time, which I agree is an important issue, I do not feel that college

students are seriously thwarted by such apparent contradictions in advice.

Again, as owners of their writing they need to make the ultimate decision

about which revisions to address, and it seems to me they are able to

differentiate between major and minor changes with little apparent

confusion. Kara's paper "To My Fear" is a good illustration. I made

marginal comments about usage, punctuation and spelling and on the

same page noted that she might want to condense the entire section because

it did not add to the movement of her story. She decided to condense,

ignoring my minor revision suggestions in the process. Perhaps the only

danger is that it may be all too tempting for students to accept the minor

cues instead of the major ones.
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One of the reasons students generally like written teacher comment

is that it makes revision easier or it at least gets them started in the process.

Once they get comfortable with this editor-writer relationship, they hate to

give it up. It is addicting--not only for students but for teachers as well.

With each new class, teachers fall into another response-revision cycle. Yet

when student writers realize that their next writing experience may not

involve this model, they will be more encouraged to break the habit, which

can be done with the teacher's guidance. What exactly do students find so

good about written teacher comments?
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At the and ofthe course I asked all students to do a fieewrite on

several aspects of the class structure including peer groups, written teacher

comments, and assignments. Not all students, however, addressed written

teacher comment, which surprised me somewhat. But those who did had

mixed reactions. Following are the comments of those who responded:

The written teacher comments have beenm helpful in the

rewriting of papers and encouraging and critical also.

The teacher comments and teacher conferences I find very

helpful. Both help push me into the correct direction.

The best thing about this class was that you gave us the

opportunity to rewrite our papers before a final grade was

given. The comments, assignments and deadlines were all

quite good, although a lot of work was required for this course.
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Comments - Often I find myself wondering what is wrong with

a particular statement. I understand that you need to

comment on our papers, but sometimes what you are saying is

unclear and vague. Of course, then is the time to come and

talk with you.

I like the fact that every paper you turn in is a rough draft

because I learn a lot more after I can go back and examine the

mistakes I've made and re-due [sic] the paper. Again, it takes

away from the discouragement and adds to the self motivation

and desire to do better and learn more about "what makes a _

good paper." '

Probably the most helpful of all aspects incorporated into this

class is the initial ruff [sic] draft requirement before every

paper. This allows a student to understand than correct his or

her individual writing problems.
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The comments written by the teacher on my paper enabled me

to improve my paper. But I feel there should be more

comments on the grammar aspects.

I like the way we are allowed to turn in a rough draft and your

comments help tremendously.

I enjoy the effort you put forth in correcting and reading my

paper. Last year in my senior English class, my teacher would

take three weeks to pass back our papers and than she

wouldn't put any comments on them. I am very conscious of

my writing and I enjoy both positive comments and

suggestions.

For the most part the students' comments reflected what I had observed in

the class. With few exceptions students like marginal comments on drafts

in progress because these remarks help with revision. However, some of

the words students use to describe the method seem to suggest that the

teacher may be trying to elicit the kind of paper she would write: one spoke

of the teacher pushing him into the right direction; another mentioned

getting the paper right by "correcting" it. Unfortunately this puts the
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emphasis on the editor and the final product rather than on the writer and

the process. Yet, not surprisingly, students overall did not seem to mind

giving this power to the teacher. In fact, wrongly or rightly, they seem

relieved to do so. Insofar as the revision process is a shared responsibility,

written teacher comments have positive potential. Freshmen writers may

benefit more than advanced college writers from a dialogue such as this.

From their evaluations it is apparent that some freshmen have never

experienced the revision process, much less the facilitating marginal

comments. However, if students become dependent on such a practice, they

may flounder in later writing situations where editorial comments are not

available. Worse, they may see revision as a process of proofreading and

correcting, never as an act of discovery.

In the best of circumstances teachers might begin a writing course

with a fairly structured combination of editing guides, peer response, and

written teacher comments, ostensibly making it possible for the writer to

understand the benefits of readers and revisions. When students begin to

experience familiarity and success with this social process, the teacher

might begin to shift the focus away from marginal comments, while

retaining teacher feedback through the editing guides and encouraging

audience response through peer groups. Eventually as students gain

confidence and authority, they can address the complexities of the revision

process on their own, as Kara did in the Freshman Composition class. But

if they do not move through that cycle, they may be deceived into believing,

as does Alma, that few readers have valuable advice for the process of

I!
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revision. Or they may believe, as Cami, that only the teacher knows what

the paper needs. Teacher comment does support and validate the writing

experience, but each student is unique in the amount and type of response

she needs. A teacher who grows with the student's growth will be sensitive

to the demands of each writer and each writing situation. James Moffett

believes the structure of the subject must be meshed with the structure of

the student (Him 13). This advice is appropriate, I believe, for teacher

comments. Much of the process of teaching revision follows the student.

Thus, students will be most benefitted not by "getting it correct" or

giving in to the stylistic demands of the teacher, but by making wise choices

and personal discoveries. If they can learn to participate in various

dialogues within the writing workshop, they will become more fluent

members of the writing community.

IlEl|° ElM'IIIlC I

William Stafford says, "I don't see writing as a communication of

something already discovered, as 'truths' already known. Rather, I see

writing as a job of experiment. It's like any discovery job; you don't know

what's going to happen until you try it"WW1).

This process which Donald Murray calls "internal revision," includes

everything writers do to discover and develop their message. Murray

believes that writers spend far more of their time with internal revision

than with external revision, which is what writers do to communicate what

they know to an audience. By the time teachers comment on a draft, even a
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first draft, the writer has gone through this process of internal revision

dealing with matters of content, form, structure, language and voice. I was

especially aware of the process of internal revision in Alma's writing. Her

comments about the way she writes and the steps she takes to produce a

paper led me to understand that at certain stages of the process she writes

for an audience of one: herself. Until she was fairly certain about what she

wanted to say, she could not expose her writing to outsiders for their

 

suggestions for external revision. Even later as she did so, she followed only

the revision suggestions that were somehow consistent with her own

internal revision plans. It is significant to remember that teachers will

most often be a part of the external revision process, helping students

communicate to a wider audience. Teachers can be helpful in guiding

writers back to some of the early issues related to form, content, language,

structure or voice, but they always operate from a reader's distance, and

rightly so. Even within a writing community, revision ultimately is the

writer's job. In an interview the philosopher Sartre, who was losing his

sight, spoke about the writer's need to "re-see" his work:

I can no longer correct my work even once, because I cannot

read what I have written. Thus, what I write or what I say

necessarily remains in the first version. Someone can read

back to me what I have written or said, and, if worst come to

worst, I can change a few details, but that would have nothing

to do with the work of rewriting which I would do myself.

(Contat 10)

Sartre was speaking about the necessity of vision in reworking a piece of

writing. This personal skill can never be taken over by another, and it is

this aye/mind connection that the teacher can never penetrate, even though
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she may become a skilled editor, able to come close to the student writer's

frame of reference and position.

I am not suggesting that teachers sit back and do nothing while

students work out their own vision for a piece of writing. Composition

teachers have made use of intervention in the writing and revision process

for the past two decades, with written comments being the most frequently

used method. My examination of the six case study writers and my own

experience with written comments over a number of years leads me to h =

believe that their greatest benefit is the breadth of revision strategies that

they generate in student writers. This larger repertoire of revision

strategies is one that more experienced writers already possess and

perhaps consciously or unconsciously put into play in the internal revision

process. Less experienced writers often lack an awareness of the

possibilities for change, so their revisions typically involve "corrections" of

surface level errors. Peer editors cannot always supply this breadth of

information either, although they too are adept at helping with external

revision.

Written teacher comments help student writers achieve three

important goals: 1) personal growth as they stretch and discover what they

didn't know they knew; 2) linguistic growth as they communicate more

effectively with others; 3) social growth as they function in a discourse

community. Students not only acquire skills with writing, they also acquire

perceptions and attitudes. Those who see writing in a broader scope,
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encompassing the above goals, will be better able to handle a variety of

writing challenges later.

Summamofficnclnsions

I have attempted to show in this discussion of six case studies that

the benefits of teacher and peer comments vary with the confidence and

experience of the college writer. The results of this study do, I believe,

validate a claim that teacher and/or peer comment should be based on a

thoughtful analysis of three factors: 1) the student writer's experience with

writing; 2) the student writer's anxiety about writing; 3) the difficulty of the

writing task. Teachers must, of course, decide if and when to use written

teacher comments, peer comments or a combination of both. As for the

comparison between effects of peer feedback and teacher feedback, research

in general has turned up mixed findings. However, this study has found a

number of related benefits. Peer comment is valuable for the following

reasons: 1) it stimulates ideas for revision; 2) it motivates students to revise;

3) it challenges students to clarify and organize their ideas; 4) it encourages

respect for writing; 5) it provides support for the writer.

Written teacher comment has numerous benefits as well: 1) it

encourages students to re-see their ideas, organization and style; 2) it

enhances the students' understanding of the connection between readers

and the process of revision; 3) it assists the students' assimilation of the idea

that revision is discovery; 4) it makes the process of revision easier for the

student; 5) it provides support for the writer.
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Because both approaches have benefits, students who are exposed to

a carefully considered program of teacher and peer feedback can develop

good writing habits and see positive outcomes by working with others in this

complex part of the writing process. While teacher comments may provide

a broader and more detailed roadmap for revision, in the long run peer

comment may contribute more to the writer's confidence in decision

making and audience awareness. Teachers must be mindful of the
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confidence and ability levels of their students. Not all students have the

same needs. Writers require different kinds of intervention at different

levels of writing difficulty and complexity.

Less experienced, apprehensive writers may learn more about

revision from help initially given by the teacher during the drafting process.

Students like this can not only improve the quality of their communication,

but they can also learn that in revision they can discover new ideas.

Further, for novice writers comments on drafts in progress may be a

welcome and supportive means of communication between teacher and

writer. Helping students need not mean doing the paper for them.

Teachers assume responsibility for structuring feedback to provide support

and at the same time allowing ownership of the paper to remain in the

hands of the writer. Ultimately student writers will develop strategies and

skills to draw on to apply to their own writing in future situations.

Teachers of advanced college writers should not overlook the benefits

of peer comments, a valuable part of the revision process. Because peers

are quite capable of offering good advice, they can save the writing teacher
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valuable time; moreover, as peers edit the papers, they are, at the same

time, developing their own reading and writing skills.

I l' I. E E I B 1

Future research needs to examine the various types of revisions--

cosmetic, mechanical, grammatical, continuational, informational,

stylistic, transitional, organizational, and holistic-in a more thorough way

than this study has done. First of all, how do teacher and peer comments

differ in emphasis? Further, how can peers and teachers work together to

provide comprehensive help in all areas without taking over the paper and

without overlapping responsibilities?

Second, how much should teachers intervene in already developed

revision strategies of student writers? Can preferred methods of revision be

altered or, in fact, should they be altered to fit commonly accepted classroom

practices of re-writing papers? Writers typically have very personal habits

and patterns for writing. At what stage in the writer's development or at

what stage in the preparation of a piece of writing should teachers back off?

Third, how should responsibility for revision be shared in the

writing community? Do these shared experiences result in greater gains

for students in what they take away from college writing courses? More

long range studies might yield information about successful writing beyond

the composition classroom.

Although this study has examined the complexities and the

rewards of a fully functioning writing community in the process of revision
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in six case studies, successful writing teachers need to study their own

teaching conditions and methods, as well as their own students to best

determine how response can benefit the writers they serve. To be most

effective, teachers need to be willing to revise their thinking for each class,

tailoring instruction and response to fit the social and cognitive

inconsistencies of their readers and writers.
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APPENDIX A

Expository Writing

Paper Assignment: Process Analysis

As you begin be aware that it is possible to explain a process and still write a

creative, interesting paper. Ernest Hemingway's selection from "Big Two

Hearted River" is good evidence of that fact. We will take a look at that piece

of writing in class.

To make your own writing job easier and more enjoyable, make sure you

choose to write about a process with which you are familiar and

comfortable. Remember, you should be an insider. Don't select a topic that

your readers are likely to know as much about as you do. The process may

relate to a work situation, a course you are taking, a hobby or special

interest, or perhaps a personal, community, or social problem.

The primary thing to keep in mind as you plan and write is your audience.

If you have chosen your topic carefully, you can assume that your readers

know very little or nothing about the process you are explaining. Be careful,

however, not to insult the intelligence of your readers by using simplistic

wording. But lead them step by step through a careful explanation.

Whenever possible use example and detail to illustrate.

The process essay may be a good opportunity to experiment with the use of

humor. It is also a very good way to "teac " without being pedantic or

boring. If you write in the first person, especially if you illustrate with a

specific incident, your paper will sound more personal and probably be

more lively and interesting.

The essay should be approximately 2-3 typed pages and is due on

for group editing.
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Expository Writing

Editing Guide: Process Analysis

Writer's Name

Your Name

 

 

Directions: Read the following questions over carefully and keep them in

mind as you read each paper. Answer each question as thoughtfully and

completely as you can, making any additional comments you think might

help the writer improve the paper. Don't forget to enjoy what you are

reading.

1. The writer of a good process analysis will anticipate the question "What

do you mean by that?" and answer it before it becomes a question in the

reader's mind. Write down the places this question popped into your mind

as you read the paper. How would you change it to make the ideas clearer?

2. Using analogies (or similarities) is a good way to help the reader

understand a process. Where does the writer use analogy to explain?

Where do you think an analogy could be used to make the paper more

interesting? Be as specific as you can.

3. What is the best part of this paper? Why do you like that part?

4. Were you satisfied with the way the paper began and ended? How would

you improve the introduction or conclusion?

5. Do you see effective transitions? Give examples. Where does the writer

need to use more or better transitions?

6. Other than to simply explain a process, what was the author's purpose?

Was there a message?
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Expository Writing

Personal Editing Guide: Process Analysis

Name
 

1. What was the mood you wanted your readers to come away with? Do you

think you were successful? Why or why not?

2. Did you have enough detailed information in your process? Where do you

need more?

3. What was the message conveyed in your process? For example, an

analysis of how to select the proper ski boot might have an underlying safety

message which is the purpose for the paper. What is your purpose?

4. If your assay were made into a half-hour TV show or an instructional

broadcast, what would we remember about it? How would you improve it?

Be very specific.

 



197

Expository Writing

Paper Assignment: Informative/Persuasive Essay

One of the most challenging forms of expository writing is the persuasion

paper. Every writing skill you have learned up to this point must be

employed in producing an effective essay. You must think logically; you

must know your audience and appeal forcefully to their better judgment;

and you must express yourself clearly and in an organized fashion. Don't

forget that in addition to all those things, you must also attract and hold

your reader's interest.

Even though this sounds like a difficult job, you may be surprised to learn

that persuasion is something you are already quite familiar with. Have you

ever persuaded your parents to lend you the car, or have you convinced a

friend to type a paper for you? Most of us use persuasive skills every day.

With your paper proceed as follows: decide on a point you want to make,

some belief you want your reader to consider, or an action you want your

reader to perform; find as many good arguments as you can; try to predict

what the counterarguments will be and provide a rebuttal for them. You

might want to illustrate a point with a humorous story or a tragic one,

whatever the case may be. Try to make your reader remember your

argument long after he or she has read the paper.

Your essay should have a thesis statement, and all succeeding paragraphs

should support that idea fully. Stating your arguments and addressing the

counterarguments can be done most effectively in the following two ways.

The first method will be called the divided pattern. In this format you

should first bring up most of your strong points to present a positive

argument in a single block (not necessarily in a single paragraph). Then

you counter the opposing points and end your paper with one or two

additional strong points. The second method is called the alternating

pattern. Here you should present the arguments and address the

counterarguments together, perhaps even within each individual

paragraph. Either method can be altered somewhat to fit your needs.

The paper should be 500-600 words and is due on for

group editing.
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Expository Writing

Editing Guide: Informative/Persuasive Essay

Writer's Name

Your Name

 

 

1. This paper, like your own, should have a clear thesis. Write down word

for word what you think the thesis statement is. If you aren't sure, write

down what strikes you as the most important sentence in the first section of

the paper. _ Quite sure_ Not sure

2. What do you like best about this paper? Why?

3. Reread the introductory paragraph and briefly evaluate it in terms of

whether or not it grabbed your interest and clearly gave you a sense of the

persuasive argument to come. Try to help the writer out here by offering

any suggestions which occur to you.

4. The author should have developed the thesis (the argument) by giving

supporting data and information. These should be specific support systems

(experiences, other valued opinion, data, facts, etc.). Note which supporting

argument was most strongly made and which one could use more

development. Provide two suggestions for improving the paper.

5. If you were the instructor for the course, what final commentary would

you make, keeping in mind that the writer will not only be revising it, but

also will be relying on your comment to do so successfirlly?
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Name
 

1. What is the best argument in your paper? Why is this the strongest bit of

proof? Where is it located (beginning, middle, and)?

2. Which of the other persuasive points needs more development? Why?

How can it be strengthened?

3. In your opinion, what is the best sentence of your entire paper? Why?

4. After considering the comments of your peer editors and taking into

account any weaknesses of the paper, write a revision strategy statement in

which you specifically and fully describe how you will make this a better

paper.
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Paper Assignment: The Editorial

For this paper, select a tepic you are familiar with and one that you feel

strongly about. As with any paper, begin by defining and analyzing your

audience and your purpose. Specify clearly the position you have assumed

and the points you want your readers to get from reading your editorial.

State clearly and in some detail the reasons for your position and be careful

not to get off the track.

Although this piece of writing will come out of a strongly held personal

belief, it is important to exhibit support for your opinion. This support can

come from many places, so select it wisely. You may want to use personal

experience or experiences of friends, relatives, or acquaintances to

illustrate and convince. Or perhaps you will need to do some outside

research to collect facts and statistics to be truly convincing. Readers who

want to know facts will be impatient with general statements and may

decide that you are lax in doing your homework before stating this opinion.

Once you have marshalled enough support, move logically through your

reasons, being conscious of using transitions to work your way through the

points. Have a design for your paper that will help the reader follow your

point of view.

Tone is very important in this type of writing. Remember your readers. Be

firm and unwavering but avoid a badgering or nagging voice. Make a clear

commitment to your position early on and then follow through without

backing down. Be courteous and confident. Use an appropriate tone for

your subject and your audience. Some editorials can be handled well in a

humorous way. Others need a more serious voice. Select your words

carefully. Beware of what your textbook calls "fuzzy intensifiers," words

that don't really describe anything; they just reflect the writer's attitudes:

terrible, wonderful, great, etc. Use objective language. Objectionable,

biased words such as "disgraceful" may create anger in your readers who

do not agree with you. Their first response may be to fight rather than to

listen.dRespect your readers and treat them the way you would like to be

treate .

Please have a rough draft ready for group editing on
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Writer's Name

Your Name

 

 

1. Comment on the audience for this editorial. Who does it seem to be

directed to? Is the language appropriate for such an audience? Why or why

not? Does the paper speak directly to you as a reader? Why or why not?

2. What is the basic premise (the "main road") of the writer's argument? Is

it clear? Are there any meandering "side reads"?

3. Evaluate the writer's sources of support for his or her opinion. Are they

personal experiences? Statistics? Experiences and/or opinions of experts?

4. Comment on the writer's style and tone. How would you describe it?

Select one sentence to illustrate this dominant impression. Does this tone

seem to fit the topic and intended audience?

5. What final advice do you have for the writer as he or she prepares to

revise and polish this editorial?
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Name
 

1. Did you imagine an individual, a reader, as you wrote this editorial?

Who was it? Why did you write for this particular reader?

2. State your position in its simplest form. Look at it carefully. Have you

overgeneralized? Explain.

3. How varied and strong are your sources? What do you see as your best

source? What could you do in terms of sources to make this a better essay?

4. Evaluate your tone and voice. Is it tolerant? Reasoned? Take a look at

word choice and sentence style. Is it appropriate for publication? Why or

why not? How will you change it?
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Paper Assignment: Magazine or Journal Article

Magazines and journals contain a variety of essays on a variety of topics

that interest a variety of readers. Your textbook,Wm,offers

many possible suggestions for topics, including the following:

* an article for parents on the effects of TV watching on pre-school

children

* a report on a new brand of microwave (or any other appliance, car

or tool) for a consumer magazine

* an article on how to buy ski gear

* a review of a movie, restaurant, play or book for the entertainment

section of a magazine

* a short article for young people explaining a new discovery in

science or technology, what it takes to be a dancer, lawyer, journalist,

or other professional
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Your best resource is yourself, your interests, your job, your hobbies, your

life. Think for a moment about the journals you read that are related to

your field of study or to your career. What sorts of articles do these

publications contain? You may be surprised to realize that you know a great

deal about some aspect of your business or profession that needs to be

explained in a journal article. As you prepare for this assignment, make it

a point to do some professional reading in your field. If you are still

studying for a particular career, read the journals your professors

recommend. They may give you some ideas.

Think also about what kinds of articles you read at home for pleasure.

What hobbies do you have that would make interesting reading for a general

audience? What travels have you taken? Carefully focused and detailed,

these would make interesting articles. Airlines and trains often have small

magazines for their passengers, containing a variety of short articles. See if

you can locate some of these publications and read the articles.

Generally magazine articles are longer than we might think. Readers need

to feel that the subject, whatever it is, has been covered in a satisfactory way.

Thus, often the subjects are usually quite narrow and discussed in about

1000 words. The use of concrete detail, example, facts, and often even

pictures enhances our enjoyment of the material. Since you probably will

not have illustrations, make your language work for you.

Please have the rough draft ready for group editing by
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Writer's Name

Your Name

 

 

1. Analyze the audience for which this article was intended. Are you

among those who would be interested in reading an article such as this?

Why or why not?

2. Consider the purpose of the article. Can you see a clear reason for the

writing? What was the author trying to convey in a nutshell?

3. One of the problems a writer might experience is tackling a subject that

is too broad. How could this topic be narrowed to give a more focused view?

4. Lively details, vivid images and good description make for successful

writing in any area. Write down two or more sentences that seem to fit this

description. Where could the essay use more improvement?

5. Getting the article ready for publication requires that all surface errors,

things such as spelling, punctuation, usage be carefully addressed. Where

do you see problems or areas that could use re-writing or proofreading?

6. In your opinion, what area of this paper could be expanded to give it

greater depth and interest?
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Name
 

1. Aside from the usual answer (as a requirement for the class), why did

you write this article?

2. Where do you think this article could actually be published? Do you think

it is good enough? Why or why not?

3. Have you ever read an article similar to this? Where?

4. In terms of development, how does this paper rate? Where will you

develop it to make it more interesting and complete?

5. Is the article focused on one part of the topic or does it wander over too

many roads? Where could it be narrowed?
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Expository Writing

Paper Assignment: Investigative Report

The first step in writing a good investigative report is to sense problems and

challenges. Be alert to situations at home, on the job and in society needing

improvement. Then dig in and get at the cause of things. Ask questions,

learn new information to aid understanding, find out the facts. As Maxine

Hairston points out in the text, "Reports are facts." The reader does not

want to know what you feel, think, believe or fear, but he or she does expect

to find out what you have investigated. As a writer your job will be to

I
* focus on the problemor situation under investigation $11

* refrain from expressing emotions or personal opinion

* avoid arguing

* refrain from a conscious effort to persuade

* write in a clear objective style that does not call attention to itself

Your report should be comprehensive, documented, and written in a

language nonspecialists can understand. This does not mean stuffy, dull,

inflated prose. Rather, you should be aware of who will read the report and

what actions might be taken on the basis of its contents. For documentation

of the facts, refer to pp. 203-209m your textbook,Wm.

In terms of structure your report should follow this plan:

Abstract (a concise summary of the reportusee pp. 224-227)

Introduction

a. Statement of the problem or situation

b. Purpose of the report

c. Description of the investigative method

Body ofthe Report

a. Detailed description of procedures carried out

b. Explanation of findings

Conclusion (detailed summary of results)

The organization of the body of the report will vary depending on your

subject and method. If you are writing a report about withdrawal

symptoms of a drug abuser, you might want to use a narrative form to tell

the patient's story, give the results of your interviews with him or her, and

document the symptoms. Then you would want to review the literature of

what is known about withdrawal symptoms, apply that information to the

patient you are investigating, and give your findings. In the conclusion you

should summarize what you have learned.

Please have the rough draft ready for group editing on  
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Writer's Name

Your Name

 

 

1. In one sentence, write down what you think the purpose of this report is.

2. Write what you think is the best sentence in this paper and tell why you

like this particular one.

3. Evaluate the abstract. Is it clear, concise?

4. What aspects, if any, of this problem or situation were ignored or treated

lightly in the investigation? How would you improve on that?

5. How would you improve the introduction?

6. Evaluate the conclusion in light of what we said a good conclusion should

do. Offer hints for improvement.
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Personal Editing Guide: Investigative Report

Name 

1. Is the abstract for your report concise and clear? How can it be

improved?

2. What is the strongest aspect of the body ofthe report? What is the

weakest? Be specific in describing how you will improve it.
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3. I asked that you not make this writing stuffy, dull or inflated. Can you

say that you followed these instructions? Give examples of good prose (at

least two).

4. What can you do to improve the first two sentences of your paper? Again,

be specific.

5. Evaluate your conclusion. Does it carefully summarize the findings of 1

your report? What can you do to make it better?
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Paper Assignment: Proposal

A proposal is a plan, a description of intended action. Proposal writing has

become increasingly important in recent years. Many professionals, from

scientists and public officials to educators and healthcare workers, find that

they must apply for grants on a regular basis. It is not difficult to write a

proposal; however, you must write a clear, well-organized document to get

the job done. If you are employed for a company or an organization that

applies for grants, please use this writing assignment as an opportunity to

get some practical experience, drawing your material from actual sources.

On the other hand, if you do not have these resources, or if your occupation

does not require such writing, there is a good list of suggested topics for

proposals in your textbook on page 234.
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The proposal should begin with a clear descriptive title, followed by an

abstract which accurately and concisely summarizes your case. (You will

probably want to write your abstract last.) Be sure to give each section of the

proposal clear titles: Abstract, Introduction, Conclusions,

Recommendation, Discussion, Proposed Solution, and, if appropriate,

Appendix. (See the sample proposal attached for format structure.)

The Introduction and its Conclusions are important for several reasons.

They explain what the proposal is all about, what you want to do. They also

will set the tone for the request; thus, you will want to present a reasoned,

Widea. Your success may depend upon how competent you

sound. Remember, reviewers read many requests, so strive to be

informative yet relatively non-technical in the beginning.

In the remaining sections you should outline and discuss your proposed

work. Set timetables and budgets if necessary and appropriate. Describe

how you will conduct your research, how you will collect data, and who will

be working with you on the project. If you have charts, graphs, or other

illustrations, place them in an Appendix at the and. Be sure too that you

present a good discussion of the benefits that will be derived from the plan

you propose.

 

Please have the rough draft ready for group editing on
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Editing Guide: Proposal

Writer's Name

Your Name

 

 

1. What is the purpose of this proposal. Evaluate it in terms of apparent

need. Do you think it likely that such a proposal could gain approval? Why

or why not?

2. Organization is very important in proposal writing. What are the

individual sections titled? Which section contains the strongest writing?

What is good about it?

3. Evaluate the introductory section. Is it clear and written to get the

reviewer's interest and attention? Write down the best sentence in the

introduction.

4. What aspects, if any, of this proposal were ignored or treated lightly?

How would you improve on that?

5. What specific details in terms of costs or benefits were mentioned? Were

they sufficient? Where does the proposal need more depth?
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Personal Editing Guide: Proposal

Name
 

1. Why did you write this proposal? Tell a little background about the topic

as it relates to you.

2. What are the chances of your proposal succeeding? What could you do to

improve your chances?

3. Evaluate each section of the preposal. Which is the strongest? Why? The

weakest? What can you do to improve the ones that are weak?

4. Does the introduction get the reader's interest and attention? How might

this be changed to be more effective?

5. Do you have enough depth and detail in the Recommendation section.

Will the reviewers want more facts? Where?
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Paper Assignment: Case Study

Your final assignment for this class will be to construct a case study. This

type of writing is used frequently by professionals in many fields including

psychology, medicine, social work, education, and law enforcement. Case

studies are most helpful to the fields they serve if they are written in a clear,

concise, unpretentious way.

There are a few guidelines to keep in mind as you write. First, as the

observer/writer you should strive to construct objective, concrete

descriptions of behavior without being judgmental and without expressing

personal prejudices or biases. You must choose your words carefully, being

aware of their connotations and always using neutral language. For

example, if you are describing a student in a pre-school setting, you should

write "Andy is above average weight and height and shows aggressive

behavior toward smaller children," not "Andy is terribly fat and beats up on

the other kids."

Second, your case studies need to include all important, relevant

information. Do not include unnecessary facts that will waste the reader's

time just to pad the case study. As a writer you must have a clear sense of

purpose to guide your selection of pertinent material.

Finally, you will want to anticipate and speak to the specific questions that

the case study is expected to answer. Again, this will depend upon the

purpose of your case study. Why are you writing? For example, a teacher

who is writing a case history in order to help a student qualify for a special

program knows that the reviewers will want to know if the student can be

helped and why the placement should be made. Writers of case studies

need to be aware of audience and purpose because often decisions are made

based on a review of the writing.

The case study is due on for group editing.
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Your Name

 

 

1. Is the language of the case study clear, concise and down-to-earth?

Would reviewers understand it easily in one reading? Explain.

2. Take a look at the language used. Are there any examples of phrases or

words that sound biased? Where? How could these be neutralized?

3. Was there a time in the case study when you felt you were lacking

important details? Where?

4. Can you determine the purpose of the case study? Why do you think the

writer undertook this job of description?

5. Was there irrelevant information anywhere? Did you feel that some

information really wasn't pertinent to the case? What would you omit?
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Personal Editing Guide: Case Study

Name 

1. What is your purpose for this description? What do you anticipate its use

will be?

2. Evaluate your use of words and phrases. Do they sound judgmental or

biased? Where? How will you eliminate that problem?

3. Do you have enough detail? Where can you use more? Is there too much?

What can be omitted without damaging the intent of the case study?

4. Take a look at your sentences. Are they concise, clear? Too rambling,

wordy? How will you make changes?
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APPENDIX B

Freshman Composition

Paper Assignment: Personal Narrative

As you discovered in your first casual writing assignment, there are many

voices that writers can use to "get across" their messages. They can, if the

situation warrants, project a formal image, but on other occasions they can

be very formal. We all tend to use whatever voice fits the occasion. For

example, when I talk with my friends and family, I speak informally--

using words and sentences which might not always be exactly correct. If I

am talking with the college president or to a state representative, however, I

will probably use a more formal voice. When I talk with students and

colleagues, my speech will tend to be somewhere between formal and

informal. This principle applies just as much to writing as it does to

speaking.

Changing voice is common; it is generally referred to as code switching.

Since we all can and do code switch regularly, the problem is not how to

change voices, but when to use formal, informal, or a "middle" voice. In

this first writing assignment, you will be using three different voices:

formal, informal, and the "middle" voice which is often most acceptable to

the general, unknown audience.

To begin, try to remember a pleasant or an unpleasant incident in your life

(an accident, an award, an argument, or an achievement). Write a letter to

someone in a position of authority explaining what happened. Then write a

second letter about the same incident to your best friend. Use a formal tone

in the first letter and an informal voice in the second. I will collect these

two letters and return them to you with comments. Then you will do a third

piece of writing about the incident--a true story about the experience which

will be interesting reading for a general audience. This third piece of

writing will be different from the letters in two ways: 1) it should be written

as a narrative (a story), not as a letter; 2) it should be neither very formal

nor very informal; instead it will be directed to a general unknown

audience.

 

Keep several things in mind as you begin this assignment. Select an

incident that will be of interest to you as well as to your audience. Focus on

a limited time frame--don't try to cover too much in a short paper such as

this. Use plenty of details so the reader can get a vivid picture of the

incident. (What seems perfectly clear to you might be vague for your

readers.) Decide on a specific point to make with your essay. What are you

really trying to get across in your paper? In terms of length, the essay

should be approximately 500-600 words long (2-3 typed pages), and it is due

on .
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Editing Guide: Personal Narrative

Writer's Name

Your Name

 

 

Directions: Please read and enjoy the papers of those in your editing group.

Keep the following questions in mind as you read, and when you are

finished answer as completely and thoughtfully as you can, making any

additional comments you think might help the writer improve the paper.

1. Did the writer choose an interesting incident to share? What makes it

unique or worthy of reading?

2. What is the best sentence in the paper? Why do you like it?

3. Are the descriptions of the people, places, and events clear enough to

visualize. What is described best? What needs work?

4. Does the introduction capture the reader's attention? Why or why not?

How would you improve the beginning?

5. Look at the sentences closely. Are there short and long ones? What

sentences need more work?

6. Does the author try to cover too much time in a short paper? What could

be eliminated to give the paper a sharper focus?
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Personal Editing Guide: Personal Narrative

Name
 

1. What do you think is the best sentence in your paper? Why?

2. What do you think is the best part or aspect of the paper? (Beginning,

conclusion, details, organization, style, etc.) Ask yourself, "What did I do

particularly well?"

3. What do you think is the weakest aspect of the paper? Ask yourself, "How

or where can I improve this paper?"

4. After considering the comments of your peer editors (whether you agree

with them completely or not), and taking into account any weaknesses of the

paper you are aware of, write a revision strategy statement in which you

specifically and fully describe how you would go about making this a better

paper. Don't say you need to do a better job at this or that; instead, note

exactly where and how you will make improvements.

5. After thinking about how you will revise your paper, are there any areas

you would like me to specifically note or help you with in the revising

process? Please write these concerns or questions here, and I will make it a

point to address them when I read your paper.
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Paper Assignment: The Description

Physical description is a rather basic kind of information. We often write

about people, places and things. When we do, we want the reader to "see"

what we're talking about; thus, the details of what the subject looks like,

sounds like, smells like, tastes like, or feels like are important and should

be communicated. This seems simple enough until we try it. To describe

something well, we must do three things: 1) see it as a whole and give the

reader a general picture; 2) attend to every possible detail; 3) take advantage

of all our senses.

Good observation is the first step to good description, but careful observation

alone will not guarantee good writing. Remember, you can never assume

your reader knows what you mean. You may know exactly what you mean

when you write, "My grandfather was a tall man, rather sloppily dressed."

But every reader will most likely get a different picture, or no picture at all.

Keep in mind our discussions of the concrete-abstract continuum and our

general audience of 500 people. Sometimes your words may raise more

questions than they answer. Look at the following words: heme, mother,

horse, city, beautiful. Every person looking at these words will have a

unique set of associations. We will have to do a lot of explaining if we want

our readers to share the same meaning we have in mind for a specific word.

Train yourself to notice and to write down specific physical details. Make

lists before you begin the actual essay. Use all your senses as you compile

the information.

The next step to writing a good description is to develop a general statement

giving a broad outline of what you are about to describe. What is your

message? What do you hope to convey by your description? Knowing "where

you are going" with the description will keep you on the track and eliminate

unnecessary detail you might be tempted to add as "filler." Most important,

does all the detail combine to form a dominant impression? It should.

Next, decide how your subject can be divided into parts. For instance, in

writing about your grandfather, you might divide the description into face,

dress, and walk. This division will assist in the organization of your essay.

Help your readers form the picture you want them to see.

And finally, remember that you must care about your subject before you can

hope to interest your reader. Do some careful thinking before you select a

topic for description. The theme should be approximately 500-600 words (2-3

typed pages), and it is due on
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Editing Guide: The Description

Writer's Name

Your Name

 

 

1. Did the writer select an interesting topic to describe? Why or why not?

2. Do you get the feeling that the writer cares about the subject of the essay?

What gives you that impression?

3. Write the words that convey the very best description.

4. Does all the detail work together to create a dominant impression and a

clear message? What is the writer's message?

5. Look at the introduction and conclusion. How would you evaluate them?

How can they be improved?
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Name
 

1. In your opinion, what is the very best sentence of your entire paper?

2. What mood, feeling, or general idea were you trying to convey with this

description? Do you think you were successful? Why or why not?

3. Where do you need more concrete details?

4. Describe how you will go about revising this first draft. Be specific about

exact paragraphs and changes you intend to make.

5. Are there any areas you would like me to address as I read your paper?
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Paper Assignment: Assertion with Proof Essay

The first step in preparing to write an assertion with proof paper is to

determine your subject. Select a topic that you know something about and

care something about. Avoid subjects about which you have little personal

knowledge--abortion, capital punishment, gun control. These are

overworked issues. If you are at a less for a topic, the possibility sheet we

will be filling out in class may be of some help. After you have selected a

topic, narrow it to a manageable size. Most topics, as they first occur to you,

are too bread.

The next step in the process is to state your precise controlling opinion about

the topic you have selected. This statement is called the "thesis statement,"

and its purpose is to show what idea the paper is going to develop.

Remember, it should be a debatable point--something people might disagree

with. (Is there anything to be debated in a statement such as this: "My two

week trip to Florida was the best experience ofmy life"?)

After you find a comfortable (and debatable) thesis, brainstorm the topic.

Write down everything that comes to mind that is in any way related to your

tepic. Look at it from all angles. List the pros and cons of the subject. At

this point don't be concerned with sentence structure. Accumulate as

many ideas as possible. Later we will be using a flea writing session to fill

in additional details.

Now that you are writing a paper called assertion with proof, don't slip into

a dull, safe style. Being boring is not a desirable quality for a writer. Ifit

helps, think of yourself as a regular columnist for a newspaper or

magazine. Such columnists do write "well-developed" pieces, complete

with thesis and support. But the writing is also alive. Distinct personalities

come through. Readers experience not just ideas, but a writer as well.

As for persona, you probably don't want to use the strictly informal voice,

but don't try to be stiff either. Be as formal or as informal as you wish, but

do it with flair and originality.

One pitfall I want to mention is the use of opinion. Everyone shares a right

to an opinion, but that right does not automatically bestow quality on that

Opinion. Ask yourself these questions about the opinions you express: 1)

How insightful am I being, or am I looking only at the surface of the issue?

2) Can I concretely support my beliefs? 3) How varied is the support of my

opinion? 4) Have I expressed myself in an engaging way? 5) How well do I

understand my own value system out of which this opinion has deve10ped?

Giving these questions the attention they deserve is important to the success

ofyour paper. The essay should be about 500-600 words, and it is due on



2 2 2

Freshman Composition

Editing Guide: Assertion with Proof Essay

Writer's Name

Your Name

 

 

1. This paper, like your own, should have a clear thesis statement. Write

down word for word what you think the thesis statement is. If you aren't

sure, write down what strikes you as the most important sentence in the

first section of the paper.

2. Reread the introductory paragraph and briefly evaluate it in terms of

whether or not it grabbed your interest and clearly gave you a sense of the

discussion to come. Try to help the writer out by offering any suggestions

which occur to you.

3. The writer should have developed the assertion by giving supporting data.

These should be specific support systems (examples of experiences, other

valued opinion, data from other sources, etc.). Tell which supporting

argument was most strongly made and which one could use more

development. Give two suggestions for improving the support.

4. If you were the instructor for the course, what final comments would you

write at the bottom of this paper, keeping in mind that the writer will be

relying on your comments to help revise the paper successfully?
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Name
 

1. What is the best argument in your assertion with proof essay? Why is

this the strongest bit of proof? Where is it located (beginning, middle, and)?

2. Which of the supporting arguments needs more development? Why?

How can it be strengthened?

3. In your opinion, what is the best sentence of your entire paper? Why?

4. After considering the comments of your student editors (whether or not

you agree with them), and taking into account any weaknesses of the paper,

write a revision strategy statement in which you specifically and fully

describe how you will make this a better paper.
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Paper Assignment: Researched Critical Analysis

The critical analysis is a more formal and also more complex essay than

those you have done so far this semester. In terms of length, the paper

should be a minimum of three typed pages. Choice of topic is yours.

Remember to take your audience into consideration. Be creative and

original in selecting a subject. I will assume that you have some interest

and possibly experience with the subject, but still, I hope, an open mind

about it. The purpose of research is to help your mind grow, to learn new

things, and to add to your network of ideas. Don't go into this project with a

"mind set." Instead of developing a thesis statement at the beginning, write

a thesis question. (Example: Is abortion an acceptable alternative for

unwed teenage girls?) This open approach will allow you to do research and

then, based on your findings, make your own conclusion.

Avoid using articles you are already familiar with; find new ones. Initially

you should read at least six articles about your subject, and I would like

those six listed in a bibliography and submitted in addition to your paper

and its own Works Cited page. From the group of six readings, you should

select only two articles which best exemplify what you think your position

will be on the topic. Xerox those articles in their entirety because you will

need to bring them to class.

Rather than doing further research, you will be working only with these two

articles. Part of your job will be writing summaries of them. Another job

will be to analyze them--compare them and relate that information with

what you already know, based on your experience, opinion and previous

research. The final paper will be an analysis of the facts, a synthesis of

what you have learned from both sources, and most important, your

conclusions based on that thorough examination. You will be responsible

for using correct research paper form. This will be good practice for your

research paper due at semester‘8 end. The style of documentation notes

and bibliography should follow the Harbrace Handbook(pp. 394-480). The

critical analysis is due on
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Writer's Name

Your Name

 

 

1. What is the thesis question? Was it answered to your satisfaction?

2. Has the author established his or her relationship to the writing; i.e. can

you understand the author's connection with the subject? Why do you think

the author chose this particular question to answer?

3. Look at the summary section of the paper. Is it developed enough to help

you get an understanding of the two articles? Is it brief enough to keep your

attention, or does it drag on and on?

4. New address the analysis of the two articles. Has the author compared

and/or contrasted all elements of the articles: who, why, what, how? If not,

what is missing?

5. After combining (synthesizing) the information from the two articles,

has the author reached a conclusion? What is it? Can you follow the

author's thought process as he or she arrived at this conclusion?

6. What other advice would you give the author for revising this essay?
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Name
 

1. Do you think you chose two appropriate articles to answer your question?

Why or why not?

2. Evaluate your summaries.

3. What is the strongest part of your analysis of the two articles? The

weakest? What will you do in the revision?

4. Have you quoted (briefly) fiom the articles to make your points clear?

5. Take a look at the introduction and the conclusion. What do they need?

Have you posed a question and answered it? Have you interested the reader

as well?
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APPENDIX C

DALY-MILLER TEST OF WRITING APPREHENSION

WRITING QUESTIONNAIRE

Directions: Below are a series of statements about writing. There are no

right or wrong answers to these statements. Please indicate the degree to

which each statement applies to you by circling whether you 1) strongly

agree, 2) agree, 3) are uncertain, 4) disagree, or 5) strongly disagree with

the statement. While some of these statements may seem repetitious, take

your time and try to be as honest as possible. Thank you for your

cooperation.

1. I avoid writing. 1 2 3 4 5

2. I have no fear ofmy writing being

evaluated. 1 2 3 4 5

3. I look forward to writing down my

ideas. 1 2 3 4 5

4. I am afraid of writing essays when I

know they will be evaluated. 1 2 3 4 5

5. Taldng a composition course is a very

frightening experience. 1 2 3 4 5

6. Handing in a composition makes me

feel good. 1 2 3 4 5

7. My mind seems to go blank when I start

to work on a composition. 1 2 3 4 5

8. Expressing ideas through writing seems

a waste of time. 1 2 3 4 5

9. I would enjoy submitting my writing to

magazines for evaluation

and publication. 1 2 3 4 5

10. I like to write my ideas down. 1 2 3 4 5

11. I feel confident in my ability to clearly

express my ideas in writing. 1 2 3 4 5
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Daly-Miller Test of Writing Apprehension (cont'd)

12. I like to have my friends read what I have

written. 1

13. I'm nervous about writing. 1

14. People seem to enjoy what I write. 1

15. I enjoy writing. 1

16. I never seem to be able to clearly write

down my ideas. 1

17. Writing is a lot of fun. 1

18. I expect to do poorly in composition

classes even before I enter them. 1

19. I like seeing my thoughts on paper. 1

20. Discussing my writing with others

is an enjoyable experience. 1

21. I have a terrible time organizing

my ideas in a composition course. 1

22. When I hand in a composition

I know I'm going to do poorly. 1

23. It's easy for me to write good

composition. 1

24. I don't think I write as well as

most other people. 1

25. I don't like my compositions

to be evaluated. 1

26. I'm no good at writing. 1

N
N
N
N

6
9
0
3
0
3
0
3

#
#
0
#
#

0
1
0
1
0
1
0
1

t
o

C
O

.
3
;

C
1
1
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WRITING PROCESS QUESTIONNAIRE

1. If you had to describe how you feel about writing when you have been

assigned a paper to write, you would say:

I look forward to and enjoy the writing assignment.

I dread thinking of the project, but actually enjoy writing it.

I dread thinking of the project, and dislike writing it.

I don't think much about it beforehand, and don't worry while

writing it.

 

2. I usually begin writing

ahead of time, so I don't have to rush.

at the last minute as the deadline approaches.

 

5an I sit down to write, I encounter the following situations:

I have trouble figuring out where to begin.

I can't believe I have so much to do.

I worry that I won't have enough to say.

I have trouble being creative.

I wait for a good idea to come to me before I begin.

I write the first sentence over and over until I get it right.

I don't begin writing until I've figured out just about all I have to say

for the whole paper.

I worry whether what I write will be good enough to use in the

paper.

I wish there were an easier way to write papers.

4. When I write papers, I

write one draft, and that's it.

write one draft, and then correct its spelling and grammar.

write two or more drafts, substantially revising the early ones.

5. As I write, sometimes I

get more involved in the ideas than I expected I would.

find out what I want to say just as I am finishing the paper.

discover new ideas about the subject that I hadn't considered before.
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Writing Process Questionnaire (cont'd)

6. After I've begun writing, I

just write until I'm done.

am not certain what my point is.

find it hard to keep track of what I'm saying.

am not sure how much of my idea to explain, or how much detail to

grve.

get involved in re-writing each sentence and sometimes forget ideas

I had in mind.

am not sure when to start a new paragraph.

have trouble deciding in what order to put down my ideas or how to

organize my ideas.

__ don't know how to and my paper.

7. When I look over my paper, I

feel good about finishing it and type it up.

am not sure how to check if everything I've written belongs in the

paper.

sometimes don't know where in the paper to put my thesis.

probably wouldn't be able to tell anybody exactly what points I used to

develop and support my thesis.

am not sure how to improve my sentences.

have trouble locating errors in grammar and spelling.

8. After I write a paper, I read it or show it to one or more friends to get

their response.

yes

no

sometimes

 

9. Considering the last three papers I have written, I would say I've spent

(in percentages adding up to 100%)

percent of my time Creating (coming up with ideas) for and

planning the paper.

percent of my time Shaping (writing and organizing) what I've

written.

percent of my time Completing ( revising and editing) what I've

written.
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Writing Process Questionnaire (cont'd)

10. Overall, what I like best about writing is that

11. As I look over this questionnaire, I see that my two or three greatest

problems with writing are, specifically,

a.

b.

C
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WRITING QUESTIONNAIRE

. What do you have to do to become a good writer?

. What is the hardest part of writing for you?

. What is the easiest?

. Which is your best piece of writing this semester? Why?

. Which is your worst? Why?

. What kinds of changes do you make when you revise?

. What is your definition of revision?

. What problems are you having with your writing?

. What would you like to work on next?
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WRITING QUESTIONNAIRE

Please take the next few minutes to reflect on the writing you have done this

semester, the class structure, the teacher comment, peer editing, and any

other issues you wish to discuss.
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