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: > o The prthfSlS that profassional writers iould be
judqed superlor 'to ‘college’ students on both holistic and analytlc
‘evaluations was only partially confirmed-when four teacher-evalnators

;ra€éd the jnonynously submitted compositions of 64 college students
and 5 professional writers. On the holistic scale the profe551onals
did..not distinquish themselvas, ‘although they were rated more highly

7tﬁan the average student -(2.65 versus 2.25 on a four—p01nt scale). .
fThe professionals did score significantly higher on-the analytic
scale~than the students: Whercas the students received the three’ '
highest scores on .the holist¥ic scale, the professionals received the

_tﬁree highest scores on the analytic scald. Similarly, the college 3
students: usually received the same seore- regardless of the scale ' .-
" used,, vhile the profd551onals received con51stently higher analytlc
ratings. The .main alfference betwean the tvwo groups' writing styles

- seemed to be nregister," in that students did #chool writing for a
‘grade by. the teacher, and the professzonals Were not conceuned about

- gra ées aud wrote .in a world writing reglster, aiming at a diverse

_ aud ence., For thls reason, the results *suggest that the Tegister of )
schooL Ei;tlng needs to be examlned critically and. modified by the «
1teachin profession to nake-it less distinct from“’acld urlting,-
which 1s the .true qoal of communlcatlon. (RL)
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?A laudahle gqal espoused by mpny teachers of wr1t1ng 1s for thelr students

~
i

to learn ¢o approxmmate the style ahd proflcaency of the profes’ s writer. &

Ll

T° ac eve thls B¢ el, ergtfg teachers erQUGﬁtly expose the1r stu&ents to fﬁf
\\ 3 : w

prof sslonal models, havlng them read exemplerygessays and sometlmes asking

.v"', e

students to Imltate these essays d1rectly. wrltlng,teaqhers may also create 27

isyntax lessons to tﬂﬁch structures typlCal ln professlonal.prose. Such lessons

°frequently focus on. thequmulatlve sentence dmscovbred by Francis Chrlsténsen .

i

’

-~

a,‘_ e

‘llttle relatlon to the practhes of'publlshed professxonal wrlters. Meade-
. . // A

-not usual methods of paragraph organlzatlon for therprofessional sampleughey
//./'" 'u

'studled Braddqck (197%) showed thgt/the top;c sentence, ﬁhe stock openzng

'llne £or\the "gue;:aug' stuf_ l;".f 'u;” was dszlcult 1f not 1mposs1ble to
' ° \ AP . S
locate in a braod sample o;tparagr9phs by profesS@Qnal wr1ters.'f€‘jg'. s f

vy PLE SR

‘ In th1s study I’shéll look/for the d1fferen¢es between the peressional

’ 3

6{\professlonal prose whlch hawe be

.o . . ) Lo f -
- % . . .. A :




;deht is def1cledt )

ﬁsg th:26r1te ig 1of impromptu.profeﬁsiqna]

,:wrlfer on’ an 1mprom tui Q

neasur. thevdlffer n

\' !

A‘

J va qualltatlve ana1y51s of thé dlfferences

‘" between the sfudent and professional samples,.

des1gned~to explaln the meanlng of* the rat1ngs.
g

R v

those;6f4£ﬂe students foqéd upon\brltlcal analya1s 3ﬁ the samples woul provajé .
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informat1on 1nd1cates thelrxcallber. Al have publlshed books and artlcles-'l

all,have had extens1ve experlence teachlng composltlon at the college leVel..g

Ehe .

One isa novellst and poet* one 1s ‘a llterary scholar and the author of‘%

freshman rhetor1c text and has d1rected a freshman composltlon program at 'a %

, .

imaaor un1vers1ty; one is an em1nent researcher on compoS1tlon° another has ’

WIanthored & best selllng text on teachlng wrltlng andnls a l1terary scholar.,a

:n JSlxty-four student wr{ters were selected from requ1red wr1t1né classes ‘__z:
ey . '

?'at fduf San Franq1sco area colleges ranF1ng in type from hlghly select, pr;vate/

schools to Opeﬂ-admlsgions, publrc schoolsm Thus,’ the student wrlters exhlblted

.wmde range of abrlltles. .All were Nolunteers. . \ . Ch '*ﬂ‘;‘
L —t . . (2 t. ' | "
! %our teachers on the staff of Stanford Un1versaty's freshman wrltlng pro-,«
-‘ ,4 ; » i - N
e

\ . - .
gram were selected to be Judges of the essays 1n thlsustud2 The Judges all

" had had at least three years experlence teachlng college wrltxng, and all were ’}

.‘

N Cal S ) R
recommended for the1r expertlse in essa$ e'aluatlon”by the d;rector of the %z{

?‘Stanford program. All were pala - ﬁw
Toplcs asked the wr1ter in 45 m1nutes to compare.and“con%rast two qucta--ﬂ
. 9 /, 3 ~ “._ _‘ ‘.‘ :
ﬂtlons or to argué h1s or hez/oprnfgn on &' controver51al subJect. In all, ;if”

. g .
' L B IR
b - »

\ -\ . ’/:',. ,

R 5\‘-<A5Found1ng Father said:- "Get what yoﬁ‘can, and whdt

{fjk‘«‘.,flu,, . .+ - youget hol ,‘7&1s the Stone S
AT o S -g_' ~ that-will ‘turn’ all your Lead EE
B T S A UL R 1nto Gold.}" ; .

e s . . \/ ,_,.‘}-&- ‘.:

‘,” . 1 _".,.v‘ s :
ntemporary wrater sald- "If 1t feels soodw do it “'-‘&




Ve <
/" What do these two statements say? xgla:.n
;gare alike-ang . how they are d1fferent

/how they SR SRR

.’
uﬂ

President Forcf gave N1xon an "uncond:Lt:Lon. pardon." § . C - (\
Do you .agree- or dlsagree with Ford's dec's:Lon? G1ve( I T

ons for tak:Lng your p081t10n. o | '_ 5"

"/‘/ '].‘he} classroom teachers in two d1fferent cla ses at. each of Khe fou‘r’ -

"'Béhools, elght classes w1th eight d:Lffe'rent teaqLers in all, d:Ls buted the

/
dight essay“ top1cs randomly. One, essay on each toplc from eac}i class was

/ 14

udent essays on,each top:Lc, '
.i_.rg total of 64 essays by - the student wr1ters. /‘ -b_' KN . © ; ' .“.Q e
:;1'- ,. ., -{;nllke the students, the five profess1o/nais dld not write durlng a class.[
‘J Each wrote on a ,d:.fferent topic w}uch was ma:.ied to him or her by the invest:r.-y.l. '

.ff'»sel ted for the study, making sets of elght 5

. l--

3

/
gator. All rece1v‘ed 1nstruct10ns not to look t the top1c unt11 they were

(4

readya to 5pend 45 m1nutes wr1t1ng. . They were gfurther 1nstructed to wr1te

their essays dur1ng one sltftlng, as though’ t&y ‘were :Ln class.- Professmnals .
." .
were allowed to compose on a typewrlter, three qf the flve d:Ld -. ' Nl

After the 64 student essays end the f1ve professmnal essays were (mllect‘t
PR C .
there were elght s‘tudent essays on eyery top1c end one addltloniiz}ofessibnal

-
-

ki

essay on f:.ve of the top1cs. After collecting the essays, I coded theh m.‘th :
.' numbers and typed thém to conceal the 1dent1t1es of the wr1ters. Furthermo\te, o

typ:.ng renioved the potentlal effect handwrltlng might have on thé: Judges

a X E

’(Markham, 1976) The essays weré transcr1bed exa%ly, 1nc1u.d1n al'l errors.;

s’

The four Judges rated the essays on two Saturdays,, two weeks apart. 1\11*' o
iR o \ %u N

four gave hollstic ratlngs to each essey. Two of the’ four gave analyt:Lc A

’~> o 1"’_,
[

: rat:u).gs té each essay, a smgle rater glving an analyt:Lc rat:Lng to only half -
of the eample. Before the evaluatlon sess:Lons began, the Judges o éiVed a
wr:.tten paragraph about the research wha.ch stated that judges would be evalu- L

‘ l

ating 45 minute essays o;n asmgned toplcs wr1tten mostly by Bay A’rea college'

o




Btudents

..... S e - -

~~o

topics separately. Before glvlng t

~

judges ece1ved the usual hOllStlc training, practlce in applylng tﬁ hollstlc

ratlng scale to sample essaysd This tralnlng procedure was repeated before B
\ .

ratlngs on every top1c, with the sample essays being on the top1c to be read w

4,

_ne%{.‘ : S - T | AN

After dlscusslng the sample tralnlng essays, the Judges received the1r

1

The—judges_rated hollstlcally ilrst, ratlng essays on each of the elght fcl

eir hollstgg ratlngs for each toplc, thg ‘

readlng packet conta1n1ng the exper1mental student and professlonal essays ‘/
\"l’

for the top1c. In these readlng packets several optlonal tra1n1ng essays’ Y

Lo

'preceded the experlmental es /ys. The ;udges thought that all\essays in the

"readlng packet were the experlmental student ess but the optlonal tralnmg

esséys were placed in the packet in case any of ‘the 3udges ev1denced the néedf;

a

.for addltlonal tralnlng. They ‘also were used to 3nsure that the‘readlng
«packets on every top1c éiways cons1sted of the same number of essays. If'
“there was no: profess1onal essay ‘on a toplc, three optlonal tralnlng essays
'preceded the ‘eight experlment(J udent essays, if there was & profess1onal\\'
‘,essay 1n addltlon to the- student essays, only two optlonal tralnlng e?says
»preceded the nmne experlmental essay% e& y read1ng packet contiined
Aeleven essays, and the raters thought\all é{:f:n were produced by the eXper-
1mental student group. In the group of actuar experlmental essays, the elght‘
studg’ﬁ essays always came flrst, in a dlfferent random order for each 3udge,ff
And the professlonal essay always came 1ast to keep judges from elevatlng
Jthelr expeotatlons for the students' .essays.
o After the rat rs had given their hollst1c ratlngs on all’ elght topics,

) ]
ﬁweeks later to prov1de analytlc ratlngs for half of the

) they gere asked:t

e
Lo



fessays they had: already rated hollstlcally, essays on four of the toplcs.

:Before the analytlc rat;ng on each ¢0p1c, Judges were retrained. The analytlc

Ltrainlng differedqffom the hollstlc tra;nlng ‘only in that judges practlced
applling the analytlc scale rather than the hOllStlc scale.3 The same trazn-
'ing essays and optlonai tra1n1ng ssaysawere used aga1n. To use the analytlc:

;scale, judges had to glve rellable ratlngs in 81x d?fferent categor;es.
‘v01ce, development organlzatlon, seetence structure, word ch91ce, and usagef

. L

To summarlze, all’ four‘pudges ‘rated” all essays on all elght toplcs w1th'-

the_hollstlc scale. However, only two Judges rated the papers on each toplc:'h

.-

-

w1th the analytlc scale. ,So each paper regs;ved fog;:pollstlc and two analytac'

-
s et . . e

-

ratlngs. R

s -,

. The hypothesls, that profess1onal wr ters would be Judged as more outstand-

ing than students on both ratlng scales, was only partially confrrmed. On the -

'hollstlc scale the profe881onals dld not’ d%stinéulsh themselves as outstandlng '

although they wererrated more hlghly than the average- student Thé\average "
"score given a profe881onal on: the four-polnt hollstlc scale was 2-65; the

S

average score glven a student was 2 24 Four was the best score and one.

F3

s -.. - (

" the worst. Accordlng to a t- test, the dlfferences in the mean hollstac scores -

*for the professmonal versus the student groups were 1n51gn1f1cant (t 1 19)

v

/Although profe851oqal hollstlc scbres were sllghtly better, on. the average,

- students recelved the three hlghest hollstlc scorGSecm '{. c -p,gg,;'ff;;
On the analytlc scale the profess1onals fared better.: ThiS'scale con-
. .

ta1ned 81x qgtegorles w1th a pbss1ble score of 81x for each category. Thus,
: 2
'~1f one sums the scores across all of the categorles, a erter could regeive a.

N

maxlmum' ore of 36 from each of the two Judges. The average summed analytic ‘

_score gi en the profe881onals was 30 2, the average for the students was 49 S.'

*,Accordlng to a t-test the dlfferences in the mean analytic scores for the




profeseional’versue the student groups were.significant.at:the .02 leveI of "

confidence (t.: 2 43) Whereas off the hollstlc scale students rece1ved the

three highest scores, on the anaIytlc scale professlonals rece1ved the three -

. - . ’

highest scores. ) , - .
- . . \

A, breakdown of the analytic’ scale by categorles reveals that the pro--

fessxpnals proved outstandlng on v01ce, sentence structure, word cholce, and
- Y. ° ‘

usage. But they were not audged 50 cons1stently hlgh on the categorles .

deve10pment and organlzatlon. The boost 1n the analytlc scbre came mostly " .
L ’J . s .

from hljh scores on the more techn1cal, style or1ented categorles (sentence
structure, word cholce, and usage) and from the style/personallty category
(volce) ' T e _

A f1nal 1nterest1ng d1fference between the scores given the profess1onalg

4

versus those glven the students was that students usually rece1ved the same «'.

'score regardless of the ratlng scale wh11e profess1onals ‘did not. The pro-
fesslonal papers would receive cons1stently hlgher scores when rated analyt1¢ally
. .t

than when rated hollstlcally. Thus, those professlonals who rece1ved the same -

N

ratings as the students on the holistic scale cou1d expect to-rece1ve ratlngs

hlgher than the1r student counterparts on the analytlc scale. Table 1 compares

y

the analytlc ‘scores for each profess1ona1 paper w1th the. range of analytlc .

scores for the student p;::rs/;hat rece1ved hOllStlc scores 1dent1cal with ;.'

the pr0f38810hal'8. .in ble 1.-the scores are summed across all readers.

. ) . K

. Insert Table 1 about here. e
—36“ : I ..'.; o ' : . . -ﬂ ;
86, for the hollstlc rat1ng, across four ratere, w1th the top score given::f :

by each rater belng a four, a paper could receive a hlgh hollstlc score of .

'

16 if 1t recelved a four from all four raters. And on the analytac scale, ;;f

.

..

7. SRl o . - ) . ., I L R ~ o " e
: ; R T . - . : ' ' e e v
N WA - k ' . ' N : .
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a paper could rece1ve as many as 36 points from eﬁéh of two raters for a

L4
o

maximum of 72 points.. Not1ce, in Table 1,’;hht thefprofesslonal papers that
Y . ".'j 5,‘ ‘/
recelved a summed hOllStlc score of nine recelved,summed analytlc scores of 55

/and 59, the student papers rece1v1ng a holzstlciscore of . n1ne rece1ved analytlc .

scores betwéen 34 ‘and 54 Actually, onljk:' lf these students rece1ved a_5§

' the others rece1ved socres below 49, The othen hollstlc/analytlc comparlsons -
, in Table 1 ‘bear out the dlscrepancy be&ween students' and profe581onals' hol1s->.

-‘ti.c and’ anhlyt:.c scores.
. The reason for the profe851onal writers" unexpeetedly low scores on the

: . ) :

'hollstlc ‘scale and on the development and organlzatlop categorles of the ana- .

N \
"lyt1c scale deserves comment After a cr1t1cal an y31s of the content cate-
‘gorles ‘of the profesSional ess ys, I found t'&h generally superlor to the students"

I agreed w1th the results of the ‘ummed analytlc ratlng, the profes31onals

'-\.

seemed to dlstlngulsh themselves. ) analy51s qf the profe331onals' paﬁﬁrs

revealed, however, that they con81stently followed a dlfferent set of appropr1-
ateness cond;tldns than the students did, approachlng the wr1t1ng task dlfferently
S
'fin at least three'ways. 1 propose that these dlffe;ences in approach 1nfluenced
‘.r‘a‘. -

the judges to penallze them on the develo ment ‘and rganlzatlon categorles of
| P P

the analytlc scale,and also to lower the1r hollstlc‘scores.
e

F1rst the profe831onals wrote on theSe formal top1cs personally, w1th

.less dlstance than the student. What student would dare begln an eSSay, "Flrst

(" b

‘I wantfto answer 'damned 1f I know.' Then 'who cares?'" - JUnless the student v
P was slgnalllng to the teachér that he or she was re51gned to a falilng grade.z_?

tvthe-profe331ona1 wr1ter who began thls way went on to deal’ with the topic |

in a truly 1n31ghtful and creative way: . ZL . e N
Hhat is more 1nterest1ng to.mé than the swer is the ’
‘reasoning I'm forced to go through to achieve my considered _ .
;ndifference. Fer the issue is full of thlngs to which I'm - . S
/" fot 1nd1fferent S . 4 ‘ i c -
- . . e - . R T * . . ] o

~ . . = . -

'tfugg h}: ;.i:_;, i o ,;l[) ’_,. _ :,E,/j.'F': N - ‘dQ:ﬁ
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Second three of the profess1onal wrlters 1mp11ed inﬂ/helr j
essays that they werg allenated:by their top1cs. They seemed not
to bg able to wrlte\w1thout flrst overcomlng this ellenatlon.—
They spent time musing ‘on paper as they tried to flnd somethlng -t
'withinrthe topic that was personally meeningful, an honest approéch;
4Third ~one of the professionals liked his topic but used'nenylf‘
scholarly references to support hlS oplnlons--Forester, Schumacher,
_Mdlls, and'Rayls. Ope Judge reported penallzlng this writer for .
"o;noxlous name dropping." .

. The professional essays seemed to upset the gudges' expeetattons

.and to cause controversy. Their style was superior, so Qudges took

-

“'off for their content.  The styiistic categories showed.the profes-
’_s1ona§//snperlor-%) he analytlc scale but those content categorles
.of development and organlzatlon y 1oh caused judges to lower thelr N
.snalytlc'scores probablT also caused them to’ 10wer thelr hollstlc j/.
'eveluations; ‘ R R . S .{ . '4_p'

. These dlfferences b ween profeésional and student writers seem
¢ N : T

equivalent to. dafferences between reglsters in speech. I shall labei ‘
.-

| the reglster for student wrltlng school wrlting. .Schéol wrlt'ng

usually conslsts of prose written for a teaché//ﬂudienCe w1th the 1dea-

- that the teacher wmll evaluate the prose.‘ The usuel reason ‘glyen

the student for performing the writlng task is-to receive nstruc- lvfh
tion. This writlng sltuatlon necessarlly places the student

¥ ' .
wrlter in. a subordlnate role’ to the evdluator who possesses '

. the power. Rarely is the aud1ence w1der then the teacher, and then it'

et

3 - . - ,.‘. ,.:_,-'\

e

" R

* . . : * = R
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B

most commonly 1nclu es ohly other medbers of a wr1t1ng class. I shalfqaabel

fﬁz register for profes51onal wr1t1ng world wr1t1ng. World wr1t1ng usually I!:fj
) ) ..‘.
cohslsts of prose written for n audlence'éf strangers.,r The audlence for 6

school wr1t1ng is never as dlverse as the one the profe$s1ona1 wr1ter wr1tes( “'
i :
for. The professlonal wr1tes to. communlcate 1deas. Although she or he expects

.- .

the audlence to evaluate the 1deas, the profeéslonal generally has more authorlty'

J ,
,and power than the audlence. The profess1onal, not belng subordlnate to the

gudience, wr1tes with an alr of author1ty. Because the professlonals 1n thls
vstudy dld not switch from wbrly wr tlng to school wr1t1ng, the Judges penﬁllzed

-

fhem- o ‘ j , o R e "a;-: %

e i PR [ Y

. , . AN o S
It seems to me that teachers subconsciously and unintentionally, 1ike<the,'

judges in th1s study, do many student//a d1sserv1ce by penallzlng them for doing‘
_world wr1t1ng.‘ Indeed once tha students' aud1ences stretch beyond the - bounds

of the classroom, the reglster should no lénger be school wrltlng.‘ Just as. the
. .. Q Lo e
professlonal wr1ter in th1s stﬁ’y\dld not sw1tch easlly 1nto the subserV1ént
CONL R o
role of the author in schOol letlng, I hypotheslze that the students‘_

‘w1ll not be able to sw1tch so ea51ly 1nto the confldent role of the profes81ona1

wrx er who aims “to’ 1nstruct or. 1nform rather than to demonstrate knowledge for

*thﬁ‘;urpose of'rece1v1ng 1nstruct10n or of’plea51ng the teacher. And Just as

v'.

~the professlonal wr1ter was penallzed for assumlng an nnapproprlate role when

~

\the evaluator e§pected~school wr1t1ng, ‘80 the student w111 never be accepted

[

“LB a professlonal wr1ter w1thout 1earn1ng tq assume the role«of the profes-‘fc

-

sxonal wrlterf CertalnIy, teachers of college level and other advanced wr1ters

Aneed to thldk‘about how to help the1r students make the transltlon from a. .._5?:
student to/a peer:\and furthermore, teachers must develOp a new set of‘appro-l‘“
pniateness condltionn for both" the wr1ter and the Judge of . thg wrltlng.
- . \ N ) — ~
'\ .“-1 v Coe T o o g L



o Hoet writlﬂg\teechere teach students to wr1te becanse they be11eve etudents

’ - ! - N s
nged to be, gble to wrlte outs1de the conflnes of the-classroom. ertlng -

e A

teachers must begin to pay attent1on.to £he dlfferenqes bethen student and ‘
profe881ona1 wr1t1ng 80, thgt they can hglp students make the trans1tiop betWeeg\;
student wrlting and world wr1trné. Or ‘even’ mere'radlcally, teachers need tp
4a110w students to- take-more huthprxty*when they wr1te. ‘The reg1ster of school ‘i 
wr1t1ng needs to be exad{ned ér1t1cally, and perhaés eonscléuely mod1f1ed by

the teaching profess1on 80" thqt school wr1t1ng will be 1ess dlstlnct from

world wr1t1ng wh1ch‘has a’ true goal of commun1cat1on.
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e N Footnotesf> - R

ThlB art1c1e is based on part of my doctoral d1ssertatlon, Influences on

-

.the Evaluators of Student Writing, Stanford Un1vers1ty, 1977. Spec1a1 thanks

‘ go to Professor Robert Cdlfee who gulded my research and to Professor Ellzabeth'l

,:Traugottefor her 1nvaluab1e ‘help on' the section of the study leadlng to th1s

_‘paper.. S

2Th:Ls top1c was first developed by the Callforn1a State Un1ver\;ty and

»
»

"College System for use in the1r FreshmanvEngllsh Equlvalency Test
3The analyt1c scale, developed for th1s study,1s an adaptat1on of the ,

9D1eder1ch and Adler scales and is avallable upon request

J(Dzeder1ch, Pa- Measur;_gAgrowth in. Engllsh .Urbana, Ill.. NatlonaI Counc11 .

'-of Teachers of English, 1974 N _ oL '
Adler, Rs An 1nvest1gatlon of the factors which fect the qual;ty of essays '
_z.advanced placement students, Unpubllshed doctoral dissertation, UnIver51ty

. of Illlnols at Urbana-Champa1gn, 1971 ) - ‘ o 4{;'i.' ’
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