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Our question today is how faculty’s values and expectations for writing articulate from first-year 
writing courses and writing in the majors. 
 
Sample texts to start us off 
 “The Nunnery” – first-year writing student ethnography 

 What is something this piece is doing well, and something it’s not doing well? 
 If this piece were writing in a first-year course, what would you hope the writer 

were doing better by the end of it? 
 Is this piece good writing? 

 
 Ethnography Assignment Sheet 

 What does the assignment suggest the instructor cares most about? 
 What does the assignment help the student know how to do, and what doesn’t it? 
 What does the assignment teach about research? 

 
Questions for conversation 

 What are our expectations for / assumptions about how and where student writing should 
develop? 

 What should students “just know” versus what should they have to be taught? 
 How do we prioritize what students should learn regarding writing? 
 How consistent do you think your internal values for writing are with the assignments you 

give students? 
 
Concerns to carry forward 

 When and how do you articulate and compare values and criteria for writing, as a faculty? 
 Who conveys these values and criteria to students, and how? 
 Are these values and criteria free of double standards and mixed messages? (e.g., are 

conflicting values explained as such to students?) 
 As a faculty member, how aware are you of your blind spots regarding writing? (e.g., values 

or criteria based on partial or selective vision) 
 What does your  dynamic criteria map (see next page) look like? (remembering that there 

are likely differences between your mental map and the map that would appear in your 
reading of student work)  

 
Dynamic Criteria Mapping  
Dynamic criteria maps review faculty feedback on a given set of student writing to identify the values 
and criteria that underlie faculty’s evaluation of the writing. These maps – which can be drawn 
proportionally to show degree or commonality of values, or schematically to show relationships among 
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values, as in the example below – tend to return a broader range of reader concerns about writing than 
do traditional rubrics. DCMs are thus valuable for finding differences between what readers say (or tell 
themselves) they care about and the actual standards that student writing is held to. The following 
example is from Bob Broad’s What We Really Value: Beyond Rubrics in Teaching and Assessing Writing 
(USU Press 2003; p. 39). 
 

 
These are all textual features or criteria that emerged in norming discussions of faculty across the 
curriculum assessing writing at an urban research university. 
 
 
Further Resources 
Engaged Writers and Dynamic Disciplines: Research on the Academic Writing Life. Chris Thaiss and 

Terry Myers Zawacki. Boynton/Cook – Heinemann, 2006.   
Engaging Ideas: The Professor’s Guide to Integrating Writing, Critical Thinking, and Active Learning in 

the Classroom, 2e. John Bean. Jossey-Bass, 2011. 
Writing in the Real World: Making the Transition from School to Work. Anne Beaufort. Teachers 

College Press, 1999. 
College Writing and Beyond: A New Framework for University Writing Instruction. Anne Beaufort. Utah 

State University Press, 2007. 


