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 English 99
How to Write a Summary-and-Response Essay Assignment

The Summary-and-Response essay assignment teaches us how to incorporate another writer’s words with our own.  The process begins by carefully reading another writer’s essay.  We then begin our essay with an opening paragraph that identifies the writer, the name of the essay we read, and briefly summarizes its content.  The rest of our essay is made of our words and ideas with selected words from the other essay occasionally blended in for added effect and impact.  

The best way to get a sense for the structure of a summary-and-response essay is to study the example that follows.  First, follow the ProQuest Steps  (<online only) to find and read Cliff Schneider’s article “Still Learning from My Mother,” the article that the student example below summarizes and responds to.  Once you have found the essay and read it carefully, please return to this assignment. 

Now that you have Schneider’s essay “Still Learning from My Mother” in mind, please read the student summary-and-response example (<online only). 

As you begin reading this essay, please notice how it opens with a paragraph that identifies the author and the professional essay, provides a brief summary of the professional essay’s main point, and then transitions into the thesis. Here are the five requirements of the first paragraph in list form:

1. name the author

2. name the work

3. add a brief summary

4. build a bridge to your thesis (a transition)

5. state your thesis at the end of the paragraph

Second, notice how the rest of the essay is the student’s words and ideas with occasional words from the professional essay blended in for impact and effect.  

Finally, notice how the student credits the use of the other writer’s words.

The Assignment (100 points possible)
Choose one of the three professional articles handed out in class and write a summary-and-response essay to it.  The professional articles are “Don’t Let Stereotypes Warp Your Judgments” by Robert Heilbroner, “Let’s Really Reform Our Schools” by Anita Garland, or “The Good Old Days Are Now: What Today’s Families Are Doing Right” by Delores Curran.

Peer Editing Day is Thursday, February 17

The essay is due Thursday, February 24, at the beginning of class.

	

	This page is for notes, thoughts, pre-writing


	

“Don’t Let Stereotypes Warp Your Judgments”
by Robert Heilbroner
      Is a girl called Gloria apt to be better looking than one called Bertha? Are criminals more likely to be dark than blond? Can you tell a good deal about someone’s personality from hearing his voice briefly over the phone? Can a person’s nation​ality be pretty accurately guessed from his photograph? Does the fact that someone wears glasses imply that he is intelligent? 
      The answer to all these questions is obviously, “No.”  
      Yet, from all the evidence at hand, most of us believe these things. Ask any college boy if he’d rather take his chances with a Gloria or a Bertha, or ask a college girl if she’d rather blind date a Richard or a Cuthbert. In fact, you don’t have to ask: college students in questionnaires have revealed that names conjure up the same images in their minds as they do in yours— and for as little reason.  
      Look into the favorite suspects of persons who report “suspicious characters” and you will find a large percentage of them to be “swarthy” or “dark and foreign-looking”—despite the testimony of criminologists that criminals do not tend to be dark, foreign or “wild-eyed.”  Delve into the main asset of a telephone stock swindler and you will find it to be a marvelously confidence-inspiring telephone “personality.” And whereas we all think we know what an Italian or a Swede looks like, it is the sad fact that when a group of Nebraska students sought to match faces and nationalities of 15 European countries, they were scored wrong in 93 percent of their identifications. Finally, for all the fact that horn-rimmed glasses have now become the standard television sign of an “intellectual,” optometrists know that the main thing that distinguishes people with glasses is just bad eyes.
      Stereotypes are a kind of gossip about the world, a gossip that makes us prejudge people before we ever lay eyes on them. Hence it is not surprising that stereotypes have something to do with the dark world of prejudice. Explore most prejudices (note that the word means prejudgment) and you will find a cruel stereotype at the core of each one.
      For it is the extraordinary fact that once we have typecast the world, we tend to see people in terms of our standardized pictures. In another demonstration of the power of stereotypes to affect our vision, a number of Columbia and Barnard students were shown 30 photographs of pretty but unidentified girls, and asked to rate each in terms of “general liking,” “intelligence,” “beauty” and so on. Two months later, the same group were shown the same photographs, this time with fictitious Irish, Italian, Jewish and “American” names attached to the pictures. Right away the ratings changed.  Faces which were now seen as representing a national group went down in looks and still farther down in likability, while the “American” girls suddenly looked decidedly prettier and nicer.
      Why is it that we stereotype the world in such irrational and harmful fashion? In part, we begin to typecast people in our childhood years. Early in life, as every parent whose child has watched a TV Western knows, we learn to spot the Good Guys from the Bad Guys. Some years ago, a social psychologist showed very clearly how powerful these stereotypes of childhood vision are. He secretly asked the most popular youngsters in an elementary school to make errors in their morning gym exercises. Afterwards, he asked the class if anyone had noticed any mistakes during gym period. Oh, yes, said the children. But it was the unpopular members of the class--the “bad guys”--they remembered as being out of step.
      We not only grow up with standardized pictures forming inside of us, but as grown-ups we are constantly having them thrust upon us. Some of them, like the half-joking, half-serious stereotypes of mothers-in-law, or country yokels, or psychiatrists, are dinned into us by the stock jokes we hear and repeat. In fact, without such stereotypes, there would be a lot fewer jokes. Still other stereotypes are perpetuated by the advertisements we read, the movies we see, the books we read.
      And finally, we tend to stereotype because it helps us make sense out of a highly confusing world, a world which William James once described as “one great, blooming, buzzing confusion.” It is a curious fact that if we don’t know what we’re looking at, we are often quite literally unable to see what we’re looking at. People who recover their sight after a lifetime of blindness actually cannot at first tell a triangle from a square. A visitor to a factory sees only noisy chaos where the superintendent sees a perfectly synchronized flow of work. As Walter Lippmann has said, “For the most part we do not first see, and then define; we define first, and then we see.”
      Stereotypes are one way in which we “define” the world in order to see it. They classify the infinite variety of human beings into a convenient handful of “types” towards whom we learn to act in stereotyped fashion. Life would be a wearing process if we had to start from scratch with each and every human contact. Stereotypes economize on our mental effort by covering up the blooming, buzzing confusion with big recognizable cut-outs. They save us the “trouble” of finding out what the world is like--they give it its accustomed look.
      Thus the trouble is that stereotypes make us mentally lazy. As S. I. Hayakawa, the authority on semantics, has written: “The danger of stereotypes lies not in their existence, but in the fact that they become for all people some of the time, and for some people all the time, substitutes for observation.” Worse yet, stereotypes get in the way of our judgment, even when we do observe the world. Someone who has formed rigid preconceptions of all Latins as “excitable,” or all teenagers as “wild” doesn’t alter his point of view when he meets a calm and deliberate Genoese, or a serious-minded high school student. He brushes them aside as “exceptions that prove the rule.” And, of course, if he meets someone true to type, he stands triumphantly vindicated.  “They’re all like that,” he proclaims, having encountered an excited Latin, an ill-behaved adolescent.  
      Hence, quite aside from the injustice which stereotypes do to others, they impoverish ourselves. A person who lumps the person who lumps the into simple categories, who type-casts all labor leaders as “racketeers, all businessmen as “reactionaries,” all Harvard men as “snobs,” and all Frenchmen as “sexy,” is in danger of becoming a stereotype himself. He loses his capacity to be himself, which is to say, to see the world in his own absolutely unique, inimitable and independent fashion. 
      Instead, he votes for the man who fits his standardized picture of what a candidate “should” look like or sound like, buys the goods that someone in his “situation” in life “should” own, lives the life that others define for him. The mark of the stereotype person is that he never surprises us, that we do indeed have him “typed.” And no one fits this straitjacket so perfectly as someone whose opinions about other people are fixed and inflexible.
      Impoverishing as they are, stereotypes are not easy to get rid of. The world we typecast may be no better than a Grade B movie, but at least we know what to expect of our stock characters. When we let them act for themselves in the strangely unpredictable way that people do act, who knows but that many of our fondest convictions will be proved wrong?  
      Nor do we suddenly drop our standardized pictures for a blinding vision of the Truth. Sharp swings of ideas about people often just substitute one stereotype for another. The true process of change is a slow one that adds bits and pieces of reality to the pictures in our heads, until gradually they take on some of the blurriness of life itself. Little by little, we learn not that Jews and Negroes and Catholics and Puerto Ricans are “just like everybody else”--for that, too, is a stereotype--but that each and every one of them is unique, special, different and individual. Often we do not even know that we have let a stereotype lapse until we hear someone saying, “all so-and-so’s are like such-and-such,” and we hear ourselves saying, “Well--maybe.”
      Can we speed the process along? Of course we can. 
      First, we can become aware of the standardized pictures in our heads, in other people’s heads, in the world around us.
      Second, we can become suspicious of all judgments that we allow exceptions to “prove.” There is no more chastening thought than that in the vast intellectual adventure of science, it takes but one tiny exception to topple a whole edifice of ideas. 
      Third, we can learn to be chary of generalizations about people. As F. Scott Fitzgerald once wrote: “Begin with an individual, and before you know it you have created a type; begin with a type, and you find you have created--nothing.”
      Most of the time, when we typecast the world, we are not in fact generalizing about people at all. We are only revealing the embarrassing facts about the pictures that hang in the gallery of stereotypes in our own heads.
Originally from http://www.ehs.suhsd.net/enterprisehornets.com/teachers/mr_curry/TRW/MFW%20Prejudice.htm
“Let’s Really Reform Our Schools”
by Anita Garland

     American high schools are in trouble. No, that's not strong enough. American high schools are disasters. "Good" schools today are only a rite of passage for American kids, where the pressure to look fashionable and act cool outweighs any concern for learning. And "bad" schools-heaven help us-are havens for the vicious and corrupt. There, metal detectors and security guards wage a losing battle against the criminals that prowl the halls.

     Desperate illnesses require desperate remedies. And our public schools are desperately ill. What is needed is no meek, fainthearted attempt at "curriculum revision" or "student-centered learning." We need to completely restructure our thinking about what schools are and what we expect of the students who attend them.

     The first change needed to save our schools is the most fundamental one. Not only must we stop forcing everyone to attend school; we must stop allowing the attendance of so-called students who are not interested in studying. Mandatory school attendance is based upon the idea that every American has a right to basic education. But as the old saying goes, your rights stop where the next guy's begin. A student who sincerely wants an education, regardless of his or her mental or physical ability, should be welcome in any school in this country. But "students" who deliberately interfere with other students' ability to learn, teachers' ability to teach, and administrators' ability to maintain order should be denied a place in the classroom. They do not want an education. And they should not be allowed to mark time within school walls, waiting to be handed their meaningless diplomas while they make it harder for everyone around them to either provide or receive a quality education.

     By requiring troublemakers to attend school, we have made it impossible to deal with them in any effective way. They have little to fear in terms of punishment. Suspension from school for a few days doesn't improve their behavior. After all, they don't want to be in school anyway. For that matter, mandatory attendance is, in many cases, nothing but a bad joke. Many chronic troublemakers are absent so often that it is virtually impossible for them to learn anything. And-when they are in school, they are busy shaking down other students for their lunch money or jewelry. If we permanently banned such punks from school, educators could turn their attention away from the troublemakers and toward those students who realize that school is a serious place for serious learning.

     You may ask, "What will become of these young people who aren't in school?"  But consider this: What is becoming of them now? They are not being educated. They are merely names on the school records. They are passed from grade to grade, learning nothing, making teachers and fellow students miserable. Finally they are bumped off the conveyor belt at the end of twelfth grade, oftentimes barely literate, and passed into society as "high school graduates." Yes, there would be a need for alternative solutions for these young people. Let the best thinkers of our country come up with some ideas. But in the meanwhile, don't allow our schools to serve as a holding tank for' people who don't want to be there.

      Once our schools have been returned to the control of teachers and genuine students, we could concentrate on smaller but equally meaningful reforms. A good place to start would be requiring students to wear school uniforms.  There would be cries of horror from the fashion slaves, but the change would benefit everyone. If students wore uniforms, think of the mental energy that could be redirected into more productive channels. No longer would young girls feel the need to spend their evenings laying out coordinated clothing, anxiously trying to create just the right look. The daily fashion show that currently absorbs so much of students' attentions would come to a halt. Kids from modest backgrounds could stand out because of their personalities and intelligence, rather than being tagged as losers because they can't wear the season's hottest sneakers or jeans. Affluent kids might learn they have something to offer the world other than a fashion statement. Parents would be relieved of the pressure to deal with their offspring's constant demands for wardrobe additions.

     Next, let's move to the cafeteria. What's for lunch today? How about a MilkyWay bar, a bag of Fritos, a Coke, and just to round out the meal with a vegetable, maybe some french fries. And then back to the classroom for a few hours of intense mental activity, fueled on fat, salt, and sugar. What a joke! School is an institution of education, and that education should be continued as students sit down to eat. Here's a perfect opportunity to teach a whole generation of Americans about nutrition, and we are blowing it. School cafeterias, of all places, should demonstrate how a healthful, low-fat, well-balanced diet produces healthy, energetic, mentally alert people. Instead, we allow school cafeterias to dispense the same junk food that kids could buy in any mall. Overhaul the cafeterias! Out with the candy, soda, chips, and fries! In with the salads, whole grains, fruits, and vegetables!

     Turning our attention away from what goes on during school hours, let's consider what happens after the final bell rings. Some school-sponsored activities are all to the good. Bands and choirs, foreign-language field trips, chess or skiing or drama clubs are sensible parts of an extracurricular plan. They bring together kids with similar interests to develop their talents and leadership ability. But other common school activities are not the business of education. The prime example of inappropriate school activity is in competitive sports between schools.

     Intramural sports are great. Students need an outlet for their energies, and friendly competition against one's classmates on the basketball court or baseball diamond is fun and physically beneficial. But the wholesome fun of sports is quickly ruined by the competitive team system. School athletes quickly become the campus idols, encouraged to look down on classmates with less physical ability. Schools concentrate enormous amounts of time, money, and attention upon their teams, driving home the point that competitive sports are the really important part of school. Students are herded into gymnasiums for "pep rallies" that whip up adoration of the chosen few and encourage hatred of rival schools. Boys' teams are supplied with squads of cheerleading girls . . . let's not even get into what the subliminal message is there. If communities feel they must have competitive sports, let local businesses or even professional teams organize and fund the programs. But school budgets and time should be spent on programs that benefit more than an elite few.    

      Another school-related activity that should get the ax is the fluff-headed, money-eating, misery-inducing event known as the prom. How in the world did the schools of America get involved in this showcase of excess? Proms have to be the epitome of everything that is wrong, tasteless, misdirected, inappropriate, and just plain sad about the way we bring up our young people. Instead of simply letting the kids put on a dance, we've turned the prom into a bloated nightmare that ruins young people's budgets, their self-image, and even their lives. The pressure to show up at the prom with the best-looking date, in the most expensive clothes, wearing the most exotic flowers, riding in the most extravagant form of trans​portation, dominates the thinking of many students for months before the prom itself. Students cling to doomed, even abusive romantic relationships rather than risk being dateless for this night of nights. They lose any concept of meaningful values as they implore their parents for more, more, more money to throw into the jaws of the prom god. The adult trappings of the prom-the slinky dresses, emphasis on romance, slow dancing, nightclub atmosphere-all encourage kids to engage in behavior that can have tragic consequences. Who knows how many unplanned pregnancies and alcohol-related accidents can be directly attributed to the pressures of prom night? And yet, not going to the prom seems a fate worse than death to many young people-because of all the hype about the "wonder" and "romance" of it all. Schools are not in the business of providing wonder and romance, and it's high time we remembered that. 

     We have lost track of the purpose of our schools. They are not intended to be centers for fun, entertainment, and social climbing. They are supposed to be institutions for learning and hard work. Let's institute the changes suggested here--plus dozens more--without apology, and get American schools back to business.

Garland, Anita. "Let's Really Reform Our Schools." Reader’s Digest. Oct. 2000: 101-103.

----------------------- 

“The good old days are now: What today's families are doing right”
By Delores falseCurran
School shootings, the movie American Beauty, and scores of television documentaries have highlighted the deplorable state of the American family. We are painfully aware of what families are doing wrong, but who's talking about what our families are doing right?
We're led to believe that the mythical happy family of the past led a life where major problems involved squabbles over the car or Barbie's lack of a prom date. Not so. Never was.
But for some perverse reason we want to enshrine this image of the idealized family and use it as the yardstick against which we measure the health of today's family. Whenever reality is measured against the idealized, reality is going to come out the loser.
"I'm glad I'm not raising kids today" is a familiar refrain from the grandparent generation. Yet when today's younger parents are asked if they would rather be parenting a generation or two ago, they respond with an equally emphatic no. Why the dichotomy?
The family is a product of its time and culture, so it is always changing to meet the challenges of rearing kids in a childhood culture different from that of the parents' own. It's understandable that grandparents throughout history have said, "I'm glad I'm not raising kids today," because they're a culture or two away from the skills needed today.
Cultural shifts demand new attitudes and skills. The skills required to cope with immigration differed dramatically from those of the Great Depression, World War II, and Vietnam.
Today's parents are blessedly free of the stresses of such historic eras, but they face other challenges: drugs, affluence, a sex-- and violence-laden media, political and religious divisions and scandals, job insecurity, school shootings, and shifting gender roles. And they're doing a pretty good job of meeting these challenges.
In addition to developing new parenting strategies, today's parents-children of an introspective generation-are more honestly evaluating their own family of origin and devising means of avoiding what they perceive as weaknesses in the parenting they received.
Paradoxically, many fault their parents for the very skills required earlier in maintaining a strong family. Shared parenting is one such example. Today's parents who are critical of their parents' strict role divisions don't realize that if their parents had stepped out of traditional roles, the family would have been ostracized and isolated, the children exposed to censure and ridicule. Surely there were couples who desired reverse roles in earlier eras but sacrificed them for the sake of the children. We can't judge yesterday's parents with today's lenses.
Nonetheless, empathetic or critical, modern parents seem bent on not repeating attitudes and behaviors that influenced their own childhood negatively. We're seeing the same reaction toward schools, church, and other institutions.
One family specialist sees the family in a constant pendulum of parenting styles, so that each generation repeats that of its grandparents. Children of rigidity often become permissive parents whose children swing back to rigidity in parenting. I question such a sweeping generalization, but we appear to be moving toward a healthier balance between the two.
While the final results of modern-day parenting are not in, there are several obvious positives that vocal family doomsayers ignore. Bent on pointing out what's wrong with today's family, they fail to acknowledge what's right. Such a stance may get viewers and votes but is hardly reassuring to parents who need society's affirmation for what they're doing right.
Let's examine a few of the positives.
Two-parent families
Recent census data show that 71 percent of today's children are being reared in two-- parent families. Highlighting this figure, rather than the repeated statistic that one in four children lives in a single-parent home, presents a different perspective.
The irony is that this statistic correlates with that of a hundred years ago, the difference being that single parents then were widowed instead of divorced.
The positive side is that today's mothers are better equipped to parent alone than their equivalents a century ago. They've been in the workplace. They can drive, manage money, and deal with the myriad of red tape that's part of our lives today but was alien to their predecessors.
While it is not easy to juggle job and single parenthood, millions of parents are accomplishing the feat adequately. They aren't forced to put their kids in orphanages or with relatives while they work in the mills or take in laundry, as were widows of yore.
Shared parenting

Among parent educators, this is the most significant change noted in just one generation. Because of changing gender roles-and because of the pain men experienced with emotionally distant fathers-- dads are becoming active parents, involved more intimately than just playing with their sons. They recognize that good fathering involves more than baseball and that their daughters need them, too.
Today one finds men attending parenting workshops, unheard of 30 years ago, and instead of being mocked for caring for their children, they are widely respected and often envied by women in more traditional-role marriages.
The same older generations of women who say they're glad they're not rearing kids today express envy at this shared parenting, often adding a statement of gratitude that their grandchildren have caring, involved dads.
Communication

When asked how they compare their marriage and parenting with that of their parents, today's parents are apt to reply that their communication and conflict resolution techniques are superior.
"My parents went into a prolonged cold war, speaking to each other only through us kids when they couldn't agree," one woman said. "It was frightening. My husband and I have our disagreements-lots of them-but we talk until we work them out. No long, cold silences permitted here."
Many men report that their dad simply walked out the door at the sign of conflict, an acceptable male way of handling unpleasantness in earlier times. This behavior sent the message to a wife that an issue was not to be discussed. In many families issues like money disagreements were never satisfactorily settled.
Today's healthy couples are not content with such behavior. They work toward consensus, partnership, and a balance of power. The highest divorce rate is among couples who do not achieve this balance.
Intimacy

The explosion of books, workshops, and movements like Marriage Encounter indicate the value today's couples place on achieving intimacy over roles in their relationship. A family researcher once studied 26 marriage manuals of the 1950s. He discovered that while most of them carefully spelled out the roles of wives and husbands-cooking, mowing lawns, etc.-only two mentioned relationship and intimacy.
Many of today's couples who rate their parents as good mothers and fathers have observed a loneliness in their parents' marriage once the children leave home, a pattern they don't want to repeat.
Markedly this new generation of parents, born during the sexual revolution, recognizes the fallacy of equating sex with intimacy. In this area, in fact, they have been instrumental in leading the church into an understanding of intimacy that is broader than simply sex and procreation. And they are working hard to ensure that their relationship endures during and after the child-rearing years.
Institutional accountability

While the above shifts take place within families, parenting concerns have also manifested themselves publicly in calls for changes in education, church, the marketplace, and the workplace.
No longer do parents mutely turn children over to the schools. They monitor curriculum, methodology, and environment, forcing districts to adopt open enrollment plans enabling parents to choose schools best suited for their children. The explosion in private and home schooling indicates widespread dissatisfaction with available public education.
Parents are also searching out family-friendly parishes, those with preschools, supervised Sunday nurseries, parenting support groups like MOMS, after-school care, good parochial and CCD education, and active youth ministry. They're willing to step over traditional parish boundaries to find such parishes.
In spite of dire hand-wringing over disaffiliation of boomer Catholics, today's parents make up the majority at most large parishes. These parents are looking for a family spirituality that meets the agendas and needs of their family life. The greatly increased sales of books related to family faith indicate this interest, but they want more than just a rehash of pre-Vatican II devotions.
Evangelical megachurches successfully target today's parents by offering a veritable university of family support systems. One in our neighborhood no longer calls itself a church but a "Family Worship Center."
Today's parents have also become savvy consumers in the marketplace, demanding safer toys, healthier foods, and more wholesome video games, television, and activities for children. Modern advertising, aware of this trend, makes a direct appeal to these parents by promoting the safety and wholesomeness of its products.
In the workplace, we find parents turning down promotions if the new job carries a negative impact on the family. In the spring of 2001 the Secretary of the Army issued the startling command that, unless there's a national emergency, future transfers of soldiers take place in the summer so the children's schooling not be interrupted. He explained that highly trained soldiers are leaving the service in droves because of family concerns, adding that many of these stresses can be minimized if the Army takes some simple steps like eliminating year-round transfers.
Corporations and businesses are likewise becoming more sensitive to family needs, recognizing that this will allow them to retain loyal and productive workers.
Thus, in just one generation, we have seen the emergence of flex time so parents can stay home with a sick child or attend an important school event, telecommuting, shared jobs, maternity leave, and flexible work hours-all considered laughable in earlier times.
These institutional shifts didn't just happen but are the result of today's parents' determination to have a voice in the institutions set up to serve them. The helpless acceptance of past parents has given way to a generation of parents who exhibit responsibility for assuming some control over cultural impacts on family life.
Who can argue that this is anything but positive?

In spite of these obvious strides in healthy family life, the media, older generations, and, yes, even churches, continue to portray today's family as pathological. Admittedly, we have families with severe problems and we have problem families, but we've always had them. The high number of elderly who admit to physical, emotional, and sexual abuse in childhood attests to this well-concealed fact.
Alcoholism, mental illness, spouse abuse, and even tuberculosis were carefully hidden away in those "good" families of the past-ironically the families we now idealize and hope to reproduce.
Returning to such good old days is a foolish wish, captured in the remark of a disgruntled politician, "To heck with the future. Let's get on with the past."
Today's parents don't want to get on with the past. They want to enjoy the present with their families while preparing children to face the challenges of their future. Thus it has always been and will be in strong families. They're glad they're raising their kids today, just as their parents were glad a generation ago when the demise of the family was also predicted.
It seems to be God's plan, as Carl Sandburg understood when he wrote, "A baby is God's idea that the world should go on."
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