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Scholarly Article’s Framework
The two articles presented, “Grave Passions: Enclosure and Exposure in Charlotte Mew’s Graveyard Poetry” by Dennis Denisoff and “Ranking, Evaluating, and Liking: Sorting Out Three Forms of Judgment” by Peter Elbow, exhibit various tones of scholarly form, and while they both display some of the constructs of the conceptual framework provided, they are both also lacking in a few areas. The following is a list of areas in which both articles are notable, both in positive and negative aspects.
Grave Passions: 
The central point is evident and is made clear in both the introduction and conclusion-that Charlotte Mews did not follow the traditional poetic conventions of her time period within the use of a graveyard, instead using these symbols to represent the limiting social conventions that women were placed within. However, the introduction of the second paragraph (in which her sexual preference is mentioned) can be an interesting side note to place the context of her work in, but the lead-in and tie-in to the actual work is somewhat lacking, leaving this paragraph to be the first of several that is misplaced and/or not needed throughout the article.
As for achievement Mews reaches as well as why her work distinguishes herself, Denisoff does present clearly state his belief in her unique skepticism and immediately launches into her predecessor’s work to use as a referencing framework. Although textual examples of from these previous works were used, only two writers were looked at, and in attempting to present a new perspective on a use of graveyard symbols that was apparently more prevalent in Mew’s writing, a more conclusive discussion of just how Mews situated herself among other writers as containing a unique style would have been helpful. 
Another area that could have been improved in this article was the use, or lack thereof, forecasting and structure. The reader is left with very few headline markers to indicate the direction of the discussion, and the ones that are provided are vague at best. In addition, the organization and coherence of the topics and paragraphs presented are confusing and jumbled, leaving the reader to discern the writer’s intended meaning and thought process. One place this occurs in on page 131, second full paragraph in which Denisoff reintroduces the idea that Mews uses images of the grave as a complex metaphor, but then again lists personal details from her life without making the connection to the idea that he is trying to support. 

Ranking, Evaluating, and Liking:

Peter Elbow’s article, while interesting and informative, reads like an informal, personal teacher narrative intended for just himself or a small sampling of other English and composition instructors. The placement of this article in a teaching scenario and practice book-intended for novice and seasoned instructors alike-is a fitting location for such a lax piece, so allowances are given based on that and the fact that this wasn’t placed in an English journal which would have required a bit more of a scholarly tone. 

To reference a few portions that led to my opinion, I’ll begin with the stated problem. Elbow casually announces that he would like to think about and discuss a few topics that are on his mind (ranking, evaluating, and liking) and proceeds to do so in a very straight-forward manner, breaking the remainder of the article into the pros and cons of each of those three aspects. However, these musing were not placed in the context of 
other works and similar studies. Instead, he mostly discusses his own personal experiences and observations, only occasionally incorporating other works into his discussion, but at least one time, that reference was to another work of his. The “so what” aspect is also missing as, again, it just reads like an idea or two that he is mulling over himself rather than directing at others. 

The informal tone continues at the end of the article as Elbow refers to students as “dirty bastards” in the midst of directly addressing the audience and essentially tells them how to grade as he has worked out the ideals for himself in his own teaching. It is interesting to read Elbow’s experiences and thoughts on these, but an in-depth, scholarly tone is definitely lacking from this piece. 
