Rules for the Annotated Bibliography

1. Entries are in alphabetical order

2. If the sources does not include an author, alphabetize the entries according to the first word in the title.

3. Do not number entries

4. Entries should appear in the same MLA format of your source cards.  See an MLA handbook or www.mla.com
5. Include all sources that you used in your research.

6. The first line of an entry should be on the left margin.

7. The second, third, etc. line of an entry should be indented (1 tab).

8. The annotations should start on the next line in paragraph form.

9. Annotations should include this information:

· A short summary

· How is the source useful to your research?

· Is the source’s information reliable?

· How do you know?

10. Double space between each entry.

11. If you have already made a source card for each of your sources, all you need to do to prepare your Annotated Bibliography is to alphabetize the cards by authors’ last names and add annotations.

Example

Emig, Janet.  “Writing as a Mode of Learning.”  The Writing Teacher’s Source
 Book.  2nd ed.  Ed. Gary Tate and Edward P.J. Corbett.  New York:  Oxford

U P, 1988. 85-93.


In this highly influential essay, Emig argues that writing is one of the best tools for learning as it involves the whole brain in all the processes:  doing, depicting, and symbolizing (wording).  This essay is the corner stone for many WAC and WID initiatives and the pedagogical theory they are based upon.
Laszlo, Pierre.  “Science as Writing, of Science as Reading?”  Substance.  23.74 99-


106.


Lazlo argues that science writing bears a closer resemblance to other forms of writing, in particular literary writing, than might be at first evident.  He draws comparisons between the uses of observation, the requirements for an ordered sequence of the elements of the observation, and the reliance upon rhetorical strategies.  He concludes that the accounts of the advancements of learning in science should be judged upon criteria drawn from more traditionally literary endeavors.

Locke, David.  Science as Writing.  New Haven:  Yale UP, 1992.


The principle argument of the chemist David Locke’s book is that “every scientific text must be read,  that it is writing, not some privileged verbal shorthand that conveys a pure and unvarnished scientific truth” (ix).  Within this text, he looks at the history of science writing and its development and through this examination problematizes the use of language in scientific discourse.  His argument implies a need for critical attention to the rhetorical uses of language in scientific literature and the ways in which this language creates accepted knowledge.  

Woodford, F. Peter, “Sounder Thinking through Clearer Writing.”  Readings in the
 Arts and Sciences.  Ed. Maimon, Elaine, et al Boston:  Little, Brown, and 

Co, 1984. 321-329.

Peter Woodford’s article is reprinted in one of the first books dedicated toward teaching undergraduates to write in various disciplines.  This article is a critique of the tendency of professional scientists to write in an inflated prose style which, thorough examples drawn from his teaching, he maintains leads to misunderstanding on the part of the reader.  He calls for more attention to be paid to writing at all stage of the research.
