DOCUOHENT RES[OHE

ED 200 978 CS 206 2usS

ACGTHOR Faigley, Lester

TITLE Using Text Structure Hcdels for Analyzing
Revision.

SPONS AGENCY Natienal Inst. of ®Rducation ({ED}, Washington, D.Cl.

PUB DATE Mar 81

GRANT NIE-G-BO-CO054

NOTE 26p.: Paper presented at the Annual HMeetiny of tne
Conference on College Composition and Coamunication
(32nd, Dallas, TX, March 26-2B, 1987 .

EDES PRICE MFO01/PC02 Plus Postage.

DESCRIPTORS Authors: *Change Strategies; College Students:
*Comparative Analysis: Content Analysis: *Deep
Structure; Higher Education: Models; *Surface
Structure: *Writing Processes:; *Writing Research:
Writing 35kills

IDENTIFIERS *Revision (Written Composition)

ABSTRACT

A taxonomy cf revision changes was developzd and
applied to 18 case studies of writers' revisions. Subjects were six
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expert adult-writers. The primary distinction of the taxonomy was
between surface (formal and meaning-preserving) revisions aznd
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three-dav span, the subjects (1) thought and made notes ad>ut tha
topic, (2) wvwrote an essay, and (3) wrote .a revisicn/secopd draft. In
addition, the expert writers made revisions of the inexperienced
vriters' first drafts. The results showed certain characteristic
differences in how the different groups of writers revised their
work. The experts turned out to be the most infrequent revisers. The

inexperienced writers' changes vere nvervhelmingly surafce chanjgss,
while the experts' changes were more evenly distributed betweel
surface and text-base changes. The advanced students were the most
frequent revisers of the three groups, making surface changes as
often as did the inexperienced writers and text-base changas much
like those of the experts. The experts' changes of the lnEerrienCéﬂ
Writers!' first drafts were predominantly macrostructure changes,
particularly additions, substitutions, and distributions. The experts
were puch more uniform in these revisions than in their revisions of

their own texts. (RL)
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Recent research in tre composinag process (Flower & Hayes, 19807
sorrers, 198n0) and statemcnts by writina teachers (Halrston,
1981; ~yrray, 197R; indicate that experienced writers often make
=rruetural and  content chanses ir their work durina revision,
Sctolars studving llterary monuscripts have lona noted that
farous writers use complex rtevision strateales, but the few
atf{empts to classify the tyres of revision changes In the genesis
ot literary texts nave been ({impressionistic (e.qg., Hildick,
19¢5), The Matioral Assessment ¢ 7 iucational]l Proqress (Rivas,
1977y used a similar system to «qauge the effect of revision
changes on texts 1in {ts 1977 survey, using categories such as
oroanizational, stylistic, continuational, and holistic <¢hanges,
BEoth the MAFP taxonory and Yildick’s system do not provide an
adequate scheme for classifyira revision changes, Tre most
rigorous studies of students’ rTevisions to date have been those
of Sommers (1978, 1980) and Rri-dwell (1980), Sommers classitied
chapaes by lenatkh and by type of operatjion, using the same
cateqories (deleidon, additlaon, subhstituilan, rearrangepent) that
Chorsky (1965) used to aroup trarsformations, Althoudgh sommers*
study advanced research in revision, measuring the effect of
revision on tre meaning of texts lies bevond the scope of her
study, Aridwell emploved a classification system similar to
Sommers’., 1n addition, Rridwell included a category for broad,
text=motivated chandes, but she found no examples in her 12th
agrade writina sample. Kven thouah sore descriptive research

wn that experlenced writers
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(e,0., Sommers, 1978, 1980) has sh

er units of text than
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revise more frequently and chande

inexperienced wsriters, no study has been able to describe
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satisfactorily elther the nature of thes” changes or thelr effect
orn  the meanimnl of a text, Classification schemes based on

syntactic theory are sirnoly inadeauate for these tasks,

The nrresent siidy explores how the revisions ot exonert and
inexperivnced writers affect meaninu, F<t 1 describes 3 simple,
vet [ ust, system for aralyzina the effect of revision chanaes

Ay the soemantic structure a¢ a text, Part T7 briefly summarizes

o

two studies of writers revisina which use the taxonomy set out in
Part T, It also discusses the implications of these
investigations for revision research, sudaests directions ftor
furthet regearch, and idertifies caveats implicit in the

conceptual framework and methodonloay of the studies reported,
I, A TAXONOMY OF REVISION CHANGES

Ten years aqo there was little research in tev® structure to
draw on for explaininy the effects of revisions, But that
situation has rhandged, Research in several
disciplines==primarfly text 1linauistics, coanitive psycholoay,
and artificial intelligence=-=now attempts to account for semantic
relationships amonag elements in a text. As a result, several key
properties of text structure have heen 1isolated. Research in
particular has examined text coherence, discovering ihat besides
internal, explicit coheslve devices (Halliday & Hasan, 1976),
nonrexplicit text Inferences must also be analyzed in order to
understand coherence (Clark, 1977; Crothers, 1978, 19797 Schank,
1975)., Another essential property 1is text helrarchy, Work in

discourse comprehension cJdemonstrates that readers stratify
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irformatlior accordira to levels of importance, rememberinn whaft
is ezsential to the "treme" or "gist"” of a particular text (varp
Didk, 1980; Fintsch, 1974; ¥intsch & van nifk, 1278; Meyer, 1975;

Thorndyle, 1077).

i

'sinu this corpus of tesearch, a classificatjion system toal ¢an
account for row revision chandes affect text structure can bedin

Tt diffsrentinte chanaes which
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to
atfect the meanina of a text and chandes which do not. For
exanple, fhe addition ot a corma In séﬁtéﬁce (?2) does not change
tre rmeanipg of sentence (1), even thouah placement of a comma
after an introductory subordinate clause is consldered standard

ugage:

1. DBecause the horse lost his shoe the rider was lost.

2. Recause the horse lost his shoe, the rider was lost,

Ir other instances, the a-ddition of a comma does change the
mearing of a text, The Aifference in punctuating restrictive and

norrestrictive modifiers is a classic cas~ ip polint:

31, The ~overnnrs who took brihes abused the public trust.

4., The governors, who took bribes, abused the public trust,

sentence (3) of course refers only to the governors who tock

brites while sentence (4) refers to all dovernors.

Tte primary distinction 1in our taxonomy is between those

revision changes which affect the meaning of the text and chandes

O
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which da rot affect the meanina of the text, Tnis distinction,
of course, Is not a simple one, but neitrer is it impossible to
nake, Meaning in texts has heen rernresented as a TEXT RASE,
~fitnagmaranre and lipauists have deseorined meanino with a formal
lananane, The tormal araiada mast commorly used 15 some type of
“redicatce  calculus, btut  ather, rmore compley lAnguAages such as
dantaue drarmar (1971) have also been advanced, Psvcholeoaists

Fave 1sed 3 simpnlitied opredicate calculus (o reoresent a TeXT

predlicate or case

Al

PASF as 3 senuence of oropnsirions containing
relationshin and one nr more ariuments (c.qg., Frederiksen, 19753
Kintsch, 19741: lever, 19751, [n the nresent system, we wlll use

the potion Aaf a TFYXT RAZF tn refer to the meaning of a text.

Fxnlirit PEXT BASES are tynpically incorplete; that is, speaker:

N

or writers reljy uvcn the listeners’ or readers’ ability to make

inferences, Consider the following short text with and without
sentrence (54A):@

5, 1 just made it to the station on time,
5A., I aof on the train,
A. I had to buy my ticket from the conductor,
Suppose sentence (5A) does not appear in the eyxplicit text, 1¢
readers know that conductors sell tickets to boarded passengers
who have not purchased tickets, then they understand implicitly
trat the narrator of this short text had to get on the train.

Crothers’ model would represent sentence (3A) as an inmplicit

nroposition 1f it were not stated exolicitly, a procedure

t
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consistent with 1interactive models of text processinag used in
artiflcial intellinence research (s2e Minsky, 1975; 5chank, 1975;

Schhank & Abhelson, 19770,

A completrelv explicit text is difficult to process, not only
Fecauyse such a text is verhose but because the reader or listener
seeks to make additiona) connections wnich are not intended by
tWe sprakety or writer (cf, Shuyy £ Larvkin, 19783, Sensitive to
the inferential nature of texts, Crothers*® (1979) model for
rerresenting a TEYl BASFE accommodates implicit propositions and
conrectives as well as explicit pronositions, Such a text=-base
model permits us to distinguish between additions that make
explicit what carn be {nferred and additions which bring new

intformation to the text,

The basic distinction petween the left and riaht branches 1in
Figure 1 below is whether nes« infarmation ls brought Lo the Lexl
or wbether old lanfarmatian is remaved io a way that iL cannot be
recayered. stated most simply, TEXT=RASE changes alter the
meaning of a text, MAN=TFXT=BASE or SURFACF CHANGEs do not,
SIHRFACE CHANGES do not Introduce new information, nor do these

changes delete information that is not recoverable by

[

InferencinT. - If information which readers can recover from a
rext throuah inferencing is made explirit through revision, the
chanqge will not affect the TEXT BASE, TEXT-RASE CHANGES, on the

other hand, introduce, delete, or alter information that cannot

te inferred or recovered,

TUSFRT FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE



SLBEACE CUAUGLS

SURFACT (CHANGES are detailed on the left branch of Figure i,
The first node under SURFACE CHAMNGES 1s FORMAL CHANGES, These
changes ineclude a variety of operations associated with
copy=editing such as apsf (put not all) spelling changes, changes

in tense, numter, and modality, expansions of abbreviations to

thelr full forms, internal and endstop punctuatlion changes, and

forrat chandes, Caplitalizatioers are included under speliing
changes, Format changes are divided intpo two subcatedories:
paragrarhing and an "Other" cateagory, which ineludes changes such
as hlockina a long quotation., Also included under FORMAL CHANGES
are changes conditioned by morphnloay and syntax. These changes

include chanaes in case, tense, number, and modality.

The second major subcategory of SURFACE CHANGES 1Includes
MEFAMTNG=PRESFPVING CZHANGES, chanades which "‘paraphrase" the
concepts In the text tase but do not alter them, ADDITIONS are
the first tyvoe of change. MEANING=PPESERVING ADDITIONS raise to

the survace what cann be inferred, fentence (5A) in the train

exarmple 1s a MEANING=PRESERVING ADDITIGN, The second type of

MEANING=PRESERVING CHANGF, DELETIONS, represent the opposite
process, where a reader 1{is forced to 1infer what had been
explicit., These two types of meaning-preserving changes commonly

involve the additlon or deletion o0f single words, often adverbs

such as pexli or then,

MEANING=PRESERVING SUBRSTITUTINNS trade words that represent the

sare concept, The changina of gar to xehldcle is one example, |if
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the referent is the -ame for bJth words. PERMUTATIONS lnvolve
rearrangements or rearrdanqements with substitutions.
DISTRIBUTTINNS occur when material in one text seament is rassed
inte rore than 0One searent. A chandge where & wrlter revises what
has heen compressed into a sinale unit into more than one unit {is
A distributional chanje., CNNSOLIDATINMNS represent the oprosite
Erocess, ITn consolidations, material in two or more units {is

collected into one unit,
ICXI-BASE CUHALGES

A second important distinction is iIntroduced under TEXT=BASE
CHANGES, Here we try to separate revision changes that are
simple adiustments or elabovatjions of exlsting text and those
~hanges that would ajter the summary of that text, Research in
how readers comprehend texts has recently souaght to understand
how meanina in a text is processed as it 1s read and how a gist
of that text==a global ﬁﬁtién of what the text |Is about==~is
constriucted i{n memory. FKintsch and van NDijk (1978), Kintsch and
“'nond (19793, and Vipond (1980), have tested a model that
jescrihes Frow readers rprocess text at local and gldébal levels.
This model represents meaning at two levels: a MICROSTRUCTURE
level where all 1i4esas 1{in the text are represented (including
those 1{deas that can be {Inferred), &nd at A summary or
MACROSTRUCTURE level that is abstracted from the microstructure,
The. conceptual representation of a summary with a MACROSTRUCTURE

comes from the work of van Dijk (1972, 1977a, 1977b, 1980).

A surmary, of course, can 'vary widely in comprehensiveness,
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Fonks are somptimes purlished in condensed versions which reduce
the oriadinal lerath by about half; study aquides for particular

hooks reduce oriaimal texts still further: encyclopedias and

[

Athey raference Jorks cantain ane paae sumeariesz of books: and at
the extreme, hest seller lists often summarize books wWith a
single obnrase. For our ourvnses, a MACRUSTRUCTURE 1s synonomous
witr a coneceptual suTTary at the first level above the exlsting

text, Thus In the present study, a MACROSTHKUCTURE more closely

resembles 3 condensation than an ahstract,

VACROSTRIUCTHPFS are derived from a4 text base by three types oF
operations (see van Diik, 1930, pp, 16=50), The first and most
general operation is deletion, which in terms of processing is a
selectian rule, determininag whicr propositions will be retained
in lona=term memory. Propositions which are not necessary for
the irterpretation of another proposition, or propositions which
have local relevance only, are not represented in the

MACFOSTRUCTIRE,

A second operation 1s GFENERALIZATIOM, 1{in which a series of
propositions are arouped into a pacroprapasition. A serlies of
exarples about a global topic can be subsumed into a single

proposition at a higher level of abstraction:

(7) wmary was wearina an orange print skirt, Linda
rhad on a purple pants suit, Cindy wore a red
jumper.

According to van Dijk, such sequences neither are conditionally

linked nor express stereotvplcal actions or settings, Yet from
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such detalls we can construct a more abstract proposition, Ihe

wohen wore colortul clothing.

A third operation is COUSTRUCTINY, in which a jolnt series of
propositions defines a ragcrapropasdtion. The constructed
macranrapasition denotes conventional knowiedge about the world,

descrited as gcripts or frames. [rom a seguence such as (8),

(8) 1 walked out of the house and got ip the car.
It startend rough, and I let it idle for a few
minutes., 1 was late enough so that most of the
traffic had cleared off of the freeway, 1 pulled
in the parking garaqge under my bullding at B:145,

we could construct the nmacroproposition, 1 draue fao dWoLkK,

Finally, {n some cases the microlevel 0f a text is the same as
the macrolevel., In very short texts, such as traffic warning
sians, the microstructure and macrostructure often coinclide, 1In
lonaer discourses, neadinas and topic sentences may pass directly

to the macrolevel,

MACROSTRUCTURE CHANGFS3, accordingly, are changes in the text
rase that would aAalter a summary of that text, In contrast,
¥ICROSTRUCTURFE CHANGES affect meaning but do not affect the
sumrary of & text.. A MICROSTRUCTURE ADDITION, for example, can
he thouaht of as an extrapoiatien of the existina TEXT BASE., The
operations under MICRO= and MACROSTRUCT!URE CHANGES are the same
s{x described under MFANING=PRFESERVING CHANGES, In the case of
both MICRN= and MACROSTRUCTIIRE chanaes, however, the text base is

altered,

11
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ABDLYLNG IUE TAXANOMY QOE BLMISION CHANGES

A computatisenal analysis of revision changes usina the taxonomy
described In Filaure 1t {is facilltated if tre subcateaories in
Figqure 1 are coded numerically, Fach terminal node or "leat" in
the principal branches of the taxonomy has been numherea. Table
1 lists the subcategories from Figqure 1 and their npurerical

codes,

THSKRT TABT ™ 1 ABRDUT HERE

Nne other dimens{ion of revision changes needs to be
addressed-=the span of text ipnvoived in the change, Recent

research studies of revision have all examined the length of edch

change . We see the Bridwell (1980) system as having certain
advantagjes over other systems, Our text=span taxonomy foliows

Bridwell’s (1980) text=span classes with small exceptions, Our

L2

six classes are represented in Table 2,

TNSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE

The text=span taxonomy is based on surface features for ease of
use. If the number of propositions involved in a given change
were computed, there would be little hope of uysina our taxonomy
for comparing a number of texts, Furthermore, repreéeatatians of
propositions often coilnclide with clause and sentence boundaries.
"CLAUSES in this taxonomy are defined as constructions with finite
subjects and verbs. Constructions lonqger than one word without
both a finite surject and verb are classified as PHRASES.

SENTENCES are determined by the writer’s punctuation, If a

12
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phrase or subordinate clause is punctuated as a sentence, it is
counted as a sentence, MULTISFENTENCE changes are classifled one
sentence at at time, Thus each sentence in a long MACROSTRUCTURE
ADDITION would be labelled with a "6" for a multisentence

addition and with a "31" for the effect upon text siructure,
11, TWO STUDIES OF WRITERS REVISING

Eighteen cases studies of writers revising were collected and
analyzed using the model described in Part I, Subjects were
divided {into three aroups: inexperienced student writers,
advanced student writers, and expert adult writers, Fach student
writer was .éﬁrélléé in a writinrg class at the University ot
Texas. The six inexperienced students were recruited from a
writing laboratory designed for étuéents deflcient in writing
skills, The 'six' advanced students were recruited from an
elective, uprer=dlvision expository writina class, which
typiéally attracts éble and motlvated students, Expert adults
were recruited from pr@fessinnél writers living in Austin, All
had journallistic experLEﬂée: thfée had published fiction, |

The procedures for aqathering data were similar to those used by
Bri@well (1980), Subjects were tested over a three=day span. On
the first day, subjects were presented a writing topic whiech
asked éhem to describe a place in Austin that an out=of=town
audience likely would not know about, The writing situation
specifled that the description would. bpe published 1In an
out=of=town newspaper. Subjects were asked to think about the

topic and to make notes if they wished, 0On day 2, writers wrote

13
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an essay on the topic they had been given the previous day.
These writing samples were collected and photocopied, and the
changes that the writers had made were analyzed as Sﬁage 1
revisions. On day 3, the original first drafts were returned to
the writers who then: w#rote a second draft. When they had
finished, both drafts were collected and analjzed. All cranges
between the first and second drafts were analyzed as Stage 2
revisions, Tn ér@cess - revisions on the second draft were

analyzed as Stage 3 revisions,

The results show certain characteristic differences in the way
the different qgroups of writers revised thelr work, Somewhat
surprisingly, the expert adult writers turned out not tglbe most
frequent revisers, In an analysis of the combined reﬁisicn
changes, the expert writers made some type of change on the
average of 137 times per 1000 words in the final draft, while the
inexperienced students made a change 173 times per 1000 words and
the advanced students 236 times per 1000 words, More revealing

were the kinds of changes the different groups made, Combined

INSERT TABRLE 3 ABOUT HERE

The inexperienced writers chanaes were overwhelmingly surface
EhahQEsg Only 12% of the inexperiéenced writers revisions were
TEXT=BASFE CHANGES. The expert adults’ chandges, iIn contrast, were
more evenly ﬂistributed. About 35% of their changes were
TFXT=BASE CHANGES. The advanced students were the most freqguent

revisers of the three groups, The advanced students made SURFACE
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CHANGES about as often as did the inexperienced writers andlabeut
twice as _often as the expert adults, In TEXT=BASE CﬁANGES the
advanced students revised more like the'expert adults than the
inexperienced students, especially in MACROSTRUCTURE CHANGES,
where the frequencies of advanced students and expert adults are

nearly alike,

These data point to an important fact to keep in mind when
comparing the revisions of expert adults to inexperienced
writers==that the first draft of an expert writer is often closer

i

L]
Lo ]

to the writer’s intended result than the st draft of an
inexperienced writer, Fxpert writers, by and large, do nét need
to make as many surface changes as inexperienced writers, As
Somrers (1980) and Perl (1979) have indicated, writers
excessively concerned with surface changes are unaware of the
ﬁgre extensive changes possible in revision, Inexperienced
writers in the present study Jjust as in other studies were
largely nound to what they wrote in the first dratt, Their

second drafts showed very few major alterations,

Another crucial factor we found 1in . our analyses of expert

&

writers’ revisions was thE‘éxﬁreEe diversity in the ways expert
writers revise, For example, one expert writer in the present
study made aimast no révisiaﬁs, another started with an almost
stream=of=consciousness text which she then converted to an
organized essay In the second draft, another 1imited his major
revisions to a single 1long insert that made his original text
ralf again as long, and another revised mostly by pruning. To

supplement these protocols, we conducted a-serles of interviews

15
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with practicina writers of various sorts, writers of fiction,
journalists, technical writers, and Academjclans in several
disciplines, Again we found considerable variation., Probably
the most irmportant thing we learned was that many writers do not
revise much at all, especially if the writing task is a familiar
one, Tndeed, the popular view of skillful writers as extensive
revisers may be to a large extent fostered by Interviews with
novelists and studies of literary manuscripts. Reporters, for
example, often cannot revise because of deadlines, and other
writers on the Job described revision as a luxury they could
seldom ;affardg The amount and types of revision changes are
dependent upon a number of variables besldes the skill of the
writer. The nature of the task, the writer‘’s familiarity with
the task, the le;gth of the task, the audlence for which the
writing s intended, and personal habits of composing all

influence how an expert writer revises,

Cése studies of expert writers revising may be of limited value
to teachers who want to help thelr students to write better, The
ability of some expert writers to perform revisions operations
mentally before committing a text to paper make thelir first
drafts and subseguent revisians hardlyj comparable to those of
student writers. In order to @gin a better idea of what revi;ian
strateagies to teach ihexperienceé writers, we made copies of the
first drafts of three of the ;nexpérienced writers and presented
them to the expert adults, We asked the skilled writers to
revise the three student essays as 1if they‘had written it as a

first draft. We then analyzed these changes and compared the

16



results to how the Inexperlienced writers revised their own texts

in the second draft,

INSERT TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE

Again there were large differences in the ways that the two
aroups of writers revised, The adult chaﬂgeé were predominantly
MACPOSTRUCTURE CHANGES. 1In particular, the adults used three
processes==addition, consolidation, and distrubution, They
condensed what the students had written and then either
elaborated or added information ¢to support .the points the
students had wanted to make, The expert writers’ revisions of
the students’ essays were much more unjiform than'the revisions of
their own texts, The experts used two basic strategles: they
condensed what the students had written and they expanded, What
the expert writers did during revision that the inexperienced
writers did not do was to determine the 1ntentiah of the text,

what the text was attempting to communicate,

The ability to formulate ana to keep in mind a purpose and an
audience for a text may be the central tactor in _explaining why
experienced writers use recusive strategies during composing,
looking back frequently at what they have written (cf,, Flower &

Hayes, 1980; Sommers, 1978, 1980), Inexperienced writers

typically move through a writing task nonstop; experts typically

reread and assess what they have done in light of what they want
to do. Clearly, more research needs tc¢ be done on how writers of
varving gbilities compose, especlally research on the importance

of percejved 4qoals and the igcility’tg access long=term memory.

17
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Research on revising may be considerably advanced through the use
of computers that record revision changes, their sequence, and

how lonag writers pause during composing and during revision,
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TABLE 1

A Classification of Revision Changes

I, SURFACE CHANGES

A. FORMAI, CHANGES
1. SPELLING == 01
2. TENSE, NUMBER, AND MODALITY == 02
3, ABBREVIATION w= 03
4, PUNCTUATION ~= 04

5, FORMAT
a. PARAGRAPH == 05
be NTHER == 06

13

R. MEANING=PRESERVING CHANGES
1. ADDITIONS == 11
2, DELETIONS == 12
3, SUBSTITUTINNS == 13
i 4, PERMUTATIONS == 14
\ S, DISTRIBUTIONS == 15
6. CONSOLIDATIMNS == 16

. II, TEXT=BASE CHANGES

A, MICROSTRUCTURE CHANGES
1, ADDITINNS == 21
2, DELETIONS == 22
3, SURSTITUTIONS == 23
4, PERHUTATIONS == 24
5, DISTRIBUTIONS == 25
6, CONSOLIDATIONS == 26

8. MACRNSTRUCTURE CHANGES
1. ADDITIONS == 31
2. DELFETINNS == 32
3, SUBSTITUTINNSG == i3
4, PERMUTATIONS == 34
5, DISTRIBUTIONS == 35
6, CONSOLIDATIONS == 36
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TABLE 2

Text=5pan Classes for Revision Changes

1 == GRAPHIC CHANGFES

2 == LEXTICAL CHANGE

oy

3 == PHRASAL CHANGES
4 == CLAUSAL CHANGES
5 == SENTENCE CHANGES

6 == MIULTTSENTENCE CHANGES
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TABLE 3

Frequencles of Combined Revisian'Chahggs per 1000
Words in Final Drafts for Three Groups of Writars

EXPERT
ADULTS
ADVANCED
STUDENTS
INEXERIENCED
STUDENTS

FORMAL
CHANGES

20,9

45,4

40,2

MEANING=
PRESERVING
CHANGES

68,8

134,3

112,1

MICRO=
STRUCTURE
CHANGES

27.5
37.2

19,5

MACRQ=
STRUCTURE
CHANGES

19.6
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TABLE 4

Comparison of Combined Revision Changes per 1000
Words for Inexperlenced Writers Revising Thelr Own Drafts
and Expert Writers Revising the Same Drafts

FORMAL MEANING= MICRO= MACRO=
CHANGES PRESERVING STRUCTURE STRUCTURE
CHANGES CHANGES CHANGES
3 TNEXERIENCED 11.6 43,8 24,1 0
STUDENTS

6 EXPERT 2.4 8,0 8,5 35,1
WRITERS

REVISING

STUDENT TEXTS

Yy
Fow
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FIGURE 1

A TAXONOMY OF REVISION CHANGES
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