
ED 324 691

AUTHOR
TITLE

INSTITUTION

SPONS AGENCY

PUB DATE
NOTE
PUB TYFE

EDRS PRICE
DESCRIPTORS

IDENTIFIERS

ABSTRACT

'DOCUHEMT;RESUME;'-

CS 212 547

Wallace, David L.; Hayes, John R.
Redefining Revision for Freshmen. Occasional Paper
No. 21.

Center for the Study of Writing, Berkeley, CA.;
Center for the Study uf Writing, Pittsburgh, PR.
Office of Educational Research and Improvement (ED),
Washington, DC.
Jul 90
17p.

Reports - Research/Technical (143)

HF01/PC01 Plus Postage.
College Freshmen; *Error Correction; *Freshman
Composits....., Higher Education; *Revision (Written
Composition) Writing Assignments; Writing
Evaluation; .:riting Improvement; Writing Skills
*Task Definition; Writing Contexts

A study investigated the impact of task definition on
students' revising strategies to determine whether college freshman
writers could revise globally if instructed to do so and if those
global revisions would result in improved texts. Data were elicited
from 38 students enrolled in two entry-level c-o_lege writing courses.
Participants, randomly assigned into two groups, were asked to revise
a text evidencing both global problems such as poor organization and
poor adaption to audience concerns and local problems such as errors
in spelling, punctuation, diction, and agreement. One group was given
eight minutes of instruction on how *o revise globally, and the other
was simply asked to make the text better. Results revealed that the
texts written by students who received the instruction were
significantly better in quality and included significantly more
global revision. Results also revealed that the Improvement affected
the treated population generally rather than just a small part of
that population. Findings suggest that the change in task definition
allowed students to tap revision ski ls that they already had
available. (Two figures of data are included; two appendixes
containing the text and directions used for revision are attached.)
(FEH)

Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made
from the original document.

******* ****** * ******* ******* ********* *** ***** ********** * ***** *********



4

Center
for
the

Study
of

Writing

Occas3on0 Paper NO. 21

RWaritil0=-010SON

David:L*Itace
John .R.HaVes

July, 1990

U.D. DEPARTUERT OF EDUCATION
Office or Eacworksi Reastreh and Implyeamertt

EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
CENTER (ERK;)

0 This document has been reproduced as
received boon the potion or organdy/son
ondulahnpd

0 Minor changes, have oeen marls to improve
reVroduchen rhatitY

Points dine* or opinions staled ki docu-
ment dO not necesunty represent otWal
OERI PPIrhen Of OOkY

University of California, Berkeley

Carnegie Mellon University

2



s,

"11

CENTER FOR THE STUDY OF WRMNG

Occasiopal_Paper No. 21

RED4FOrla:FIEVION,
FOA OFIE84-01

David L Wallace
John A. Hayes

July, 1990

To appear in Research In the Teaching of English.

University of California Carnegie Mellon University
Berkeley, CA 94720 Pittsburgh. PA 15213

The.project presented, or reported herein, was perionnedpursuant to a grant from the Office of
Educational Research and InlomvemenWepartment of Education (OERIRD) for the C6oter for the
Study of Writing. However, the opinions expressed herein do not neceSsarily refiect the pos,tfc:. or
policy of the OERIIED and no official endoisement by the OERI/ED should be Inferred.

3

11



CENTER FOR THE STUDY OF WRMNG

Director

Co-Directors

Sarah Warshauer Freedman, University of California, Berkeley

Unda Flower, Carnegie Mallon University
James Gcay, University of. C4lifornia, Berkeley
J. R. Hayes, Carnegie Mellon:University

Associate Director Sandra Schecter, University *of California, Berkeley

Editors Andrew Bauman, University of California, Berkeley
Carol Heller, University of California, Berkeley

Publication Review Board

Chair Kay Losey Fraser, University of California, Berkeley

Assistant Chairs Anne Di Pardo, University of California, Berkeley
Stuart Greene, Carnegie Mellon University
Lorraine Higgins, Carnegie Mellon University

Advisors Charles Fillmore, University of California, Berkeley
Jill H. Larkin, Carnegie Mellon University

Millie Almy, University of California,
Berkeley

Carla Asher, Herbert H. Lehman College of
the City University of New York

Nancie Atwell, Boothbay Region Elementary
School, Boothbay Harbor, ME

Robert de Beaugrande, University of Florida
Carol Berkenhotter, Michigan Technological

University
Ruby Bernstein, Northgate High School,

Walnut Creek, CA
Lois Bird, Whole Language Consultant, Palo

Alto, CA
Sheridan Blau, University of California,

Banta Barbara
Wayne Booth, University of Chicago
James bdtton, University of London
Robert Cane, Stanford University
Michael Cole, University of Califomfa, San

Diego
Colette Daiute, Harvard University
John Daly, University of Texas, Austin
Peter Elbow, University of Massachusetts
JoAnne T. Eresh, Writing and Speaking

Center, Pittsburgh, PA
Celia Genishi, Ohin State University
Donald Graves, University of New

Hampshire
Robert Gundiach, Northwestern University
James Hahn, Fairfield High School,

Fairfield, GA

Anne J. Herrington, University of
Massachusetts

George HIllecits, University of Chicago
Sarah Hudelson, Arizona State University
Julie Jensen, University of TexaS, AuStin
Jo Keroes, San Francisco State University
Janice Lauer, Purdue University
Andrea Lonsforo, Ohio State University
Susan Lytle, University of Pennsylvania
Ann Matsuhashi, University of Illinois at

Chicago
Marty Nystrand, University of Wisconsin
Lee Odell, Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute
Sondra Pert, Herbert H. Lehman College of

the City University of New York
Gordon Pradi, New York University
Victoria Purcell-Gates, University of

Cincinnati
Charles Read, University of Wisconsin
Victor Rental, Ohio State University
William Smith University of Pittsburgh
Jana Stet..., Center for Applied Linguistics,

Washington, DC
Michael W. Stubbs, University of London
Deborah Mown, Georgetown University
Betty Wagner, National College of Education
Samuel D. Watson, University of North

Carolina
Gordon Wells, Ontario Institute for Studies

in Education



Abstract

This study investigates the impact of task definition on students' revising strategies.Our primary aim was to determine if freshmen students could revise globally if instructed todo so and if those global revisions would result in improved texts. We asked two groupsof freshmen to revise a text provided by the experimenters; one group was given eightminutes of instruction on how to revise globally, and the other was simply asked to makethe text better. The texts writ= by students who received the instruction were judged bothto be of significantly better quality and to In.ve included significantly more global revision.Further, the improvementappears to affect the treated population generally rather than just asmall part of that population. Thus, at least for these college students, the change in taskdefinition allowed them to tap revision skills that they already had available.
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REDEFINING REVISION FOR FRESHMEN

David L. Wallace and John R. Hayes
Carnegie Mellon University

-When students have trouble revising, teachers ,must consider several p9ssible
sources of difficulty. First, students may have troubleimcause they,are,missing essential
revision skills. In a protocol study, Hayes; Flowert.Schriver, Stratinan,and-Carey,(1987)
found that college freshmen often lackedthe SkillkileCessary.for them to.detect problems in
their texts. For example, students often -read the following-sentence several tiMes: "In
sports like fencing for a long time many of our,varsitY,teaminembers'hadluiVieviOus
experience anyway." One of these students not onlyfailed to,findAy-fault!but aotually
commented favorably on it, saying, "Freshinen.wouldAike that." FurtheF;-:ScardaMalia and
Bereiter (1983), working viith fourth,,gxth; and eighth irade students, and; artlett*(19lll),
worldng with seventh and eighth grade studeritS,-report .that eveMwhen-stUden'tidtidetect
problems in text, they maylack the. skits necessary to 4.Ptitct Ofid,fix 41=1. T(*Oiliiinle,
Bartlett (1981) ,'Dund that students attempting to fix one type 'Cof Ont.igutty 440040ipless
than 60% of cases. Lack of skills neededIoAite4 ndfixbothiocal' and-globaltkobleits
is perhaps the greatest difficulty the suidentlaces. :Overcoming this diffiCuIty typically
roquires students to engage in extended training and practice.

A second potential source of revision difficulty has been discussed most extensively
by Scardamalia and Bereiter (1983). They suggest that even if students have all of the
necessary low-level skills required for revision, they may not have the executive
procedures required to coordinate those skills. Thus, altheingh students,may have the skirs
to deal one at a time with issues of syntax,. diction, or audience;-,they 'May not be able to
handle them simultaneously. For example, students mightfait to attend, tO the interests of
their audience because they are completely absOrbed.in dealingvitlivroblema of grammar
or word choice. Scardamalia and Bereiter (1983) applied a methodtheydeveloped called
"procedural facilitation" to help students coordinate revision skills. To.facilitate therevision
process, the researchers provided 30 fourth grade, 30 sixth grade, and 30 ,eighths grade
students with cards which reminded students of evaluations they alight make or tactics they
might employ. The cards contained statements such as "People may not believe this;" "I
think this could be said more clearly," and "I'd better give an example." As students
revised sentence by sentence, the cards helped them to remember to address both local and
global issues. For each sentence, they were first to choose the most relevant cards, and
then, where appropriate, to revise.

Scardam2lia and Bereiter (1983) reported that these elementary and middle school
students had little trouble in mastering the procedure and generally reported that the cards
helped them to think about their writing; hOwever their revisions were not better in overall
quality than their original text Thus, it seemed that procedqralfacilitatioddid help them to
coordinate their revision skills. However, Scardamafia and Bereiter. (1983) observed thatwhen the students foundproblems, they lacked the.skills required to fmthem. Thus, the
advantages provided by plwedirral facilitation in recognizing problems were not translatedinto improved text. Procedural facilitation, then, appears to be a promising way to help
coordinate revision skills. However, unless all of the requisite skills are in place, it may not
result in improved texts.

A third source of difficulty in revision, and it is this difficulty that will be the focusof this paper, is inappropriate tssk definition. By task definition we mean the weaves
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understanding of what he or she is supposed to do when facing a writing task such as
revision. When teachers assign revision tasks, they typically hope that the students willdefine revision in the same way they do, that is, that their students will set the same goals,make use of the same procedures, and apply the same criteria for success. However,considerable evidence suggests that many freshmen students define revision verydifferently from their teachers.

A number of studies indicate thatmore skillful writers approach the task of revision
differently than do less skillful writers. Many researchers have found that inexperiencedwriters typically treat revision as a local task, that is, a task of changing words andsentences rather than of modifying the goals or organization of the text to meet criteria ofthe rhetorical situation. Stallard (1974) found that only 2.5% of twelfth grade students'
revisions were focused above the word and sentence level. Bridwell (1980) also found thatrelatively few of twelfth grade students' revisions were above the sentence level. In
contrast, more skillful %liters treat revision as a global task, that is, one concerned with the
purpose, the audience, and the overall organization of the text. This contrast is also seen inSornmers' (1980) study in which she found that freshnien college students"understand therevision process as a rewording activity.. . . they concentrate on particular words apartfrom their role in the text" (p. 381). Again, as in Bridwell's study, experienced writers(e.g., journalists, editors, and academics) focused on globat issues. Sommers (1980) notesthat they "describe their primary objectives when revising as finding the form or shape oftheir argument" (p. 384). That is, she found that experienced writers have a secondobjective, "a concern for their readership," that went beyond making local changes.Faigley and Wine (1981) supported Sommers' conclusions by finding that expert writerswere more likely to make global revisions and revisions that changed meaning than wereeither advanced students or inexperienced students. Most recently, Hayes, Flower,Schriver, Stratman, and Carey (1987) provided further confirmation for these observationsin a protocol study of college freshmen and of experienced writers (writing instructors andwriter-editors). They found that during revision the experienced writers were much morelikely than freshmen to adjust the text globally to the audience's needs and the author'soverall purpose. The freshmen, in contrast, tended to focus on changing individual wordsand sentences within the text.

Although it is clear that most freshmen approach the task of revision at a more locallevel than do more experienced writers, it isn't clear why they do so. One possibility is thatfreshmen have not yet acquired the skills necessary for handling global text problems andthat they revise locally because they can't do otherwise. Another possibility is thatfreshmen have the requisite skills to revise globally but that they have an inappropriate taskdefinition, that is, they have not defined revision as a task that requires attention to globalproblems. Results obtained by Matsuhashi and Gordon (1985) with basic college writersprovide some support for this possibility. These authors found that students who wereasked to "Add five things to your essay to improve it" did make more additions to theirtexts than students who were asked to "Revise your essay to improve it." Thus, thesestudents had the ability to add to their text even though they normally did not do so duringrevision. The authors argue that for basic writers, any additions very likely constitutedimprovements to their typically spare texts. However, since Matsuhashi and Gordon(1985) did not evaluate the quality of the texts before and after revision, it is not clear thatthe additions actually improved the texts.

The present study was designed to answer the question, "Can freshmen carry outglobal revision successfully if they are instructed to do so?" To give a positive answer tothis question we must demonstrate fffst, that students instructed to revise globally do moreglobal revision than student simply asked to revise, and second, that students instructed torevise globally produce better revisions than students simply asked to revise.

2
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The pedagogical attractiveness of modifying students' task definitions is that, if it
works, it can presumably yield improvement quickly and cost-effectively. That is, it may
cue students to use abilities that they: already possess. However, if it is to work, the
students must have both the underlying revisiowskills as well as the ability to coordinatethose sldlls. Whether or not typical college freshmen meet these two conditions is by nomeans obvious.

Briefly, our study asked two grorps of freshmen to revise a text provided by the
experimenters. One group was given eight minutes of instruction on how to revise
globally, and the other was simply asked to make the text better. Our primary aim was to
determine if freshmen students could revise globally if instructed to do so and if those
global revisions would result in improved texts.

METHOD

Participants

The participants in this study were 38 students enrolled in two entry-level college
writing courses at Carnegie Mellon University. The students were enrolled in the colleges
of Fine Arts, Engineering, and Humanides and Social Sciences.

Materials

The text to be revised was a 437-word description of the water treatment process(see Appendix A) intended to be used as a handout for high school students who tour awater treatment plant. The text, presented in 2 1/2 typewritten triple-spaced pages,included both global problems such as poor organization and poor adaptation to audienceconcerns and loeal problems such as errors in spelling, punctuation, diction, and
agreement.

Procedure

The study was conducted in two writing classes during the ninth week of a sixteen-week semester. Half of the students in each class were randomly assigned to the treatment
group; the other half served as the control group. The mean SAT verbal score for the
control group (532.2) was slightly higher than that for the treatment group (514.4).

After giving brief instructions about the nature of the study, an experimenter (notthe instructor for the come) asked the control students to go with another experimenter to avearby room to complete the experiment. The experimenters read the same, brief taskinstructions to both the experimental and control groups. These task instructions (seeAppendix B) informed students that they would have 30 minutes to revise a short text aboutthe operation of a water treauntnt plant so that it could ;)e used as alandout ft:high schoolstudents who tour the plant. The instructions (see Apt endix B) specifically cued studentsto revise so that the handout would be "clear, organized, easy to read, end free of errors."The instructions also directed students to mark deletions, additions, changes, andmovements of text in standard ways such that a typist could easily retype their revisedtexts.

After reading these instructions and asking for questions, the experimentersreminded the students that they had 30 minutes to complete their revisions and instructedthem to begin. *The students were informed when they had 15 minutes and 5 minutes
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remaining. For each of the experimental and control groups, the experiment was completed
within the 50-minute class period.

Procedures for the two groups were identical except that an experimenter presented
eight additional minutes of instruction to the treatment group on how to revise globally.
The instructor told students in the treatment group that the instruction would help them withtheir revision by showing them differences in the way experienced and inexperienced
writers revise. The experimenter illustrated the differ-nes using overhead transparenciesto compare revisions by an exprt writer and a novice writer on a task similar to the task for
this study. Ivlajor differences included:

basic approachThe more experienced writer focused on improving the whole
text; the less experienced writer searched through the text for errors.

basic procedureThe more experienced writer read through the entire text to
identify major problems before beginning to revise; the less experienced writerread through the text only once making changes sentence-by-sentence.

specific changesThe more experienced writer addressed global issues such asaudience, purpose, and overall organization; the less experienced writer
eliminated spelling, wordiness and grammar errors.

The eight minutes taken by the special instruction of the experimental groups was
approximately equal to the time it took to change rooms for the control groups.

RESULTS

Three separate analyses were conducted: a global revision analysis, a text qualityanalysis, and an error correction analysis. In all of these, the experimental treatment underwhich the revisions were produced was hidden from the judges.

The global revision analysis was conducted to determine if the 8 minutes ofexperimental instruction had, in fact, led students to do more globril revision. To make therevised texts easier for the raters to read, each text was retyped making all changesindicated by the writers. The retyped texts were spell-checked and proofread for accuracyagainst the writers' handwrittenrevisions. Two judges independently rank-ordered all 38revised texts for the extent to which they incorporated global revisions of the original text.The reliability of the raters was evaluated in two ways. The Spearman rank ordercorrelation between raters was .60, and Diedrich's (1974) top-quarter tetrachoriccorrelation yielded an adjusted agreement rate of .92. We used the Diedrich measure inaddition to the Spearman rank order correlation because of the peculiar distribution ofrevision activities across participants. Some revisors change the original text extensivelywhereas others change i very htde. Differences among the more extensive revisors arelarger and easier to agree on than differences among the less extensive revisors. Thus,measures such as Diedrich's, that focus on the more extensive revisors, will typically yieldhigher and, we hope, more informative indexes of reliability than will measures, such asthe Spearman correlation, which do not.

The global revision rankings averaged across the two judge., were significantlyhigher for students in the experimental group than for students in the control group at the.008 level I y Mann-Whitney test f1.1.90]. In fact, the seven highest ranks were allobtained by students in the treatment group.

4



To compare the quality of the revised texts, the second analysis compared the
tre:itment and control groups for the overall quality of the revised texts. Two additional
judges independently rank ordered the texts. The reliability of the raters was again
evaluated in two ways. The Spearman rank order correlation between raters was .53, and
Diemich's (1974) top-quarter tetrachoric correlation yielded an adjusted agreement rate of
. 86.

Similar to the results for global revision, the quality rankings, averaged across the
two judges, were significantly highek for students m the xperimental gioup than for
students in the control group at the .012 level by Mann-Vv ttimey test [U=94]. The six
highest ranks were all obtained by students in the treatment group. In additkon, the two
dependent measures, global revision and overall quality, are strongly related. The
Spearman rank correlation between th average global revision rankings and the average
quality rankings was .805.

100

Figure 1: Quality for
Experimental and Control Conditions

1-8 9-16 11-24 3148
Levels of Porformancri Grouped by Quality Rank

111 Experimental

Control

It is possible that the effect of the special instrucaons depended entirely on 6 or 8
participants who "get the tnessage" while the rest are unaffected; that is, the performance ofa few students in the ireaunent group could account for the significant difference between
the two groups of writers. If this were the case, we would expect the treatment group to
dominate the top rankings but to be relatively evenly distributed over the remainder of the
rankings. To explore this possibility, we divided the 38 quality rankings into five groups:ranks 1-8, 9-16, 17-24, 25-32, and 33-38. Figure 1 shows that for quality rating, theproportior of participants in the treatment gxoup declines steadily across the five rankswhile the opposite is true for the control group. For example, in the highest-rated group



(ranks 1 through 8) 75 percent of the participants were in the treatment group. Moving tithe right, the proportion of treatment greup participants decline. zneadily and neatly linearlyas quality decream Figure 2 indicates the same general trend for the global revision ratingalthough the rate of decline across ranks for the experimentalgroup is not as linear. Whilenoz conclusive, these results suggests that the instruction he1r54 most of the participants inthe treatment group to improve their perfezmance rather than Just a few.

Figure 2: Global Revision
for Experimental and Control groups

1-8 114'it -8848
Levels of Performance Grouped by Global Revblon Rank

Experimental

Control

The error correction analysis compared treatment and control grnups for thenumbers of word and sentence-level errors planted in the original texts that were notincluded in the revised texts. To conduct this analysis, a rater compared each of the revisedtexts (the participants' originals, not the retyped and spell-checked versions) against the sotof planted errors and judged whether the error had been either correctedOT eliminated. Toestablish reliability, asecond rater followed the same procedure for a 20 percent sample ofthe data. With approximately 15 minutes of training, the raters reached a direct matchagreement rate of .99. On the average, writers in the treatment group eliminated 10.3errors and writers in the control group, 8.8 errors. However, the difference was notsignificant by one-way analysis of variance. Thus, although we -might have expected thetreatment group to focus more on global problems than on local ones, neither groupeliminated significantly more of the planted errors from the text.

6
12



DISCUSSION

The most striking result of this study is thatme were able to próducea significant
inciease in global revision and in revigion qualityWitkjust,eitht-MiliuteslofinstrtiOpon.
Further, the improvement appeadttraffedt the stbat4Olitilation:senerallytathetthinjuit a
small-part of that population:- 'Thus,- at least-fon "elie-ooll;e0sttidents, Our manipulation
allowed them to tap revisian Skills that they alliadylhairOailable:2

Although this is good news, our restiltairinSebe 4ualified iti several Ways. First,
we have observed students revising text's- writteni.0-Others;-:Wnither Otir instruction would
help people reVising their oVin texts reMiii4ttii-t*ise.en2.- lecond; we believe: that
instruction to change talk definition ban lie,,,iffei0Ve:orittif the parti:Ciparits- already have
certai fundammtarevision skills and thi ability to thanageAbse skills Sin4the results
of Scardanvilfa md-Bereiter (1983) and'Bartlett(1981).SutOit thifthi.46,coificlitioos -may
not be mei in primr.ry school students, it wotild be tinwis0 to *nine that reStilia.sinitlar to
ours could be obtained in theinimary grades. Third, vie have mit-Shown tliatjherestilia.of
our instruction persist That is, we have not shoWn thaohe nekt-tiMeSIndentS
treatment group revise, they will do it any betterythan ilie dontroltronplke-have shown,
though, that the poieniial for doing- better is there. And,overilf:isinglOkesentatiton of the
instruction has only transitory effett, that isnot reason to be discourage& Because the
instruction is extremely inexpensive in instructional effort, students can be reminded
frequently about global revision without great cost

13
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Appendix A: Original Text
Lowell Water Treatment Facility

The following is a descriptiOwof die pxocess,by ,which water from the Merrimack
River is made potable at the Lowell Water Treatinentfaeility.

The Merrimack River water plimpedshi,r_itkiiitake station contains various particals.
Chlorine is added to the water io kill all pithOgenioX44eaie4ausinglorganismsbefore the
water is conveyed to the static inixer,;whiclible0,':dle:&*ritiletits to wsPecific degree of
uniformity, In addition; chemicals fike*Offilfial'Al(91%,areladded; the former adjust
the water pH to a satidactory level, which ia,needed for theireatinent process; the latter acts
as a coagulant. Coagulation is reduction Of net electrical repulsive forces at particle
surfaces. This process is required to facilitate flocculation in the next step.

Floccuhtion is when particals are aggregated by chemical bridging between
particals in cyder to increase there weight and size, and makes the next state
sedimentatioriposz-,rele.

Sedimentation is the removal of solid particals from a suspension through gravity
settling. The iiquid that has not been flocculated is run-out-to sludge lagoons and stored
there. The Menimack's water is brown because of varioua particali; the method Used to
clear it is sedimentation. The settling particals in sedinientation are the oneS that sink down
due to their weight Nonsettleable particals and other impurities axe remoVed by rapictsand
filters, which are extremely complicated. Theiraction can be described as consisting of a
combination of straining, flocculation, and sedimentation together.

The next step takes place in the activated charcoal filter where odor is removed from
the water by a vegetable carbon that has been heated in a special atmosphere consisting of
the components of CO2 and steam.

The fluoridation and post chlorination are done in the clear well. The amounts of
fluoride added is one unit of fluoride per 1,000,000 units of water, it is required for dental
care. Chlorine is re-added to the water after treatment has been completed to kill anyremaining surplus pathogenic organisms. After this stage, water is potable and is
transported and conveyed to pipelines.

The entire precess takes about 31 hours: 112 hour in the intake station and static
mixer; two-and-a-half hours in the flocculation basin; 4 hours in the sedimentation basin,
24 hours in the filters and clear well.

As the major water treatment plant in the region, the average daily production is 14
million gallons (MG), of which 12 MG is for consumption and ,2 MG is for storage. The
plant supplies water not only to Lowell but to neighboring communities like Chelmsford,Tewksbury, and Dracut.
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Appendix B: Directions

Your task for the next 30 minutes is to revise a shorttext about tin Lowell Water TreatmentPlant so that it can be used as a handout for the high school science students who tour theplant. When you've finished, the text should be clear, organized, easy to read, and free oferrors. Keep in mind that it will be used as a handout for high sctonl students.

Any changes that you make in the mxt should he clearly marked ..;o Pan a typist could easilyretype the text making your changes. The text that you will revise has been triple-spaced togive you room to make changes; you will also find blank papt in your packet should youneed it. Please use the following system for marking chnnges:

Deletions: To delete something from the original text, place an X through it.

Additions: To add something to the atiginal text, write it in close to its position in thetext and mark the exact position with an arrow. Should you wish to insert something thatyou have written on the blank paper into the original text, please place it in brackets (i.e.[ 1) and nuriber it (i.e. #1). Then simply place [01] at the appropriate place in the originaltext.

ChaKes: To change wording, spelling, punctnation, or capitalization mark out theappropriate word(s) or punctuation with an X and add the new word(s) or punctuation nearthe change.

Moves: To move soraething in the original te;xt, place brackets [ ] around it and use anarrow to indicate whete you wish it to be placed.

Please do not turn thispage until :nstructed to do so.
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