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ABSTRACT 

Peer editing is one of a number of editing techniques 

used by experienced writers. In recent years, it has been 

introduced into some elementary classrooms as part of the 

writlng process, but has not always resulted in either improved 

editing on the part of the editor nor improved writing on the 

part of the writer. This study deals with the peer editing 

behaviours of one class of Grade six public school students, as 

they edited and rewrote a standard text. Analysis of the results 

indicates the students in this group were much more concerned 

with the mechanics of writing than with the contents, and their 

peer-editing dealt almost entirely with error-correction. Some 

students attempted to give positive feedback to the writer, but 

their comments were vague and non-specific. Obvious deficiencies 

in the story were not pointed out to the wrlter. Further, when - 
the student editors themselves rewrote the material, only one 

made use of any editorial suggestions given to the writer in the 

course of editing. The others ignored their own suggestions and 

simply wrote a corrected copy of the story. This study suggests 

that students need more direction in editing process to help 

them become more effective in both peer-editing and 

self-editing. 
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INTRODUCTION 

There  is a  p o p u l a r  mythology c o n n e c t e d  w i t h  w r i t i n g .  The 

myth s u g g e s t s  t h a t  some p e o p l e  have  a  n a t u r a l  'way w i t h  words '  

o r  a  'knack f o r  w r i t i n g '  which a l l o w s  w r i t i n g  t o  happen 

e f f o r t l e s s l y .  Another  p a r t  of t h e  myth s u g g e s t s  t h a t  t h o s e  who 

have  t h i s  i n b o r n  a b i l i t y  need do l i t t l e  more t h a n  w a i t  f o r  

i n s p i r a t i o n  and t h e  p a r a g r a p h s  w i l l  f l o w  (F lower ,  1986; Young, 

1 9 8 0 ) .  Some of t h e  h a l l m a r k s  of good w r i t i n g  a r e  a  n a t u r a l  f low 

and s e a m l e s s n e s s ,  b u t  writers who p roduce  t h i s  s o r t  of w r i t i n g  

g e n e r a l l y  do n o t  p roduce  i t  e f f o r t l e s s l y ,  spend ing  a  g r e a t  d e a l  

more t i m e  e d i t i n g  and r e v i s i n g  t h a n  do less e x p e r i e n c g d  w r i t e r s  
C 

who produce  less p o l i s h e d  w r i t i n g  ( T a t e ,  1 9 8 1 ) .  

Good w r i t i n g  o f t e n  g i v e s  t h e  i m p r e s s i o n  of speech  w r i t t e n  

down, and i n  t h e  1 9 5 0 s ,  Harvard s t u d e n t s ,  among o t h e r s ,  were 

t a u g h t  t h a t  w r i t i n g  was s imply  an  e x t e n s i o n  of s p e e c h  ( M a i l e r ,  

1 9 8 1 ) .  Even t o d a y  a n o t i o n  p e r s i s t s  t h a t  t h e  a c i d  test of good 

w r i t i n g  is whether  i t  sounds  good when r e a d  a l o u d .  Good w r i t i n g  

may w e l l  have  t h e  r i n g  of s p e e c h ,  b u t  t h a t  r i n g  b e l i e s  t h e  

p r e c i s i o n  of  form and c o n s t r u c t i o n  which u n d e r l i e  i t .  

T h e  p r o d u c t i o n  of w r i t i n g  d i f f e r s  from t h e  p r o d u c t i o n  of 

speech  i n  many more ways t h a n  t h e  o b v i o u s  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  medium: 



speech is, of course, a linear process while writing offers 

recursive opportunities, but one seldom considered difference is 

the speed of production (I), which may influence the ability of 

a writer to capture thought. Further, variables of speech such 

as inflection, emphasis, tone, pace, volume, the addition of 

facial expression or body language which are commonly used to 

clarify or underscore a spoken message, are not available to 

writers. Writing can and does have subtleties of its own, such 

as graphics, format, and style of presentation, but these 

factors are rarely encountered in the literature on teaching 

written composition. 

Definition of terms 

One problem in discussing writing composition is the lack 

of unanimity in the use of writing terminology. For purposes of 
r 

this discussion the following definitions are used: 

'Editing' refers to reading text in search of those areas 

which can be improved by re-arranging or modifying the contents 

of the text. Editing may include making suggestions as to how 

those modifications may be made, may refer to strong points or 

well-written passages in the text, or may point out deficient or 

weak areas. Editing will not be used to refer to corrections in 

(1) Hand writing averages 25 wpm, keyboarding between 60 - 120 
wpm. Speech averages 160 - 180 wpm. The fastest recorded human 
speaker listed in the Guinness book of records achieved 560 wpm. 



the mechanics or conventions of the writing, such as paragraph 

indentation, spelling, etc. 

'Proofreading' refers to examining text for errors and 

accuracy: spelling mistakes, uniformity in numerical and other 

references, following a format correctly, and so on. 

'Revising' refers to alterating existing text content by 

either expanding on the material, clarifying the meaning of the 

existing text, deleting inappropriate material, adding new 

material or otherwise re-working text which already exists. 

'Rewriting' refers to creating a new piece of writing 

which may either paraphrase the original or begin again, but 

does not involve reworking the existing text. 

Three major categories of editing will be discussed: self 

editing, other editing, and peer editing. 

self editing is an evaluative process undertaken by the 

writer which may take place at any point in the writfng process 

and involves examining the writing with a critical eye, 

attempting to read it as others will read it. With experience, 

writers usually become more demanding self editors. Other 

editing is normally done by someone with more experience. In 

classroom editing, this person is usually the teacher. 

Peer editing is evaluation of text by a writer at the 

same writing level as the author. Peer editing now gaining 

wider acceptance in elementary schools differs from traditional 

writers' workshops in that it is usually done by inexperienced 

writers. 



In future, computer programmes may be able to edit 

writing but at present they perform only crude text corrections. 

Spell-checking programs only measure input against programmed 

lexicons and words not listed are rejected as incorrect. They 

are unable to recognize incorrect usage of correctly spelled 

words and the skills of human editors are required to recognize 

the aptness of particular words in particular contexts. 

Some writing programs record the numbers of words in 

sentences, alerting writers when sentences are either longer or 

shorter than average, but the computer can neither evaluate what 

it is scanning nor 'understand' that short or long sentences may 

intentionally be used for specific effects. While the use of 

computers in writing classrooms is increasing, the major focus 

of writing teachers remains with process, not technology. 

Role of Editing in Writinq Process - 
References to classroom editing often place it at the end 

of the writing process, as a sort of 'final step' in preparing 

writing for the reader. The notion of editing as the last step 

in writing may have stemmed from a widely quoted analysis of 

writing, the 'watershed' report of Rohman and Wlecke (1964) , 
which used the descriptors "pre-writing, writing, and rewriting" 

to separate the writing process into three components. Rohman 

and Wlecke's recognition of these phases in the writing process 

was probably not unique, and possibly only crystallized what 

many writers, teachers and researchers had already recognized. 

4 



But the 'pre-write, write and rewrite' description they used to 

refer to steps in the process, may also have been misinterpreted 

as an implication that rewriting was done only as the last 

stage, or the 'final step' in producing finished text. 

If writing is regarded as a linear process, which a 

pre-write, write and rewrite 'formula' might seem to imply, 

there could be a logical case made for teaching writing by 

formula: A produces B, which results in C and leads to an end 

product, D. But if writing is seen as a recursive process, in 

which there is no A, B or C, a linear formula would not work 

and, indeed, a formula approach does not produce good writing. 

Public perceptions of literacy and writing pedagogy 

During the past thirty years, (,I) much media attention 

has been given and continues to be given, to the problems of 

functional illiteracy, in both the United States and-Canada. 
C 

One response to this attention has been a search for ways 

to improve classroom writing, and this has involved a great deal 

of input from a great many sources. But teachers have at 

times found themselves caught in a tug-of-war of opinions. 

Attempts to make use of new pedagogy and new methodology and to 

(1) In 1955, Newsweek magazine published Why Johnny Can't Read. 

At intervals, tlie popular media has returned to the topic: the 

latest account is a 1988 survey sponsored and published by the 

Southam publishing chain, in six consecutive full-page features. 



apply new techniques and technology sometimes met resistance 

from parents, teachers, administrators and the general public. 

An early attempt at making writing more accessible to 

very young writers involved the Initial Teaching Alphabet (ITA), 

using simplified orthography rather than the traditional 

alphabet (Pitman, 1966). ITA appeared to offer a way of 

permitting students to concentrate on the message without being 

overly distracted by the medium. As students gained confidence 

and proficiency in writing and reading skills, a 'natural 

transition' was believed to take place, carrying students from 

ITA to traditional spelling. However, it was sometimes difficult 

to convince parents that these non- traditional products were 

effective in teaching students to write. 

One major objection to ITA was that students and 

teachers -had to learn two methods of spelling: first with ITA 

then with the traditional alphabet. What some educato~s saw as 

innovative was seen by others as the doubling of work loads. 

Discussions of writing and writing traditions appear to 

be one of the topics in education which carry more emotional 

baggage than almost any other. Adults discussing writing often 

appear to be inextricably caught up in childhood memories and 

schoolroom memories, along with writing memories. Nor is writing 

a discrete subject, but rather a very complex activity, 

involving as it does, spelling, grammar, handwriting, content, 

ownership, style, and at times, personal risk taking. 

One factor which appears to have received little 

6 



attention is that while proven ability as a writer is a 

requisite for most teachers of writing at post-secondary levels, 

teachers of writing in public schools have had "relatively 

little training in writing or in how to teach it" (Daniels, 

1985, p 15). In some cases writing appears to engender almost as 

much stress for public school teachers as it does for public 

school students (Gere, 1984; Gere and Smith, 1979). The lack of 

writing experience may not only affect the ways in which writing 

and editing are taught in elementary schools, but also account 

for some of the differences between the ways in which writing is 

taught at public school level and at post-secondary level. 

Attitudes toward editing 

Among experienced writers the process of editing and 

revising -is regarded as the point where the 'real' writing takes 

place (Donald Murray, 1968; Waldrep, 1985). Among inexperienced 

writers there appears to be, if not a reluctance to do any 

editing or revising, certainly a lack of understanding as to why 

editing or revising should be done and what it can accomplish. 

The problem is compounded by the fact that in many classrooms 

(and in many textbooks) editing and revising have been equated 

with error-correction. 

Error correction is, unfortunately, all-too-familiar 

ground to many parents, teachers and administrators and has 

become almost an entrenched part of writing instruction in the 



schools. It produces a measurable result which may appear in 

some instances to be regarded as 'proof' that something has been 

taught. 

The result appears to be that in some classrooms, while 

lip service is paid to the notion of editing, rewriting, and 

revision, students in fact may be doing none of these things, 

but rather, be involved in a didactic relationship in which the 

teacher tells, instructs or gives rules, and the student 

listens, absorbs and complies (Daniels, 1985, p 14). Given these 

circumstances, the possibility of effective modelling of the 

editing process or the formation of effective peer-editing 

groups appears to be slim, and indeed, the peer-editing process 

does sometimes appear to retain elements of the didactic 

relationship with the difference that the 'correcter' is now 

another student rather than the teacher. This type of writing 

relationship, be it with a teacher or another student,-may make 
C 

it difficult for students to escape what Stewig (1983) referred 

to as the 'writing two-step' of writing a draft, then correcting 

it. 

If student peers are correcting errors rather than 

editing writing, the anticipated improvements in writing quality 

and in editing skills will likely not materialize, and this may 

be what has happened in some classrooms where peer editing has 

been introduced but peer correcting has taken place. The result 

is often predictable: the enthusiasm of the teacher dims as one 

8 



more 'new' technique fails to produce the desired result, and 

the task of searching for and implementing yet another method of 

motivating and facilitating improvements in student writing 

begins again. 

Editing, whether self-editing, other editing, or peer 

editing, is recognized by experienced writers as the heart of 

the writing process. Ernest Hemingway was noted for his harsh 

editing and diligent rewriting. His daily output of between 800 

and 1,000 words was revised, edited and cut until it totalled 

just about 200 words (Murray, 1968). Hemingway is quoted as 

saying he rewrote the last page of Farewell to Arms 39 times, 

and when he was asked what the difficulty was, he replied: 

"Getting the words right.'' (Plimpton, 1963, p 222). 

Hemingway was looking for the right words, but students 

seem to-be looking for the correct words (Stewig, 1983). There 

is an essential difference between the two. - 
The possibility that peer editing often seemed to be 

concerned with correctness, rather than rightness, was the 

starting point for this study. 

Relatively few studies exist which deal with the subject 

of peer editing. Those which do usually describe the results of 

peer groups editing their own work (Benson, 1979; Carter, 1982; 

Christensen, 1982; Crowhurst, 1979a; Graves and Murray, 1980; 

Karengianes, 1981; Lamberg, 1980; B. Newman, 1980). As students 

were not editing the same material, it was difficult to compare 

9 



t h e i r  work o r  t o  i d e n t i f y  common d e n o m i n a t o r s  i n  t h e i r  e d i t i n g  

p r o c e s s e s .  For t h a t  r e a s o n ,  t h i s  s t u d y  examined t h e  p e e r  e d i t i n g  

p r o c e s s e s  of a  g roup  of s t u d e n t s  e d i t i n g  a  s t a n d a r d  t e x t  w r i t t e n  

by a  s t u d e n t  who, a l t h o u g h  n o t  a  member of t h e  c l a s s  b e i n g  

s t u d i e d ,  was of a p p r o x i m a t e l y  t h e  same a g e  and l i v e d  i n  t h e  same 

g e n e r a l  a r e a .  I t  was hoped t h e  use  of a  s t a n d a r d  t e x t  would make 

i t  p o s s i b l e  t o  make more d i r e c t  compar i sons  of t h e  e d i t i n g  done 

by members of  t h e  s t u d y  group.  

The s t u d y  was d e s i g n e d  t o  f o c u s  on o n l y  a  s m a l l  p a r t  of 

t h e  p e e r  e d i t i n g  p r o c e s s .  I t  under took t o  d i s c o v e r  whether  

s t u d e n t s  appeared  t o  b e  more concerned-  w i t h  o f f e r i n g  s u g g e s t i o n s  

which would a f f e c t  t h e  c o n t e n t  of t h e  t e x t ,  o r  w i t h  c o r r e c t i n g  

e r r o r s  i n  t h e  t e x t .  To t h i s  end ,  t h e  k i n d s  of s u g g e s t i o n s  made 

by s t u d e n t s  were s t u d i e d ,  and t h e  way i n  which t h e y  e d i t e d  t h e  

s t a n d a r d  t e x t  was examined i n  an  a t t e m p t  t o  d i s c o v e r  whether  

t h e r e  were any common d e n o m i n a t o r s  i n  t h e  p r o c e s s  and-, i f  s o ,  t o  

i d e n t i f y  them a s  c l e a r l y  a s  p o s s i b l e .  

A n a l y s i s  of t h e  work of t h e s e  s t u d e n t s  s u g g e s t s  s e v e r a l  

avenues  f o r  f u r t h e r  e x p l o r a t i o n  i n t o  t h e  ways i n  which p e e r  

e d i t i n g  is u n d e r t a k e n  and f o r  t e c h n i q u e s  which migh t  h e l p  p e e r  

e d i t o r s  become more e f f e c t i v e  i n  h e l p i n g  writers t o  I g e t  t h e  

words r i g h t .  ' 



CHAPTER TWO 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

"...I don't think it's possible to describe 
the creation of fiction. It's a very odd process, 
and if you begin to describe it, you begin to sound 
as though it were a mechanical process with the 
author as a transmitter and, of course, that's 
utter nonsense because it's not metaphysical." 

Mavis Gallant (1988). p. 36 

Research in Writina Process 

A 1960-61 publication of the (American) National Council 

of Teachers of English contained this comment on the instruction 

of writing skills at the elementary level: 

Study of the skills in writing has gone 
on since before the Civil War in this country 
and considerably longer in Europe. Composition 
has been studied as a whole; likewise the 
interdependent parts thereof have been subjected 
to analysis, experiment, and to evaluation. 
Indeed, it appears that somewhat more attention 
has been given to the mechanical aspects of writing 
than to the essential ones of invention or to 
children's basic motivation for writing.' 
(Burrows, 1961, p.5) 

Examination of writing composition texts and handbooks 

almost thirty years later shows that despite development of many 

new pedagogic techniques to help students improve their writing 

composition skills, the basic premise remains almost equally 

true: less emphasis appears to be placed on what students 

have to say, than on how they say it. (1) . 

(1) The compositional focus outlined in the B.C. Ministry of 
Education Curriculum Guide (1987) and the 1987 provincial 
examinations in English composition deals almost entirely with 
form and format. 

11 



Need for Standards 

While Burrows (1981) was expressing concern with the 

emphasis placed on the mechanics of writing, others were 

expressing concern with the ways in which some research had been 

undertaken in the field of writing composition. Edmund (1961) 

found much of the then-current research conflicting and 

inconclusive, with a good portion limited in terms of the major 

generalizations which one might derive from it. 

An analysis of the methodology used in some research in 

writing composition, undertaken by Braddock, Lloyd-Jones 

and Schoer (1963) found that many studies lacked either 

controls, a detached point of observation, a rigid definition of 

terminology, or a specific objective. It would be naive to 

suggest that all research done since that time has been 

impeccable, and equally careless to suggest that no research 
c 

undertaken prior to that date was sound. But it does suggest 

that regardless of whether research was done prior to or 

following Braddock, Lloyd-Jones and Schoer's study, the 

methodology of the research should be considered equally with 

the findings of the research. 

This is particularly true in the field of writing 

research, where at times, studies of similar topics appear to 

present wide variations in findings. This may in part be 

accounted for by inconsistent methodologies. 



An example of inconsistencies in findings may be noted by 

comparing studies dealing with correlation among the language 

arts skills of reading and writing. There appears to be a sense 

that high achievement in one language skill may be taken as an 

indicator of high ability ln all language skills. Good readers 

(an undefined term) could be expected to be good writers (also 

undefined), and vice versa, (Artey, Hildreth, Townsend, Beery 

and Bawson, 1954). This finding has been challenged on a number 

of occasions (Loban, 1976; Martin, 1955; Winter, 1957). 

Researchers today recognize that reading, writing and speaking 

behaviours demonstrated by students may be differentially 

influenced by a number of factors, such as socioeconomic 

background, peer group, school emphases and many others 

(Burrows, 1961; Clay, 1975; Hall, Moretz and Statom, 1976; 

Heath, 1980; King and Rentel, 1981; Stubbs, 1980). Further, one 

must weigh carefully any attempts to derive causations from 
c 

statistical correlations between the various language skills. 

While Birnbaum (1982) did indeed discover correlations between 

the reading habits and writing products of students, such 

correlations do not always indicate causes. 

The assumption persists that children who read a lot of 

good books are better writers than those who do not, and, as 

children who read many books often do appear to be better 

writers than children who read few books, it is tempting to seek 

connections between the two. Writing, however, can not be shown 



to be a product of reading. The relationship may relate instead 

to a home atmosphere where good books are readily available, 

reading and writing are modelled, and literacy and literature 

play important roles in everyday life. 

Differing perceptions of editinq 

The lack of definition in writing terminology creates 

major difficulties in comparing, contrasting and discussing 

various studies. Editing, for example, has been referred to as 

the outcome of exercises in correction (Braddock, 1963; Burrows, 

1961). This notion is representative of much of the earlier 

literature about composition process: editing is regarded as 

something to be done after all other aspects of writing have 

been tended to. 

Among experienced writers, however, simple correction of 

this sort is regarded as proof-reading. - 
The job of the editor is to ensure that a piece of 

writing is clear, complete and, if possible, interesting and 

that the writing is as free from error as possible (Canadian 

Press handbook, 1983). Professional editors usually leave major 

rewrites to the writer, but give very specific directions on how 

the writing might be improved. Professional editors regard 

over-editing as just as harmful to a story as under-editing, and 

a prime directive for editors is that major rewrites should not 

be attempted only because a story is not written the way the 
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editor would have written it (CP, 1983, p105). 

Clearly, editing is not regarded by professional editors 

in the same light as some researchers and many classroom 

teachers view it: as the outcome of an exercise in correction. 

The goal of the experienced editor is to help the writer achieve 

the best possible presentation of the material, in the writer's 

own style. The editor is usually looking behind the work in an 

attempt to see what the writer really wants to say, and finding 

ways to help the writer achieve that goal. In other words, 

looking below the surface of the page (Rohman, 1964). Regarding 

editing only as a process of error-correction lowers and limits 

the potential of editing, and diminishes imagination, curiosity, 

discovery, and speculation, by replacing a sense of 'wondering' 

with mundane adherence to sets of rules. 

A British Columbia Ministry of Education publication - The 

Young Writers Project (1983) notes that editing is often the - 
"most challenging stage of the writing process" for both the 

student writer and for the teacher, but convincing students of 

this is not easy. Traditional classroom interaction (the student 

writes, the teacher points out errors and the student corrects) 

does little to add challenge or excitement to writing. 

Complaining and proofreading, probably the two most widely 

practiced modes of teacher response to student writing, have 

turned out to be surpringly unhelplful and sometimes even 

damaging (Daniels, 1985, p 31) 
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~diting may be more important to the writing process than 

some educators might realize, and far from coming into play at 

the end of the writing process, editing skills may even be 

prerequisite to skills in writing (Lewes, 19881), and the 

teaching of pre-editing skills is only beginning to be explored 

(Beyer, 1979; Johannesson, 1982; Loyie-Philippsen, 1988). 

Variations in Editing 

There are many different kinds of writing, but whether 

the writing is edited for a commercial publication, an academic 

or other specialized journal, or a volume of poetry, the 

processes have much in common. Two major stages in editing 

undertaken by the writer are the internal editing done by the 

writer for the writer during the processes of exploration and 

discovery, and external editing, done by the writer for the 

reader, after the topic has been clarified in the writer's own - 
mind (Flower, Hayes et al, 1985). These steps may or may not be 

followed by peer-editing and/or other-editing. 

Revising, editing and rewriting are terms which have been 

used almost interchangeably throughout the literature, and 

between Braddock (1963) and Flower (1986), a generation of 

researchers used some 30 different terms to refer to text 

alterations. Flower and Hayes (1985, 1986) deal with text 

(1) In a personal letter to the writer, Lewes commented,'' in 

d short, good editing often precedes good writing. 
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alteration with a precision not previously demonstrated, using 

definitions which leave no room for confusion. Whether one 

agrees or disagrees with what they say, there is no doubt at all 

about what they are discussing. 

Editing, rewriting and revising appear to be regarded as 

much the same thing in many accounts in the literature, but 

Flower and Hayes (1984) see each of these as very precise, 

identifiably different functions. By providing those very 

precise definitions, they preclude the dilemmas created in 

earlier studies, articles and reports, when the reader was often 

left to guess at what exactly was meant by any particular 

reference. It is unfortunate that not all researchers have 

followed Flower and Hayest lead in providing such precise 

definitions for terminology used in their texts, as this move 

enables the reader to understand clearly the point under 

discussion. - 
The range of 'writing process' terminology may be 

demonstrated by examining some of the various usages of the word 

'revision'. Experienced writers do not always impute the same 

meaning to 'revision' as do teachers and students (Spear, 1982) , 
but use it in the sense of looking over the material again and 

questioning what they read: What is right with this? Is this 

logical? Is this connected? Is this exactly what I want to say? 

Will this be clear to the reader? Can I make it more effective? 

More easily understood? What can I build upon? 



Teachers and students, in contrast, often use revision 

in the sense of looking over the material again and asking: What 

is wrong with this? Is the spelling correct? Is punctuation 

correct? Is the grammar correct? Do short sentences need 

combining? (Spear, 1982) . 

What constitutes Good Writing? 

If there is a demonstrable lack of agreement regarding 

descriptors for the various stages in producing writing, there 

is a concomitant lack of definition concerning the 'goodness' or 

worth of the end product, and this may contribute to one of the 

major problems encountered in teaching writing: text evaluation. 

Mechanical aspects (spelling, grammar, and writing 

conventions) are measurable in the sense that there is usually 

an objective aspect allowing them to be categorized as being 

either correct or incorrect. But these are not the essential - 
factors in producing effective compositions. Good writing C 

demands much more than simply arrang ing properly spelled words 

in grammatically correct sentences and evaluation of the writing 

necessarily becomes more subjective. Perfectly correct writing 

can make perfectly dreadful reading. 

Writing as a Self-taught Skill 

Clarity of expression, density of material, flow, style, 

image-provoking strategies, and organization of material are all 
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important aspects of writing, but are neither easy to teach nor 

to evaluate. Murray (1968) referred to writing as a self-taught 

skill produced mainly by rewriting, and more often learned than 

taught. (1) If, as Elbow (l973), Murray (1968) and others insist, 

revising and rewriting are keys to good writing, the challenge 

must lie in finding ways to reveal those keys to students 

(Gundlach, 1982) . And while teachers seem to agree that 

revision and rewriting are worthwhile, there are no agreed-upon 

systems of evaluating either revision or rewriting (Bracewell, 

1978; Beach, 1986; Scardemalia and Bereiter, 1978; Ziv, 1984). 

No common agreement exists about what rewriting is (Braddock, 

1963; DellaPiana, 1978; Flower and Hayes, 1985, 1986; Murray, 

1968) much less on how to teach it. 

If, as Donald Murray (1978a) suggests, revising is one of 

the "least researched, least examined, least understood and 

(usually) least taughtt' areas in writing process, it also - 
appears to be viewed as one of the least creative, least 

enjoyable, and least worthwhile parts of the process (Calkins, 

1980a; Graves, 1975, 1979). A key to this attitude may lie in 

composition texts: a study of these manuals might lead one to 

(1) Sloan Wilson (1976) whose father founded the School of 

Journalism at New York University, claimed his father was 

always embarassed by students who thanked him, as he believed 

writing could not be taught, only learned (p. 39). 
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believe that good writing is little more than a process of 

elimination: remove/correct enough 'wrong' things from the text, 

and what remains must be 'right.' 

As has already been noted, the production of good writing 

is far more involved and proactive than a simple process of 

error correction, but in many cases, the writing of compositions 

appears to be taught and evaluated, at levels ranging from 

kindergarten through college, on the basis of error correction. 

Studies cited in an NCTE position statement (1984), and by Bonds 

(1980), Searle and Dillon (1980), and Ziv (1984) show that 

emphasis on error detection/correction is one of the factors 

which makes evaluation of writing so difficult. 

The problem is double edged: emphasis on correction, 

along with a lack of criteria poses a problem for teachers 

faced with evaluating the writing, and for students who, because 

they lack clearly defined standards against which to measure - 
their work, may be distracted by the temptation to undertake C 

surface corrections rather than consider text content. 

Traditional Teaching Methods 

One traditional method of instructing novice writers in 

the nuances of their craft is exposing them to classics in 

writing (Daugherty, 1984). But Rohman and Wlecke (1964) did not 

believe exposure to good prose was particularly effective as a 

teaching method. 
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If we train students how to recognize 
an example of good prose (the rhetoric 
of the finished word), we have not given 
them a basis on which to build their own 
writing abilities. All we have done, in 
fact, is to give them standards to judge 
the goodness of their finished effort. We 
have not really taught them how to make 
that effort. (Rohman and Wlecke, 1964, p. 17) 

Students soon learn what is important to the teachers who 

mark their work, and students who achieve the better marks often 

greatly valued (Butler, 1980; Bereiter and Scardamalia (1981). 

But while this may have a positive effect on student marks, it 

does not always improve their writing abilities or the quality 

of their writing. Teachers' marking at times appears to follow 

hidden agendas or make use of undisclosed criteria (S. Freedman, 

1984). The existance of these undisclosed criteria was suggested 

in a blind study involving experienced writers and regular 

students who completed the same classroom writing assignment. - 
Teachers marking the assignment were not made aware that 

non-student writers were participating in the project, ana the 

marking neither singled out the work of the experienced writers, 

nor rated it significantly higher than the student work (S. 

Freedman, 1984). 

This was an indication to the researchers that teachers 

may not necessarily have been marking only for the quality of 

the writing but rather, may have been measuring it against 

another set of stanuards of which the experienced writers were 

unaware. The researchers did not suggest what the identity of 
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those standards may have been and the teachers' criteria for 

marking were not explained. 

Two questions arise: how well would the professional 

writers have performed had they been aware of those criteria? 

How well would students have performed had they been able to 

write under conditions normally enjoyed by professional writers: 

free to choose subject matter, voice, genre, writing time and 

place? And, if the professional writers were able to write well 

without responding to the criteria used by the teachers, how 

important to the end result were they? What, then, were the 

teachers trying to teach? Did the marks they awarded truly 

reflect levels of achievement? If not, what were they marking? 

Similarities between Experienced and Novice Writers. 

The writing process of some very young writers appears to 

be strikingly similar to the process followed by many - 
experienced writers (Graves and Murray, 1980). In a joint C 

project which compared and analysed Murray's own work along with 

the work of students between the ages of six and nine years, 

Graves and Murray (1980) were able to demonstrate that both used 

writing for discovery, and that both worked in a sequence in 

which addition was the initial response, deletion was the second 

response, and reordering was the third response. Graves referred 

to this as the developmental order in which children learn 

revision. 



Another point of similarity between the two groups was 

the on-going nature of the editing, and the recursiveness of the 

work. Neither divided the material into discrete segments, but 

re-entered the work repeatedly, reviewing and/or rewriting it a 

number of times. 

Differences between experienced and novice writers 

There are many points of difference between experienced 

and novice writers: experienced writers take a global view of 

their work, novice writers take a word, phrase, or line-level 

view (Flower and Hayes, 1985, 1986;  raves and Murray, 1980; 
Hull, 1984; Sommers and McQuade, 1984) . Experienced writers use 
a number of problem-solving strategies, but novice writers often 

appear to have no idea how to solve problems or even in some 

cases that a problem exists (Flower and Hayes, 1985, 1986). The 

writing of experienced writers generally matches the mental 

image they have of it, but novices sometimes appear to believe - 
they have written something different to what appears on the C 

paper (Olson, 1977b). Perl (1978, 1979) demonstrated this belief 

in a study of miscue analysis, showing some inexperienced 

college writers who read their work aloud, read complete 

sentences where only partial sentences had been written. 

Incorrectly written word endings, plurals, past tenses, etc., 

were read correctly. Perl (1979, 1978) suggested student 

writer/readers may have been blinded to discrepancies between 

written and verbalized words by preoccupation with meaning. 

Experienced writers may be more accustomed to actually looking 
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at what they have written than inexperienced writers, who often 

appear to express their thoughts in a reduced form of writing. 

Per1 suggested these sorts of 'errors' may not have been made 

through ignorance, but rather through eagerness. This eagerness 

may continue to blind inexperienced writers during revision and 

editing, so they literally do not see digressions or gaps. 

Factors affecting performance 

Other factors which may lead to performance differences 

between experienced and inexperienced writers deal with the 

application of rules. Inexperienced writers at times apply rules 

incorrectly: they may apply the right rule wrongly, the wrong 

rule rightly, or may even apply non-existant or erroneous rules 

(Shaughnessy, 1977). Experienced writers, on the other hand, at 

times appear to ignore rules or create their' own rules 

(Daugherty, 1984; Taylor, 1984; Tchudi, 1983; Waldrep, 1985). 

Numerous interviews and anecdotal accounts focus on experienced - 
writers, revealing behaviours ranging from practical to C 

eccentric. The Paris Review, for instance, interviewed more than 

200 established writers on their writing. These wide-ranging 

interviews formed the basis for six volumes edited by George 

Plimpton (1963, 1967, 1976 and three others), revealing writers' 

literary habits, personal philosophies, discussions of peers, 

commentaries on world or local situations, and a number of other 

topics, and recounting a variety of idiosyncratic behaviours in 



various writing processes. Other accounts have dealt with the 

writing habits of post-secondary level teachers of writing 

(Tchudi, 1983; Waldrep, 1985) . 
These experienced writer/teachers noted quite seriously 

that they 'needed' such things as lined, yellow, legal-sized 

writing pads, pencils of a certain hardness, fountain or 

ball-point pens in particular colours of ink, specific makes or 

models of typewriters, certain kinds of word processors and 

programs, paticular light levels, sound levels, surface 

materials on desk or table tops, and so on (Waldrep, 1985). Yet 

while these idiosyncratic behaviours were viewed by individual 

writers as being of undeniable importance to their comfort 

level, there was no way of measuring what impact any of these 

factors may have on their actual writing processes. 

Defining this impact becomes a matter of concern if the 

behaviour of experienced writers is to be taken as a model by - 
inexperienced writers. Flower and Hayes (1981) warn that 

searching in the behaviours of experts for patterns can run the 

risk of following those patterns without understanding the 

motivation. Thus students who mimic the action of a writing 

model without understanding it may confuse the need for green 

ink and lined, yellow, legal-sized pages and the strains of 

Verdi's Four Seasons on the stereo with more important but less 



visible parts of the process, such as the connectedness, 

density, or organization of the writing and thus unwittingly 

create a parody of writing process (Flower and Hayes, 1981). 

Researchers note that there may exist as yet unsuspected 

problems dealing with student perceptions of the writing 

process. Petty (1984) drew attention to one area which he felt 

had been overlooked in research: the behaviour of literate 

non-writers. Petty believed attempts to establish reasons for 

non-writing behaviour might help provide insights into some of 

the problems experienced by novice writers, and a better 

understanding of the behaviour of literate non-writers might 

suggest strategies for improving the performance of minimal or 

reluctant writers. Another area of limited research which has 

received only scant attention from reviewers deals with literate 

blind or deaf students (Ewoldt, 1984; Gormley and Sarachan- 

Deily, 1982). Understanding how the writing processes of these - 
students differ from or conform to the writing processes of 

other students may provide additional insights into writing 

problems. 

Technology may also be affecting the ways in which 

writers write: word processors and computer terminals appear to 

offer many advantages to writers, but we do not yet know 

precisely how, or if, they influence either the writer or the 

writing (Papert, 1980). 



Studies of the Writing Process 

A classic approach in teaching students to generate 

writing is the three-stage process known as 'pre-write, write, 

and rewrite'. As noted, one of the early references in the 

literature to this particular process appears to have been made 

by Rohman and Wlecke (1964). Upon the paradigm of a plant, they 

imposed the concept of line (writing as a linear act) as a 

useful way of 'freezing' the growth pattern of the plant 

metaphor into a static yet structured whole which could then 

be analyzed point by point. Having in effect immobilized their 

specimen for study, they were then able to divide it into two 

main parts: that which occurs before words appear on the page, 

and that which takes place after words are written on a page. 

The former they called pre-writing, the latter would be further 

divided into writing and re-writing. 

Writing was more than a simple linear process, but it was - 
so complex and involved it could not be studied in a functioning C 

state, so Rohman and Wlecke's (1964) technique of immobilizing 

it allowed them to study the internal patterns in the writing. 

References to the linearity of their 'frozen' specimen, however, 

appear to have led to a belief that Rohman and Wlecke saw 

writing itself as a simple linear process, but by their own 

account they recognized that much in writing took place 'under 

the surface of the page'. 

D. Murray (1968) adopted a similar three part description 
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of the writing process, but used in his description the terms 

prevision, vision, and revision. Oddly, Murray's division of the 

writing process aid not appear to be regarded by researchers as 

linear, while Rohman and Wlecke's did. 

A number of researchers each evolved his or her own 

particular way of dividing the writing process (Bartlett, 1982; 

Belanger and Rodgers, 1983; Berkenkotter, 1984, Murray, 1968; 

Sherwood, 1980; Sommers and McQuade, 1984; Sudal, 1982) but in 

general, each of these descriptions acknowledged some form of 

activity prior to the physical writing process, the recursive 

nature of the writing process itself, and the provision of some 

method of altering what had been written. These views of the 

writing processes contrasted with earlier methods of teaching 

writing, which placed emphasis on the product of the writing, 

rather than on the process of the writing. writing-as-product 

teaching methodology customarily involved such techniques as - 
directed writing, rote writing, memorization and recopying, 

writing from dictation, and substitution writing, none of which 

is generally found in the writing-as-process teaching 

methodology. 

Donald Graves In the Classroom. 

Donald Graves (1975, 1979) has completed a number of 

studies which show that even very young children have something 

to say and can produce quite competent writing, given the 

opportunity to write on topics which are personally meaningful. 
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Graves is not only a noted researcher in the field of writing 

process, but is also a teacher of writing. Working with young 

children (and later, with teachers of young children) he 

demonstrated, as well as taught, writing. Whether done on large 

flip-sheets or on regular letter-slzed paper, his work was 

readily visible to the students he taught. His questions about 

the children's writing encouraged them to ask questions about 

his writing. Graves freely shared his writing with students in 

an attempt to de-mystify the writing process, and readily 

allowed children to see that he had changed his mind, had added 

to the writing, substituted, amplified, deleted and otherwise 

edited text (Walshe, 1983) . 
He did not refer to his work as 'wrong' nor to what he 

was doing as error correction, but rather as finding a different 

way of looking at a subject, a different way of expressing a 

thought, or a different way of connecting ideas. His - 
nonpejorative attitude was enabling for students, who were made 

free to edit and revise their work in an exploratory manner, 

making use of the potential for discovery provided by revision. 

Donald Graves at all times stressed the value of content 

and intention of the writing over conventions of composition. 

Donald Graves' writing process could have been the model 

for a description by another prolific writer and highly regarded 

teacher, Donald Murray (1978), whose comments about the writing 

process underscored the fluid nature of writing-in-progress. 
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The w r i t i n g  p r o c e s s  i s  t o o  e x p e r i m e n t a l  and 
e x p l o r a t o r y  t o  b e  c o n t a i n e d  i n  a r i g i d  
d e f i n i t i o n ;  wri ters  move back and f o r t h  
th rough  a l l  s t a g e s  of  t h e  w r i t i n g  p r o c e s e s  a s  
t h e y  s e a r c h  f o r  meaning and t h e n  a t t e m p t  t o  
I t  is a l s o  t r u e  t h a t  most  writers d o  n o t  d e f i n e ,  
d e s c r i b e ,  o r  p o s s i b l y  even u n d e r s t a n d  t h e  
w r i t i n g  p r o c e s s .  T h e r e ' s  no r e a s o n  f o r  them t o  
know what t h e y  a r e  do ing  i f  t h e y  d o  i t  w e l l ,  any 
more t h a n  w e  need t o  know grammat ica l  terms i f  
w e  speak  and wri te  c l e a r l y .  ( p  86)  

Graves '  young wri ters  d i d  n o t ,  of  c o u r s e ,  u n d e r s t a n d  what 

t h e y  were d o i n g  i n  t h e  s e n s e  t h a t  t h e y  were a b l e  t o  l a b e l  t h e i r  

a c t i o n s  o r  p r o v i d e  p r o c e s s  f l o w c h a r t s ,  b u t  w i t h  c o n s t r u c t i v e  

encouragement ,  t h e  s t u d e n t s  were a b l e  t o  wri te  i n  a  f r e s h ,  

v i g o r o u s  and e n t h u s i a s t i c  manner,  More t o  t h e  p o i n t ,  t h e y  a l s o  

e d i t e d  and r e v i s e d  t h e i r  own work, and i n d e p e n d e n t l y  under took  

t h e  r e w r i t i n g  o f  m a t e r i a l  a s  t h e y  f e l t  i t  was r e q u i r e d .  These 

young writers c o n t r a s t e d  s t r o n g l y  w i t h  t h e  s t u d e n t s  obse rved  by 

Rohman and Wlecke  (1964)  who appeared  t o  ' t u c k  away' t h e i r  own - 
s e n s e  o f  r e a l i t y  a s  p e r s o n s  and "echo a l l  t h e  p a t  p h r a s e s  of 

t h e i r  c u l t u r e  i n  e s s e n t i a l l y  m e a n i n g l e s s  combinat ion ."  Rohman 

and Wlecke (1964)  b e l i e v e d  t h a t  

... b o t h  o u r  c u l t u r e  and our  p e d a g o g i c a l  
methods have  encouraged o t h e r - d i r e c t e d  
s e l f -  images which h i n d e r  ( s e l f - a f  f  i r m a t i v e )  
w r i t i n g  and which,  i n  f a c t ,  h i n d e r  any k i n d  
of  w r i t i n g .  A s  a  r e s u l t ,  w e  have  a l m o s t  a  
n a t i o n a l  n e u r o s i s  a b o u t  w r i t i n g  w i t h  no 
o b j e c t  f o r  our  a n x i e t y  e x c e p t  a  vague and 
i n c r e a s i n g l y  d i s c r e d i t e d  code  o f  
' c o r r e c t n e s s ' .  A s  one  i s  e x p e c t e d  t o  write 
a c c e p t a b l e  grammar, and a s  one i s  e x p e c t e d  
t o  choose  a c c e p t a b l e  d i c t i o n ,  s o  one is 
e x p e c t e d  t o  t h i n k  a c c e p t a b l e  t h o u g h t s  and 
f e e l  a c c e p t a b l e  f e e l i n g s .  ( p .  2 2 )  



~ n a l y s i s  and o b s e r v a t i o n  

The p r a c t i c e  of  a n a l y z i n g  t h e  p r o d u c t  o f  w r i t i n g  h a s  been 

q u e s t i o n e d  by some r e s e a r c h e r s ,  who b e l i e v e  t h e  f o c u s  of  

r e s e a r c h  s h o u l d  be  on w r i t i n g  b e h a v i o u r s  r a t h e r  t h a n  p r o d u c t s  

(Melas ,  1974; P e t t y ,  1984; Sawkins,  1970; S t a l l a r d ,  1 9 7 4 ) .  To 

d a t e ,  no method h a s  been found which w i l l  p e r m i t  r e s e a r c h e r s  t o  

r e c o r d  t h e  m u l t i v a r i a t e  i n f l u e n c e s ,  b o t h  o v e r t  and c o v e r t ,  which 

a f f e c t  w r i t e r s  a s  t h e y  work. 'Th ink-a loud '  p r o t o c o l  s t u d i e s  c a n  

r e c o r d  what t h e  writer s a y s ,  b u t  n o t  t h e  a c t u a l  t h o u g h t s  which 

a r e  t a k i n g  p l a c e  a s  h e  o r  s h e  writes.  S i m i l a r l y ,  t h e  r e s e a r c h e r  

c a n  o b s e r v e  t h e  w r i t i n g  p r o c e s s ,  n o t e  v a r i o u s  b e h a v i o u r s  a s  t h e y  

happen,  and a n a l y s e  t h e  r e s u l t s  of  t h o s e  b e h a v i o u r s ,  b u t  c a n  n o t  

be p r i v y  t o  t h e  i m p u l s e s  which g e n e r a t e d  them. 

Given t h e  wide r a n g e  of  f a c t o r s  i n f l u e n c i n g  t h e  writer a t  

any g i v e n - p o i n t  i n  t h e  w r i t i n g  p r o c e s s ,  one  must  q u e s t i o n  

whether  t h e  a d d i t i o n  o f  one  more i n f l u e n c e ,  t h e  p r e s e n c e  o f  a  - 
r e s e a r c h e r ,  may n o t  a f f e c t  t h e  r e s u l t s  o b t a i n e d  by t h a t  

r e s e a r c h e r .  The writer  who c h e r i s h e s  s o l i t u d e  may f i n d  t h e  

s i m p l e  p r e s e n c e  of a n o t h e r  p e r s o n  t o  b e  d i s r u p t i v e ,  and t h a t  

d i s r u p t i o n  may a f f e c t  t h e  w r i t i n g  p r o c e s s  of  t h a t  writer .  Flower 

(1985) is  one  o f  t h e  few r e s e a r c h e r s  t o  even a l l u d e  t o  t h e  

p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  s u b t l e  a l t e r a t i o n s  i n  t h e  w r i t i n g  may t a k e  

p l a c e  b e c a u s e  of t h e  r e s e a r c h  p r o c e s s .  Flower (1985) b e l i v e s  

t h a t  writers who a r e  a sked  t o  comment on work d u r i n g  t h e  a c t u a l  

p r o c e s s  of w r i t i n g  a r e  n o t  d i s t u r b e d  by t h i s  p rocedure .  



No r e f e r e n c e  h a s  been made t o  t h e  p o s s i b l e  e f f e c t  on t h e  

work of  an  a u t h o r  who p r e f e r s  w r i t i n g  w i t h  a  2B p e n c i l  on l i n e d  

s h e e t s  of  l e g a l - s i z e d  y e l l o w  p a p e r ,  b u t ,  f o r  r e s e a r c h  p u r p o s e s ,  

h a s  a g r e e d  i n s t e a d  t o  u s e  a n  e lec t r ic  s t y l u s  on a  s e n s i t i z e d  

e l e c t r o n i c  pad. Does awareness  of  t h e  t a p e  r e c o r d e r  f a i t h f u l l y  

c a p t u r i n g  t h e  words o f  a  writer a s  h e  o r  s h e  writes a f f e c t  t h e  

pe r fo rmance  of  t h a t  w r i t e r ?  Does t h e  p r e s e n c e  of  a  v i d e o  camera 

a c t u a l l y  a b l e  t o  c o n c e n t r a t e  f u l l y  on t h e  t a s k  a t  hand i f  he  o r  

s h e  is a l s o  v e r b a l i z i n g  t h e  p r o c e s s  -- o r  i s  t h e  w r i t e r  pay ing  

a t  l e a s t  some a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  t a s k  of o b s e r v i n g  t h e  p r o c e s s ,  

and t h e r e b y  i n  some undef ined  way, a l t e r i n g  i t ?  These a r e  

i m p o r t a n t  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s ,  b e c a u s e  t e c h n o l o g y  i s  more and more 

o f t e n  b e i n g  i n t r o d u c e d  i n t o  t h e  r e s e a r c h  p r o c e s s  ( B e c h t e l ,  1979;  

Crowley,  1981; and o t h e r s )  and w h i l e  t h e s e  t e c h n o l o g i c a l  t o o l s  

have  t h e  r e a s s u r i n g  q u a l i t y  o f  ( somet imes)  p roduc ing  m e a s u r a b l e  - 
r e s u l t s ,  one must a l s o  c o n s i d e r  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  r e s u l t s  may 

be  i n f l u e n c e d ,  s u b t l y  and/or  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  by t h e  v e r y  

mechanisms set i n  p l a c e  t o  measure  them. 

Changes i n  P e d a g o g i c a l  Methodology 

I n  r e c e n t  y e a r s ,  numbers of  t e a c h e r s  have  acknowledged 

t h a t  t e a c h i n g  w r i t i n g  p r o c e s s  i s  more e f f e c t i v e  t h a n  t e a c h i n g  

p r o d u c t  ( B u t l e r ,  1983)  and t h a t  freedom is e s s e n t i a l  t o  

development  o f  a  c h i l d ' s  w r i t i n g  (D.  Graves ,  1979,  1975,  1 9 7 3 ) .  
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. ..the idea that students should be able to . . . 
generate an exuberance of ideas accords well 
with our understanding of children's creativity 
and the building of a child's self-concept through 
the expression of personal experiences, feelings 
and values (Butler, 1983) . 

While some teachers may have accepted these ideas, there 

appears, at times, to be a guerilla movement going on in writing 

pedagogy, with 'underground' writing produced in the classroom 

eyes of administrators and parents" (Butler, 1983) who may be 

dismayed by the messiness and untidiness of students' ideas 

"discovered in a rush of excitement" 

Discovery and Prewriting 

Along with previously noted studies revealing differences 

between the ways in which experienced and novice writers handle 

writing is the finding that inexperienced writers do not seem to 

share a sense of writing as discovery (N. Sommers, l98O), and in the 

revision process often fail to see incongruities which exist between 
C 

their intention and their execution (Sommers, 1980). 

Pre-writing appears to be more intense and more meaningful 

for experienced writers than for the inexperienced writer: editing 

and revising, according to anecdotal accounts by experienced writers , 

begin long before the writing stage begins. Except for classroom 

situations, there appears to be no great rush to capture ideas on 

paper. Instead, experienced writers appear to have a need for time 

to 'mull over' ideas and let them simmer on a back burner while 

they proceed with other tasks. The classroom writer, on the other 
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hand, often appears to regard the pre-writing period as a time 

concerned only with the gathering of ideas in an effort to find 

something to write about, and once an idea has been identified, 

immediately begins to write about it. 

Experienced writers, however, appear to require time for 

letting ideas 'bounce around' in the back of their heads 

(Bartolomae, 1985) or simply stopping to sit and think (Bloom, 

1985) before beginning to write. Some steep themselves in their 

subject, letting the material stew in their subconscious before 

writing (Corbett, 1985) before seeing how it looks on a page or 

testlng it against the original thought (R. Graves, 1984) . 
Experienced writers appear to be aware of the importance of 

prewriting for beginning writers, but feel they, themselves, 

perform prewriting chores intuitively as part of their daily 

lives (D.- Murray, 1968, Phelps, 1985), composing without 

conscious effort and banking this pre-composed material to be 

drawn upon when needed (Brent, 1985). They sometimes refer to 

writing as being first of all an internal act, in which solitude 

and reflection are as important as word processors (R. Graves, 

1984). 

Writers describing their own writing processes use 

interesting analogies: along with process terminology, they 

borrow terms from the kitchen, the crafts, and the arts, thus 

writing has been variously described as a process in which ideas 

are sketched out, roughed out, fitted together, then fermented, 

stewed or simmered before they become ready for use (Guth 1985). 
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Exper ienced  wri ters  a r e  n o t  a lways  a n a l y t i c a l  a b o u t  t h e i r  

w r i t i n g ,  w i t h  some a v e r r i n g  t h e y  d o n ' t  know where t h e  words come 

from, much less where t h e  i d e a s  come from (Knoblach,  1 9 8 5 ) .  Some 

may a t t e m p t  t o  d e l i b e r a t e l y  s t a r t  t h e  i n t e r n a l  e d i t i n g  p r o c e s s  

o r  ' g e t  t h e  j u i c e s  f l o w i n g '  ( a  f r e q u e n t l y  used t e r m )  by f i r s t  

d o i n g  mundane, r o u t i n e  work s u c h  a s  i n t e r n a l  e d i t i n g  o r  m e n t a l  

r e h e a r s a l  ( L u n s f o r d ,  1 9 8 5 ) ,  l i k e n i n g  t h i s  p a r t  of  t h e  p r o c e s s  t o  

"menta l  jogging"  (Lloyd-Jones ,  1985)  . The p r e - w r i t i n g  phase  

a p p e a r s  t o  b e  commonly acknowledged among e x p e r i e n c e d  w r i t e r s  

(Milic, 1 9 8 5 ) .  

B e f o r e  I wr i te ,  I  w r i t e  i n  my mind. 
The more d i f f i c u l t  and complex t h e  
w r i t i n g ,  t h e  more t i m e  I need t o  t h i n k  
b e f o r e  I write.  ... While I walk ,  d r i v e ,  
s w i m  and e x e r c i s e ,  I am t h i n k i n g ,  p l a n n i n g ,  
w r i t i n g .  I wri te ,  r e v i s e ,  rewrite, a g o n i z e ,  
d e s p a i r ,  g i v e  up, o n l y  t o  s t a r t  a l l  over  
a g a i n ,  and a l l  t h i s  b e f o r e  I even b e g i n  t o  
p u t  words on p a p e r  ( L u t z ,  1 9 8 5 ) .  

While  some w r i t e r s  " c o l l e c t  and mul l "  b e f o r e  w r i t i n g  

(Donald Murray, 1985)  o t h e r s  l i t e r a l l y  v i s u a l i z e  t h e  w r i t i n g  

( P a t r i c i a  Murray, 1 9 8 5 ) ,  s e e i n g  words,  p h r a s e s ,  s e n t e n c e s ,  and 

p a r a g r a p h s  t a k e  shape  on s c r e e n s  i n s i d e  t h e i r  heads .  

Tchudi  (1985) r e f e r s  t o  a  "Write I d e a "  which sounds  

v e r y  much l i k e  t h e  s t e r e o t y p i c a l  l i g h t  b u l b  i n  t h e  b r a i n  o f t e n  

used by c a r t o o n i s t s  t o  d e n o t e  i n s p i r a t i o n .  However, Tchudi 

n o t e s  t h a t  c o n s i d e r a b l e  i n c u b a t i o n  g o e s  on b e f o r e  t h e  l i g h t  b u l b  

a p p e a r s .  



Some mental writing consists not in figuring out what the 

writer wants to write before clothing thoughts in words but in 

letting ideas happen, letting them 'spark' each other, and 

listening to voices speaking dialogue (Warnock, 1985). Warnock 

says her head is "always working on a current project" and this 

inner writing seems to enrich her life (Warnock, 1985). Others 

literally visualize work in their mind, tacking up a theme or 

topic on a mental wall and "walking around it, pondering, 

thinking" (Weathers, 1985). 

while a number of writers freely discussed what was 

involved in their own writing: prewriting, internal editing, 

writing, self-editing, revising, re-editing, rewriting -- few 
expressed even minimal concern with the conventions of writing 

and grammar during the generative phases of their work. They 

were concerned firstly with the wider idea -- with the 
possibilities inherent in the original notion -- and ggve only 
passing attention to 'correcting' work while it was in progress. 

One may argue that the grammar and spelling of 

experienced writers is likely on a higher level of correctness 

than that of novice writers, and this is probably true, but the 

point must be made that even when experienced writers did make 

errors in spelling or grammar during the early stages of 

writing, there was no reflection of a sense of concern with the 

correctness of the mechanical aspects of writing. Exploration, 

internal editing or discovery was of paramount importance. The 

descriptions provided by experienced writers dealing with 
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their own working processes and text revisions clearly reveal 

that the global aspects of their work were of primary 

importance, and conventions of writing at this stage were given 

only passing attention (Waldrep, 1985; Daugherty, 1984). This 

prioritization is exactly opposite to that demonstrated by the 

inexperienced writer. (Flower and Hayes, 1981a, 1985, 1986). 

One other point of difference is that experienced writers 

often seem able to solve problems by drawing on stored problem 

representations containing not only a conventional definition of 

the situation, audience, and the writer's purpose, but also 

including quite detailed information about solutions, even down 

to appropriate tone and phrases (Flower and Hayes, 1980). This 

type of reference bank may account for the ability of "in-house" 

writers to deal quickly and easily with formula writing, while 

sometimes- experiencing difficulty in dealing with new material: 

they have stored such a wide range of strategies it may 

sometimes be difficult for them to decide which of these 

strategies will be the most appropriate (Applebee, 1984). 

Another of the more evident differences between 

experienced and inexperienced writers is that experienced 

writers, who appear to have internalized a series of markers, or 

a sixth sense which indicates when 'something' needs revising, 

seem to more easily recognize a need for editing than do 

inexperienced writers, who do not appear to have developed that 

awareness or sensitivity. 



I n t e r n a l  and e x t e r n a l  e d i t i n g  

A s  h a s  been n o t e d ,  e x p e r i e n c e d  w r i t e r s  make u s e  of  

s e v e r a l  d i f f e r e n t  t y p e s  of  e d i t i n g :  i n t e r n a l  e d i t i n g ,  which 

h e l p s  t o  p r o v i d e  b o t h  f o c u s  and framework (Flower  and Hayes, 

1986. See F i g .  1) and which may t a k e  p l a c e  b e f o r e  o r  a f t e r  words 

a r e  p l a c e d  on p a p e r ;  s e l f - e d i t i n g ,  which a l l o w s  t h e  writer  t o  

t a k e  t h e  s t a n c e  of t h e  r e a d e r ;  and e x t e r n a l  e d i t i n g ,  done  by a  

p r o f e s s i o n a l  e d i t o r ,  a  c o l l e a g u e ,  o r  some o t h e r  p e r s o n  ( D .  

Murray, 1978a,  1 9 7 8 b ) .  

Exper ienced writers a c c e p t  and r e c o g n i z e  t h e  v a l u e  of  

e x t e r n a l  e d i t i n g ,  b u t  t h e  s t u d e n t  wr i t e r ' s  most  u s u a l  e d i t o r  is  

t h e  t e a c h e r  and most s t u d e n t s  appear  t o  view t e a c h e r s '  comments 

on p a p e r s  a s  a  form of  punishment  ( L e w e s ,  1 9 8 1 ) .  Whatever t h e  

r e a s o n  f o r  t h i s  p e r c e p t i o n ,  i t  d o e s  n o t  s u g g e s t  t h a t  s t u d e n t s  

r e g a r d  t e a c h e r s  a s  u s e f u l  r o l e  models  f o r  t h e  w r i t i n g  p r o c e s s ,  

nor  do s t u d e n t s  a p p e a r  t o  r e g a r d  t e a c h e r s '  c o n t r i b u t i o n s  a s  

h e l p f u l  i n  t h e  w r i t i n g  p r o c e s s .  C 

The aim of t e a c h e r  e d i t i n g  is u s u a l l y  two-fold :  f i r s t l y  

t o  improve t h e  work i n  hand,  and s e c o n d l y  t o  h e l p  t h e  s t u d e n t  

w r i t e r  improve h i s  o r  h e r  s e l f - e d i t i n g  s k i l l s .  There  a r e  s e r i o u s  

i m p l i c a t i o n s  f o r  t e a c h i n g  i n  t h e  c o n c e p t  of i n t e r n a l  e d i t i n g ,  

n o t  t h e  l e a s t  of which is t h e  n o t i o n  t h a t  a r t i c u l a t e ,  v e r b a l ,  

g l i b  s t u d e n t s  who a r e  c u s t o m a r i l y  over- rewarded f o r  f i r s t - d r a f t  

w r i t i n g  may b e  " r e l e a s e d  from t h e  p r i s o n  of  p r a i s e  and h i g h  

g r a d e s  and encouraged t o  write much better" ( D .  Murray, 1 9 7 8 a ) .  
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Editing skills do not often appear to be taught to 

student writers however, possibly because they seem to be 

unconscious (automatic) processes which may not require teaching 

(Christensen, 1982). 

Internal editing plays an important and little understood 

role in writing (Rohman, 1964) and this phase of the writing 

process is quite different from the correcting, or proofreading 

mode, which occurs much later in the process (Britton, 1975; D. 

Murray, 1978a). If external editing which at least offers a 

visible product, is difficult to teach, how much more difficult 

must it be for the teacher to explain to students an undertaking 

which is invisible in the composition process, unrecognized in 

the writing process, and unrewarded in the marking process? 

Internal editing, or 'shaping at the point of utterance' 

was regarded by Britton (1978) as a crucial aspect of writing. 

(Results of experiments) were consistent - 
with the belief that we focus on the end 
in view, shaping the utterance as we write; 
and when a seam is 'played out' or we are 
interrupted, we get started again by 
reading what we have written, running along 
the tracks we have laid down. (Britton, 1978, 
p. 24). 

Internal editing may be related to what Flower (1986) 

recognizes as writer-based prose -- a sort of interior monologue 
created by the writer, which may include intuited but 

unarticulated connections. The writer then converts this 

'saturated language' into ideas which may be communicated 

to others, as reader-based prose (Flower, 1986). 



Internal editing is a valuable part of the discovery 

process, during which the writer may investigate, try out, test, 

challenge and manipulate ideas. And, as the writing process is 

not divided into small, discrete compartments but interconnects 

and overlaps, internal editing becomes not an activity which 

happens solely in the compartment marked 'internal editing' but 

one which intertwines with external editing as well. Both in 

self-editing and peer editing, this discovery phase may even 

help reveal opportunities for development which could lead 

away from the original direction of the writing (Rossi, 1982; 

D. Murray, 1978a). 

There is another important area of editing: external 

editing, or editing performed by some other person. This usually 

falls into one of two categories: the editing performed by an 

editor distanced from the writer (usually by authority or 

experience, as in the cases of professional editors or 

teacher-edi tors) or editing per formed by peers. 

In recent years, peer editing has been given an 

increasingly important role in writing process in the classroom 

and is a technique which many teachers have attempted to 

introduce. The subject of peer editing will be dealt with at 

length in the next chapter. 

How Much is 'Enough' Editing? 

One area which often seems to proviae difficulty for the 

inexperienced writer (and for those who teach inexperienced 
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writers), is the question of how much revision is required in 

any given piece of text. Inexperienced writers are often 

accustomed to the 'writing two-step': write a draft, submit it 

for marking, then re-wr i te to accommodate any corrections 

(Stewig, 1983). This single-draft, single-revision approach is 

far removed from the editing habits of experienced writers. 

Inexperienced writers' involvement in editing and 

revising appears often to depend upon a number of factors, most 

of which are externally controlled: Is the work authentic or 

inauthentic? What is the purpose of the work? How much time is 

allowed for the work? Why has the teacher assigned the work? 

What are the criteria to be met? What mark is required to pass? 

(Flower, 1986; Fulwiler, 1982; D. Murray, 1978a). In many cases, 

it appears the point for teachers is not teaching students to 

recognize-when sufficient editing and revision has been done, 

but encouraging students to get something down on paper in the 

first place (Paulsen 1984). 

There may be other reasons as well why students feel a 

single revision is sufficient: writing apprehension, which can 

have a measurable impact on student performance, may inhibit 

performance (Daly and Miller, 1975). An overwhelming fear of 

error dominates the minds of some students, to the detriment of 

any creative thought (Shaughnessy, 1977). Even the student who 

is not affected by writing apprehension may be inhibited by 

teaching that is so meticulous in detail that little room is 



l e f t  f o r  s t u d e n t - i n i t i a t e d  e x p e r i m e n t a t i o n  o r  c r e a t i v i t y  

(Holdaway,  1979)  . 
Lack o f  e x p e r i e n c e  combined w i t h  l a c k  o f  w r i t i n g  r o l e  

m o d e l s  may b e  a n o t h e r  c o n t r i b u t o r y  f a c t o r .  C r o w h u r s t  (1983 ,  

1 9 7 9 b ) ,  B u t l e r  ( 1 9 8 0 )  and o t h e r s  h a v e  commented on t h e  b e l i e f s  

e x p r e s s e d  by  s t u d e n t s  t h a t  good writers know how t o  wri te ,  and 

t h e r e f o r e  d o  n o t  h a v e  t o  e d i t  and  rewrite a t  a l l ,  a l t h o u g h  t h e y  

may g o  t h r o u g h  one  f i n a l  r e a d i n g  t o  c h e c k  f o r  s p e l l i n g  e r r o r s .  

C r o w h u r s t  (1983 ,  1 9 7 9 )  n o t e d  t h a t  t h i s  b e l i e f  was g e n e r a l  among 

s t u d e n t s  i n  e l e m e n t a r y  g r a d e s  and  o f t e n  p e r s i s t e d  up t o  and  

i n c l u d i n g  s e n i o r  s e c o n d a r y  l e v e l .  

TV i n t e r v i e w e r  and p e r f o r m e r  J o a n  R i v e r s  ( l 9 8 5 ) ,  a  

B a r n a r d  C o l l e g e  g r a d u a t e  w i t h  a  m a j o r  i n  E n g l i s h  l i t e r a t u r e ,  

g i v e s  a n  example  o f  t h i s  b e l i e f  when s h e  d i s c u s s e s  h e r  r e a c t i o n  

w h i l e  w a t c h i n g  pre-Broadway t r y o u t s  o f  T e n n e s s e e  W i l l i a m s '  - The 

N i g h t  o f  t h e  I g u a n a .  R i v e r s  was "mesmer ized  t o  see a  b i g ,  

l u m b e r i n g  p l a y  b e i n g  r e d o n e  -- whole  c h u n k s  p u l l e d  o u t ,  s p e e c h e s  C 

r e w r i t t e n ,  d i r e c t i o n s  changed.. . ' '  a d d i n g  t h a t  s h e  had no  c o n c e p t  

t i l l  t h e n  o f  t h e  i n c r e d i b l e  d e d i c a t i o n  o f  ( s t a g e )  writers. " I  

had a l w a y s  t h o u g h t  h e  ( T e n n e s s e e  W i l l i a m s )  s a t  down i n  h i s  room 

and  w r o t e  A S t r e e t c a r  Named Desire and b r o u g h t  i t  t o  somebody 

who s a i d ,  " T h i s  is  v e r y  good.  I ' l l  p r o d u c e  it." But  t h e r e  was 

t h i s  P u l i t z e r  P r i z e  w inne r  ... working  l i k e  a  b e g i n n e r  w i t h  h i s  

f i r s t  p l a y  . . d a y  a f t e r  d a y ,  . . . c u t t i n g  and f i x i n g  and  p r u n i n g  

and  c h a n g i n g  and s w i t c h i n g . "  W i l l i a m s  was n o t  work ing  l i k e  a  



b e g i n n e r  w i t h  h i s  f i r s t  p l a y ,  b u t  v e r y  much l i k e  t h e  e x p e r i e n c e d  

writer  he  was, and t h e  chang ing  and s w i t c h i n g  were e v i d e n c e  o f  

t h e  more g l o b a l  a s p e c t s  of h i s  e d i t i n g .  

J u s t  a s  R i v e r s  was s u r p i s e d  by t h e  amount o f  t i m e  

Wi l l i ams '  s p e n t  on r e v i s i n g ,  many i n e x p e r i e n c e d  w r i t e r s  p r o b a b l y  

have  no c l e a r  i d e a  of  what p r o p o r t i o n  o f  a  w r i t e r ' s  t i m e  is 

s p e n t  on less o b v i o u s  a s p e c t s  of  w r i t i n g ,  such  a s  p r e w r i t i n g  o r  

i n t e r n a l  e d i t i n g .  

Exper ienced writers u s u a l l y  spend more t i m e  on 

s e l f - e d i t i n g  and r e v i s i n g  t h a n  t h e y  d o  on t h e  i n i t i a l  w r i t i n g  

( G o r r e l l ,  1985)  and one  writer e s t i m a t e d  t h a t  of  30 h o u r s  s p e n t  

on a not -yet -comple ted  e s s a y ,  20 h o u r s  had been s p e n t  i n  e d i t i n g  

and r e v i s i n g  and a n  undetermined p o r t i o n  of  t h e  remain ing  10 

h o u r s  h a s .  been t a k e n  up i n  p r e - w r i t i n g  a c t i v i t i e s  ( B r e n t ,  1975)  . 
There  i s , - o f  c o u r s e ,  no c l e a r - c u t  r a t i o  between t h e  v a r i o u s  

a r e a s  of  w r i t i n g  p r o c e s s  -- some writers spend more t i m e  i n  

p r e - w r i t i n g  a c t i v i t i e s  o r  ' a g o n i z i n g '  o v e r  e a r l y  d r a f t s  

( G o r r e l l ,  1985) b u t  f e e l  by t a k i n g  more c a r e  i n  t h e  p r e l i m i n a r y  

s t a g e s ,  less  r e v i s i o n  is r e q u i r e d  i n  f i n a l  d r a f t s .  

Y e t  a n o t h e r  d i f f e r e n c e  between s t u d e n t  writers and 

e x p e r i e n c e d  writers way b e  t h e  way i n  which t h e y  r e g a r d  

i n t e r m e d i a t e  d r a f t s .  S t u d e n t s  may n o t  r e g a r d  d r a f t  work a s  

v a l u a b l e  o r  wor th  k e e p i n g ,  s o  t e a c h e r s  may n o t  have  a c c e s s  t o  

e a r l y  d r a f t s  c r e a t e d  by t h e  s t u d e n t ,  i f  indeed such  d r a f t s  e v e r  

e x i s t e d .  Thus t e a c h e r s  a r e  n o t  a lways  a b l e  t o  t r a c k  t h e  work 



th rough  a  number of  d r a f t s .  Exper ienced writers,  on t h e  o t h e r  

hand,  a r e  more a p t  t o  r e t a i n  what t h e y  have  w r i t t e n  u n t i l  t h e  

p i e c e  is comple te .  Some wri ters  keep a l l  d r a f t s  of  e v e r y t h i n g  

t h e y  write and r e s e a r c h e r s  a r e  a b l e  t o  s t u d y  s e q u e n t i a l  d r a f t s  

t o  t r a c e  t h e  growth of  t h e  work. For e v e r y  wri ter  l i k e  Agatha 

C h r i s t i e  o r  S a u l  Bellow, who, a l t h o u g h  t h e y  d o  a  good d e a l  of 

i n t e r n a l  e d i t i n g ,  commit l i t t l e  t o  paper  p r i o r  t o  t h e  f i n a l  

copy,  t h e r e  a r e  o t h e r s  l i k e  I r v i n g  Layton o r  Malcolm Lowrey, who 

write numerous hard-copy d r a f t s .  Few, however,  d i s p l a y  t h e  

t e n a c i t y  of  John J a k e s  ( I ,  B a r b a r i a n ) ,  o r  ~ g d o r  ~ o s t o e v s k y l  

(The D o u b l e ) ,  e a c h  of whom s p e n t  20 y e a r s  e d i t i n g  and r e v i s i n g  

b e f o r e  f i n a l l y  r e p u b l i s h i n g  t h e  no ted  works w i t h  major  changes .  

Some a u t h o r s ,  l i k e  Governor G e n e r a l ' s  award winner  Hugh 

Garner  ( l 9 7 3 ) ,  c l a i m  t o  write ' b y  e a r ' .  

" ( I  was) awfu l  i n  grammar i n  p u b l i c  s c h o o l  and 
s t i l l  am today.  Though I  don '  t know what a  ge rund  
o r  a  p a r t i c i p l e  is ,  and d o n ' t  want t o  know, I c a n  
u s e  them c o r r e c t l y  i n  a  w r i t t e n  s e n t e n c e .  I ' m  l i k e  
a  s e l f - t a u g h t  j a z z  p i a n i s t  who c a n ' t  r e a d  a  word of  
mus ic  b u t  knows t h e  b l a c k  keys  from t h e  w h i t e  k e y s ,  
and which ones  t o  p r e s s .  ... I c a n  a l s o  s p o t  an  
ungrammat ica l  s e n t e n c e  most  t i m e s  ( and)  know how t o  
change  it ." (p .  3 2 8 ) .  

c h r i s t i e 2  and Garner  were n o t  a l o n e :  Conven t ions  of  

(1) A number o f  a l t e r n a t e  s p e l l i n g s  e x i s t  f o r  t h i s  a u t h o r :  
Feydor ,  Feodor ,  and Dostoyevsky a r e  among them. 

( 2 )  C h r i s t i e  c l a i m s  'working i n  h e r  mind'  is  e a s i e r  because  s h e  
d o e s n ' t  have  t o  worry a b o u t  h e r  s p e l l i n g ,  which s h e  d e s c r i b e s  a s  
' ter r ib le '  . 



w r i t i n g  have  e l u d e d  o t h e r  well-known wri ters  a s  w e l l  (1). 

L i t t l e  e x i s t s  i n  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  t o  i n d i c a t e  how w r i t e r s  

d e v e l o p  an  awareness  of when, how, o r  how much t o  r e v i s e ,  e d i t  

o r  r e w r i t e ,  b u t  T a t e  (1981) s u g g e s t s  i t  t a k e s  a "good r e a d e r  t o  

know whether  a  p i e c e  of w r i t i n g  is working o r  n o t  and i f  i t  

i s n ' t ,  w h a t ' s  wrong w i t h  it." 

C e r t a i n l y  a  good r e a d e r  w i l l  r e c o g n i z e  whether  o r  n o t  a  

s t o r y  works,  b u t  t h e  argument  t h a t  good r e a d e r s  c a n  r e c o g n i z e  

why a  s t o r y  works o r  d o e s  n o t  work is unsuppor ted .  T a t e  (1981)  

d o e s  n o t  a d d r e s s  t h i s  p o i n t ,  and no i n d i c a t i o n  is g i v e n  of  t h e  

b a s i s  f o r  t h i s  s u p p o s i t i o n .  However, t h e r e  is  a  p e r s i s t a n t  

n o t i o n  t h a t  good r e a d e r s  s h o u l d  b e  good writers: i t  may b e  t h a t  

good r e a d e r s  b u i l d  i n t e r n a l  models  a g a i n s t  which t h e y  measure  

w r i t t e n  m a t e r i a l .  I t  h a s  been shown t h a t  e x p e r i e n c e d  writers d o  

b u i l d  banks  of  r e p a i r  s t r a t e g i e s  (Flower  and Hayes, 1985,  1986; 

Applebee,  1 9 8 4 ) .  I f  r e p a i r  s t r a t e g i e s  c a n  be drawn from a  model 

g a i n e d  t h r o u g h  r e a d i n g ,  i t  migh t  s u g g e s t  t h a t  some p a r t  o f  t h e  

w r i t i n g  p r o c e s s  may b e  a c q u i r e d  p a s s i v e l y ,  and n o t  s o l e l y  

t h r o u g h  a c t i v e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n ,  b u t  t h i s  is  an  u n t e s t e d  n o t i o n .  

I m ~ a c t  of Teacher  E d i t i n a  on S t u d e n t  W r i t i n a  
- -  ~ - - - - -  - - - -  ~ 

S e a r l e  and D i l l o n  ( 1 9 8 0 ) ,  i n  a  s t u d y  of  t h e  impact  of 

t e a c h e r - e d i t i n g  on 135  p i e c e s  o f  s t u d e n t  w r i t i n g  p rov ided  by 1 2  

e l e m e n t a r y  s c h o o l  t e a c h e r s ,  showed t e a c h e r  emphasis  t o  b e  

(1) J a n e t  Hobhouse ( 1 9 7 5 ) ,  Anybody Who Was Anybody. G e r t r u d e  
S t e i n ' s  e a r l y  e s s a y s  a t  Harvard showed " s h e  w r o t e  s i m p l e  E n g l i s h  
s e n t e n c e s  w i t h  g r e a t  d i f f i c u l t y ,  f a i l i n g  i n  h e r  command of  b a s i c  
g rammat ica l  c o n s t r u c t i o n  and s i m p l e  s p e l l i n g . .  ..Her h a n d w r i t i n g  
was and remained a t r o c i o u s . "  



overwhelmingly on form, w i t h  p r e d o m i n a n t l y  e v a l u a t i v e  and 

i n s t r u c t i v e  r e s p o n s e s .  Teacher  comments a p p e a r e d  t o  have  been  

i n f l u e n c e d  l a r g e l y  by t h e  q u a n t i t y  and m e c h a n i c a l  c o r r e c t n e s s  o f  

w r i t i n g  produced by a  s t u d e n t .  

The c r i t e r i a  f o r  good w r i t i n g  a t  t h e  
i n t e r m e d i a t e  g r a d e s  l i s t e d  by 
p a r t i c i p a n t s  were numerous, b u t  
r e l a t i v e l y  uni form c r i t e r i a  c o u l d  b e  
c l a s s i f i e d  a s  t h r e e  major  c a t e g o r i e s :  
mechan ics ,  l a n g u a g e  s t r u c t u r e ,  and 
s t y l e .  A l l  t h r e e  c a t e g o r i e s  d e a l t  w i t h  
forms o f  l anguage .  Only one  comment by 
one  p a r t i c i p a n t  d e a l t  d i r e c t l y  w i t h  
c o n t e n t .  ( p .  238)  

S e a r l e  and D i l l o n ' s  was a  p r e l i m i n a r y  s t u d y :  t h e y  no ted  

t h e  need f o r  more r e s e a r c h  w i t h  g r e a t e r  numbers of  p a r t i c i p a n t s ,  

t o  e i t h e r  c o n f i r m  o r  deny some s u p p o s i t i o n s  which c o u l d  n o t  b e  

s u p p o r t e d .  For example,  t h e y  s a i d  many t e a c h e r s  were u n a b l e  t o  

p r o v i d e  samples  o f  t h e i r  r e s p o n s e s  and s o  i t  appeared  t h a t  some 

p u p i l s ,  i n  f a c t ,  r e c e i v e d  no r e s p o n s e s  t o  t h e i r  w r i t i n g .  
C 

A f u r t h e r  a r e a  of  s t u d y  s u g g e s t e d  by S e a r l e  and D i l l o n  

( 1 9 8 0 )  d e a l s  w i t h  examining t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  much 

i n s t r u c t i o n  i n  w r i t i n g  is s t i l l  p r o d u c t - c e n t e r e d  because  

p r o d u c t s  l e n d  t h e m s e l v e s  more e a s i l y  t o  marking-for-form r a t h e r  

t h a n  t h e  m a r k i n g - f o r - c o n t e n t  r e q u i r e d  i n  p r o c e s s  e v a l u a t i o n .  The 

e d i t i n g  done by t h e  t e a c h e r s  i n  S e a r l e  and D i l l o n ' s  s t u d y  was 

a l m o s t  a l l  of t h e  e r r o r - c o r r e c t i n g  v a r i e t y ,  and comments by 

t e a c h e r s ,  s t r e s s i n g  form r a t h e r  t h a n  c o n t e n t ,  d i d  l i t t l e  t o  

e n c o u r a g e  s t u d e n t s  t o  do  more t h a n  r e p a i r  m i s t a k e s .  



E v a l u a t i o n  is a n  i m p o r t a n t  p a r t  o f  t h e  p r o c e s s  o f  

i n s t r u c t i o n  ( S t r i c k l a n d ,  1961)  which  c a n  o f f e r  a  p o w e r f u l  t o o l  

i n  r e i n f o r c i n g  p o s i t i v e  a c h i e v e m e n t ,  b u t  m a r k i n g  o n l y  m e c h a n i c a l  

and  g r a m m a t i c a l  e r r o r s  c a n  c a r r y  w i t h  i t  t h e  message  t h a t  t h e s e  

a r e  t h e  m o s t  i m p o r t a n t  p a r t s  o f  w r i t i n g ,  and  d e p r e c i a t e  t h e  

v a l u e  o f  form,  c o n t e n t ,  t o n e ,  v o i c e ,  and s t y l e .  Responding  t o  

e r r o r s  a f t e r  s t u d e n t s  h a v e  handed  i n  what  t h e y  c o n s i d e r  t o  be 

f i n a l  d r a f t s  a p p e a r s ,  i n  a n y  c a s e ,  t o  r e s u l t  i n  o n l y  minor  

r e v i s i o n s  ( D a n i e l s ,  1 9 8 5 ) .  T e a c h e r s  may d o  b e t t e r  by f i r s t  

p a y i n g  a t t e n t i o n  t o  what s t u d e n t s  w i s h  t o  s a y  and  t h e i r  p u r p o s e  

i n  s a y i n g  i t ,  and  o n l y  a f t e r  a t t e n d i n g  t o  t h e s e  i t e m s  making a n  

a p p r a i s a l  o f  t h e  form i n  which  t h e  i d e a s  were set o u t  

( S t r i c k l a n d ,  1 9 6 1 )  . 
T h e r e  a r e  some i n d i c a t i o n s  t h a t  s t u d e n t s  c a n  l e a r n  from 

r e v i s i n g  a p a p e r  a f t e r  t h e  t e a c h e r  h a s  r e v i e w e d  i t  b u t  t h i s  t y p e  

o f  e d i t i n g  f o r  e r r o r  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  a p p e a r s  t o  h a v e  o n l y  a  m i n o r  

e f f e c t ,  a f f e c t i n g  o n l y  t h e  m e c h a n i c s  o f  w r i t i n g  (Bux ton ,  1 9 5 9 ) .  

F u r t h e r ,  Lyman ( 1 9 3 1 )  found  a  c o r r e l a t i o n  o f  up t o  f i f t y  p e r c e n t  

i n  t h e  c o r r e c t i o n  o f  g r a m m a t i c a l  and  m e c h a n i c a l  e r r o r s  when 

s t u d e n t s  l e a r n e d  t o  c o r r e c t  e r r o r s  t h e m s e l v e s  b e f o r e  s u b m i t t i n g  

p a p e r s ,  t h u s  f o r  t h e  t e a c h e r  t h e r e  a p p e a r s  t o  b e  g r e a t e r  

a d v a n t a g e  t o  s p e n d i n g  t i m e  t e a c h i n g  s e l f - e d i  t i n g  t h a n  i n  

s p e n d i n g  t i m e  c o r r e c t i n g  s t u d e n t  p a p e r s  f o r  e r r o r s  ( P a u l s e n ,  

1984)  

A n e c d o t a l  r e p o r t s  o f  w r i t i n g  p r o c e s s  by e x p e r i e n c e d  



writers appear  t o  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  writers f o c u s  on d i f f e r e n t  

m a t t e r s  i n  s u c c e s s i v e  d r a f t s :  i n  a  f i r s t  d r a f t  (and t h e r e  may b e  

s e v e r a l  f i r s t  d r a f t s ) ,  writers a r e  more a p t  t o  hammer o u t  t h e  

b a s i c  form of  t h e  p i e c e  and r o u g h l y  f rame i n  t h e  s t r u c t u r e ;  

second d r a f t s  t end  t o  f o c u s  on a d j u s t i n g  t h e  s t r u c t u r e ,  making 

changes  by e d i t i n g  what was w r i t t e n  ( o r  n o t  w r i t t e n )  i n  t h e  

f i r s t  d r a f t  (Tchud i ,  1985)  . Tchudi compared t h e  work of  

e x p e r i e n c e d  and i n e x p e r i e n c e d  writers t o  t h e  work of  amateur  and 

p r o f e s s i o n a l  c a r p e n t e r s :  p r o f e s s i o n a l s  see t h a t  a  door  jamb i s  

o u t  o f  a l i g n m e n t  and know how t o  shim i t  i n t o  p l a c e .  Amateurs 

l i v e  w i t h  a door  t h a t ' s  hung c r o o k e d l y .  

Exper ienced  writers o f t e n  u s e  f i r s t  d r a f t s  f o r  s t r u c t u r e ,  

n o t  i n  t h e  s e n s e  of  o u t l i n i n g  a  framework which w i l l  b e  f i l l e d  

i n  l a t e r ,  b u t  by d i s c o v e r i n g  t h e  framework somewhere i n  t h e  

f i r s t  d r a f t  and f o r m a l i z i n g ,  d e l i n e a t i n g  and s t r e n g t h e n i n g  t h a t  

shape  i n  s u b s e q u e n t  d r a f t s  ( P a u l s e n ,  1984;  Weathers ,  1985;  

G o r r e l l ,  1985)  . 

Edlting P o e t r y  

Most r e s e a r c h  i n t o  e d i t i n g  and r e v i s i n g  d e a l s  o n l y  w i t h  

e x p o s i t o r y  w r i t i n g ,  b u t  D e l l a P i a n a  (1978) h a s  c r e a t e d  a  model o f  

w r i t i n g - a s - r e v i s i o n  r e c o g n i z i n g  f o u r  p h a s e s  i n  p o e t i c  w r i t i n g ,  

which o f f e r  s t r o n g  p a r a l l e l s  t o  t h e  s t a g e s  i n  e x p o s i t o r y  

w r i t i n g :  



1) the preconception and set (an initial vision of what 

the work will be,) 

2 )  discrimination and dissonance (seeing what the work 

does or not do and finding matches or mismatches between what 

the text does, what it is intended to do, and what the text 

itself suggests) , 
3 )  tension (concern with getting the work to do what one 

intends it to do) , and 
4) reconception. 

Although few researchers studying expository writing have 

applied their findings to poetic writing, DellaPiana' s model 

does appear to closely match the processes which have come to be 

regard'ed as basic to the expository writing process. Further 

study may reveal more similarities between the two processes. 

Like researchers in expository writing, DellaPiana 

suggests revision in the writing of poetry should not be seen 

solely as editing and polishing after a work is largely finished 

but as a process which must occur prior to and throughout the 

writing of the poem until completion or abandonnent of the work. 

In common with other genres, there appears to be a lack 

of accord on the criteria for poetic writing: What constitutes 

'good' poetry, or even what poetry is (DellaPiana, 1978). 

New Model for Editing and Revisinq. 

Flower, Hayes, et a l ,  (1986) have postulated a new model 



FIGURE TWO 

Processes Knowledge 

Goals, Cri terla 
I and Constraints Evaluation 

Read to: 

Comprehend 

Eva1 uate 

Defi ne 
Problems 

for Texts and 
' Plans . 

Problem Representation 

Diagnosis .- htwtion 
well-defined I 

Cognitive Processes in Revision. From Detection, 

diagnosis, and the strategies of revision, by Linda 

Flower, John R. Hayes, Linda Carey, Karen Schriver, and 

James Stratman, in College Composition and 

Communication, February, 1986. Copyright 1986 by the 

National Council of Teachers of English. Reprinted with 

permission. 



f o r  e d i t i n g  and r e v i s i n g  which t h e y  b e l i e v e  sets o u t  

i n t e r e s t i n g ,  u s e f u l  and t e s t a b b l e  h y p o t h e s e s  a b o u t  t h e  k i n d s  of  

s k i l l s  e x p e r t s  and n o v i c e s  a r e  l i k e l y  t o  e x h i b i t  d i f f e r e n t i a l l y ,  

p a r t i c u l a r l y  on c o n t r o l l e d  r e v i s i o n  t a s k s .  T h e i r  h y p o t h e s i s  

i n c l u d e s  t h e  assumpt ion  t h a t  " e x p e r t i s e  a f f e c t s  n o t  o n l y  what 

i n f o r m a t i o n  a  s u b j e c t  may heed i n  s h o r t  t e r m  memory, b u t  a l s o  

t o  some e x t e n t  t h e  s u b j e c t ' s  a b i l i t y  t o  r e p o r t  what i s  heeded.  

Thus, t h e y  r e a s o n ,  e x p e r t s  who have  " o v e r l e a r n e d  o r  automated"  

some w r i t i n g  s u b p r o c e s s e s  

" . . . w i l l  n o t  be a b l e  t o  v e r b a l i z e  t h i s  p r o c e s s ,  
whereas  n o v i c e s  can . . .  C o n v e r s e l y ,  b o t h  e x p e r t s  
and n o v i c e s  might  ... u s e  t h e  same s u b p r o c e s s ,  b u t  
o n l y  e x p e r t s  -- a s  a  r e s u l t  of  b e t t e r  v e r b a l  
s k i l l s  -- might  be a b l e  t o  r e p o r t  t h a t  t h e y  were 
d o i n g  sot '  (p .  9 ) .  

Flower f u r t h e r  assumes some h i g h  l e v e l  p r o c e s s e s  c a n  n o t  

be automateu  "no m a t t e r  how e x p e r t  t h e  e x p e r t "  and t h a t  " t r a c e s  

of  t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  used o r  produced i n  t h e  p r o c e s s  w i l l  b e  

a v a i l a b l e  f o r  r e p o r t i n g  i n  s h o r t - t e r m  memory." A s  a  chgck on 
C 

r e c a l l  r e p o r t i n g ,  Flower examined t e x t u a l  d a t a ,  which p rov ided  

i n f o r m a t i o n  a b o u t  t h e  a s s u m p t i o n s  c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  p r o c e s s e s  

employed by b o t h  n o v i c e s  and e x p e r t s .  I n  n e a r l y  a l l  c a s e s  t h e  

p r o c e s s  d a t a  was p a r a l l e l e d  by d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  w r i t t e n  o u t p u t .  

C e n t r a l  s u b p r o c e s s e s  i d e n t i f i e d  were: t a s k  d e f i n i t i o n ,  

e v a l u a t i o n ,  problem r e p r e s e n t a t i o n ,  d e t e c t i o n ,  d i a g n o s i s  and 

s t r a t e g y  s e l e c t i o n .  ( S e e  F i g u r e  Two). 

Model l ing  E d i t i n g  i n  W r i t i n q  

There  a r e  two major  a p p r o a c h e s  t o  t h e  q u e s t i o n  of  



model l ing :  one  h o l d s  t h a t  good w r i t i n g  ( e g ,  c l a s s i c s )  p r o v i d e s  a  

model f o r  s t u d e n t s  t o  u s e  when l e a r n i n g  t o  wr i te ,  implying t h a t  

s t u d e n t s  c a n  i n t e r n a l i z e  whate.ver i t  i s  i n  t h e  w r i t i n g  t h a t  

makes i t  'good '  and i n c o r p o r a t e  t h o s e  i n g r e d i e n t s  i n t o  t h e i r  own 

w r i t i n g .  There  is some s u g g e s t i o n  t h a t  w h i l e  good l i t e r a t u r e  c a n  

b e  r e a d i l y  e n j o y e d ,  t h e  smoothness  of  t h e  f i n i s h e d  p r o d u c t  c a n  

r e n d e r  i t  i n a c c e s s i b l e  a s  a  model f o r  l e a r n i n g .  

The o t h e r  major  approach  t o  t h e  q u e s t i o n  of  m o d e l l i n g  

d e a l s  w i t h  b e h a v i o u r  m o d e l l i n g :  t e a c h e r - a s - w r i t e r  p r o v i d i n g  

s t u d e n t s  w i t h  a n  a c t i v e  model n o t  o n l y  of  t h e  w r i t i n g  p r o c e s s ,  

b u t  a  s h a r e d  model of t h e  w r i t i n g  p r o d u c t  a s  w e l l .  R e s e a r c h e r s  

have  noted  t h a t  " t h e  power of  t e a c h i n g  by example c a n  n o t  b e  

o v e r e s t i m a t e d "  and i t  must p l a y  a  r o l e  i n  c u r r i c u l u m  ... 
development  ( F i n k e l ,  1984;  D. Murray, 1968;  S t r a s s e r ,  1 9 8 4 ) .  

While  t h e r e  a r e  s t r o n g  s u g g e s t i o n s  t h a t  t h e r e  is a n  

improved c l a s s r o o m  p r o d u c t  when c l a s s r o o m  m o d e l l i n g  is p r o v i d e d  

by a  w r i t i n g  t e a c h e r ,  no s t a t i s t i c a l  s u p p o r t  f o r  t h i s  

s u p p o s i t i o n  a p p e a r s  t o  be a v a i l a b l e .  Whether t h e  p e r c e i v e d  

e f f e c t  ex i s t s  because  of  t h e  m o d e l l i n g ,  b e c a u s e  of  a  s u p p o r t i v e  

and informed a t t i t u d e  by an  a c t i v e l y  w r i t i n g  t e a c h e r ,  whether  i t  

r e f l e c t s  a s e l f - f u l f i l l i n g  prophecy o r  'Pygmal ion '  e f f e c t ,  

whether  i t  is a  c o m b i n a t i o n  of  t h e s e  f a c t o r s ,  o r  whether  i t  

e x i s t s  a t  a l l ,  h a s  y e t  t o  b e  shown. 

S t u d e n t s  of w r i t i n g  t e a c h e r s  may have  an  a d v a n t a g e  i n  

t h a t  t h e y  c a n  l e a r n  t h r o u g h  t h e  "same n a t u r a l i s t i c  approach  



by which t h e y  l e a r n  t o  t a l k , "  ( A m e s ,  1985;  B a r t h o l o m a e ,  1985)  

t h a t  i s ,  by  i m i t a t i o n  and c l o s e  p e r s o n a l  i n t e r a c t i o n .  T h e r e  a r e  

i n d i c a t i o n s  t h a t  s t u d e n t s  who h a v e  had t h e  a d v a n t a g e  o f  

n a t u r a l i s t i c  m e t h o d s  o f  a c q u i r i n g  l a n g u a g e  a r t s  s k i l l s  i n  t h e i r  

home e n v i r o m e n t s ,  b o t h  b e f o r e  and  d u r i n g  f o r m a l  s c h o o l i n g ,  d o  

be t te r  i n  r e a d i n g  and  w r i t i n g  t h a n  s t u d e n t s  who l a c k  t h i s  

e x p o s u r e  (Bur rows ,  1961;  C l a y ,  1975;  H a l l ,  More tz  and  S t a t o m ,  

1976;  Hea th ,  1983;  King and  R e n t e l ,  1981 ;  Morrow, 1 9 8 1 ) .  

S t u d e n t s  d o  a p p e a r  t o  l e a r n  by i m i t a t i o n  and  m i m i c r y ,  

w h e t h e r  a t  t h e  l e v e l  o f  t h e  u n i v e r s i t y ,  l e a r n i n g  t h e  l a n g u a g e  of  

d i s c o u r s e  i n  w r i t t e n  c o m p o s i t i o n  ( B a r t h o l o m a e ,  1 9 8 5 ) ,  o r  i n  

p r i m a r y  and  p r e s c h o o l  classes,  l e a r n i n g  s o c i a l  c o n c e p t s  t h r o u g h  

t h e  s y m b o l i c  p r o c e s s e s  o f  d r a m a t i c  p l a y  ( P e l l i g r i n n i ,  1 9 8 4 ) .  

S t u d e n t s  m u s t  become c o m f o r t a b l e  w i t h  t h e  c o n v e n t i o n s  u sed  i n  

a n y  p a r t i c u l a r  community ( F i s h ,  1 9 8 0 )  and u n t i l  t a k e s  p l a c e ,  

t h e y  w i l l  p r o g r e s s  w i t h  g r e a t  d i f f i c u l t y ,  i f  a t  a l l .  S t u d e n t s  

work ing  w i t h i n  na r row c o n f i n e s  and  c o n v e n t i o n s  i n  t h e  c l a s s r o o m ,  

may be e x p e c t e d  t o  p r o d u c e  n a r r o w ,  c o n v e n t i o n a l  c l a s s r o o m  

w r i t i n g :  s t u d e n t s  mus t  b e  g i v e n  themes  t h a t  m a t t e r  t o  them 

( A m e s ,  1985 ;  Bereiter and  S c a r d e m a l i a ,  1984;  C r a b l e -  Sundmacher ,  

1984;  Mar r ,  1 9 8 4 )  and r e s t r i c t e d  c l a s s r o o m  c o d e s  w i l l  l i k e l y  

p r o d u c e  e q u a l l y  r e s t r i c t i v e  w r i t i n g  (Gere and  S m i t h ,  1979)  . I f  

t e a c h e r s  wan t  s t u d e n t s  t o  p r o d u c e  a u t h e n t i c  w r i t i n g ,  t h e y  mus t  

p r o v i d e  t h e  s t u d e n t s  w i t h  a u t h e n t i c  a s s i g n m e n t s  ( B u t l e r ,  1 9 8 0 ) .  



B u t l e r  (1981)  h a s  r e p o r t e d  some s u c c e s s  i n  promot ing  

a u t h e n t i c  r e v i s i o n  by o f f e r i n g  s t u d e n t s  t h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  l e a r n  

e d i t i n g  and r e v i s i n g  s t r a t e g i e s  by a n a l y z i n g  and working w i t h  

g e n u i n e  w r i t i n g  produced by anonymous writers.  T h i s  t y p e  o f  

e m o t i o n a l l y  n e u t r a l  m a t e r i a l  a p p e a r s  t o  e n a b l e  t h e  i n e x p e r i e n c e d  

writer t o  a v o i d  problems which sometimes a r i s e  when t h e  

e g o c e n t r i c i t y  of  young writers meets t h e  l a c k  of  t a c t  among p e e r  

e d i t o r s .  

Learn  by W r i t i n g ,  Teach by C o r r e c t i n g  

Rohman and W l e c k e  (1964)  d i s p u t e d  a  n o t i o n  which is s t i l l  

common today :  t h e r e  is  " s o  much i n c o r r e c t n e s s  and 

i n e f f e c t i v e n e s s 1 '  i n  c o m p o s i t i o n s  w r i t t e n  by s t u d e n t s  b e c a u s e  

s t u d e n t s  a )  have  n o t  been t a u g h t  enough a b o u t  l anguage  and 

r h e t o r i c ,  o r  b )  have  n o t  been t a u g h t  e f f e c t i v e l y  enough. 

According t o  Rohman and W l e c k e  ( 1 9 6 4 ) ,  s t u d e n t s  a r e  t a u g h t  a b o u t  

l a n g u a g e  and r h e t o r i c  i n  one  way o r  a n o t h e r  t h r o u g h o u t  most of 

t h e i r  s c h o o l i n g  and t h e  n o t i o n  t h a t  e f f e c t i v e  t e a c h i n g  means 

n o t h i n g  more t h a n  r i g o r o u s  t e a c h i n g  i s  q u e s t i o n a b l e ,  There  a r e  

two a s s u m p t i o n s  which t h e y  s a y  a r e  a l m o s t  dogmas w i t h  many 

t e a c h e r s :  " I f  you want t o  l e a r n  t o  w i t e ,  write! I f  you want t o  
/ 

t e a c h  w r i t i n g ,  c o r r e c t !  

There  is no ' s p e c i a l  magic '  i n  t h e s e  o f t - t r i e d  a p p r o a c h e s  

a c c o r d i n g  t o  Rohman and Wlecke (1964) , who s t a t e d  t h e y  b e l i e v e d  



r e s e a r c h e r s  had n o t  s o  much d i s c r e d i t e d  f o r  a l l  t i m e  f r e q u e n t  

w r i t i n g  and h a r d  m a r k i n g ,  a s  t h e y  had a l t e r e d  t h e i r  v i e w s  on t h e  

s u b j e c t  f rom a x i o m a t i c  t o  p r o b l e m a t i c .  

Many wri ters  e x p r e s s  t h e  b e l i e f  t h a t  t h e  o n l y  way t o  

l e a r n  w r i t i n g  is by w r i t i n g  ( D .  Murray,  19968;  Elbow, 1 9 7 3 ,  

1 9 8 3 ) ,  b u t  low vo lumes  o f  w r i t i n g  may n o t  be t h e  o n l y  r e a s o n  why 

some s t u d e n t s  write p o o r l y .  Some may h a v e  g e n u i n e  d i f f i c u l t y  

r e c o g n i z i n g  s t r u c t u r a l  p r o b l e m s  i n  s e n t e n c e s  ( S h a u g h n e s s y ,  1 9 7 7 )  

o r  s t r u g g l e  w i t h  s h o r t - t e r m  memory l i m i t s  ( D a i u t e ,  1 9 8 2 ) .  Some 

s t u d e n t s  may b e  s u c h  p o o r  r e a d e r s  o f  t h e i r  own work t h a t  t h e y  d o  

n o t  know what  r e q u i r e s  e d i t i n g  ( T a t e ,  1 9 8 1 ) ,  o r  may n o t  

u n d e r s t a n d  t h e  t r u e  s c o p e  o f  r e v i s i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  ( I ) ,  r e g a r d i n g  

r e v i s i o n  a s  " t i d y i n g  up f i r s t  d r a f t  copy"  ( D .  Murray,  1978)  o r  

" s h u f f l i n g  a  few commas a round"  ( F u l w i l e r ,  1 9 8 2 )  t o  make papers 

more a c c e p t a b l e .  

T h e r e  a r e  many ' i n v i s i b l e '  f a c t o r s  i n v o l v e d  i n  w r i t i n g :  a 

p e r f e c t l y  c o r r e c t  p a p e r  may c o n t a i n  ' n o i s e '  and  ' s t a t i c '  which L 

d i s t r a c t  t h e  a t t e n t i o n  o f  t h e  r e a d e r  (Marde r ,  1984)  and t h e s e  

a r e  c o n d i t i o n s  which e d i t o r s  l e a r n  t o  r e c o g n i z e  and a l t e r  i n  t h e  

e d i t i n g  p r o c e s s e s .  A t t e n t i o n  o f  t h e  a u d i e n c e  c a n  b e  l o s t  

t h r o u g h  c i r c u m l o c u t i o n s ,  c l i c h e s ,  e x c e s s i v e  summary and t h e  

r e n d i t i o n  o f  t h e  o b v i o u s  (Marde r ,  1 9 8 4 ) .  N o i s e  may i n c l u d e  new 

i n f o r m a t i o n  which i s  n o t  c l e a r l y  e x p i a i n e d  i n  t h e  t e x t ,  

- - 

(1) S e e  F a i g l e y  and  Witte ( 1 9 8 1 )  Taxomony o f  R e v i s i o n ,  ( F i g .  3 )  
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t h e  t e x t ,  o r  d e n s e  series o f  a b s t r a c t i o n s  which f r u s t r a t e  and 

t i r e  t h e  r e a d e r  w i t h  unfa thomable  i n f o r m a t i o n  (Marder ,  1 9 8 4 ) .  

I t  is  much e a s i e r  t o  mark e r r o r s  t h a n  t o  d e a l  w i t h  n o i s e  

f a c t o r s  of  t h e s e  s o r t s ,  b u t  e r r o r  c o r r e c t i o n  is n o t  a lways  t h e  

b e s t  e d i t i n g  s t r a t e g y  t o  improve a  p i e c e  of w r i t l n g  ( S t e w i g ,  

1 9 8 3 ) .  Very o b j e c t i v e  e r r o r  c o r r e c t i o n  may l e a d  s t u d e n t s  t o  

b e l i e v e  t h a t  good w r i t i n g  i s  s imply  a  m a t t e r  of a v o i d i n g  e r r o r s  

w h i l e  o v e r l y  s u b j e c t i v e  e v a l u a t i o n  may l e a d  s t u d e n t s  t o  t h e  

e q u a l l y  e r r o n e o u s  i m p r e s s i o n  t h a t  t h e  a r t  of  w r i t i n g  w e l l  is 

m e r e l y  t h e  a r t  o f  a p p e a l i n g  t o  t h e  t a s t e s  and whims of  one 

p a r t i c u l a r  t e a c h e r  ( S t e w i g ,  1983)  . 
Summary 

To summarize t h e  r e s e a r c h ,  i t  would appear  t h a t  t h e  

'secret '  t o  good w r i t i n g  h a s  much more t o  d o  w i t h  e x p e r i e n c e  and 

a p p l i c a t i o n  t h a n  w i t h  ' knacks '  o r  ' ways w i t h  words'  . Exper ienced 

wri ters  make u s e  o f  d i f f e r e n t  a p p r o a c h e s  t o  w r i t i n g ,  b u t  i n  

g e n e r a l  appear  t o  b e g i n  w i t h  some s o r t  of  i n t e r n a l  e d i t i n g  

p r o c e s s ,  fo l lowed  by e x p e r i m e n t a t i o n  and g l o b a l  r e o r g a n i z a t i o n  

o r  r e v i s i o n ,  b e f o r e  t h e y  t u r n  t h e i r  a t t e n t i o n  s m a l l  and 

p a r t i c u l a r  p a r t s  of  t h e  whole. These s t e p s  may be  r e p e a t e d  any 

number of  t i m e s  and i n  any o r d e r ,  b u t  o n l y  a f t e r  t h e s e  s t e p s  a r e  

s a t i s f a c t o r i l y  comple ted  d o  e x p e r i e n c e d  writers a p p e a r  t o  pay 

c o n s c i o u s  a t t e n t i o n  t o  e r r o r  c o r r e c t i o n  and p r o o f r e a d i n g .  

The e d i t i n g  d e m o n s t r a t e d  by p e e r  e d i t o r s  i n  t h i s  s t u d y  

w i l l  be compared, i n s o f a r  a s  is  p o s s i b l e ,  w i t h  t h e  e d i t i n g  

h a b i t s  of  e x p e r i e n c e d  writers r e v e a l e d  i n  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e .  
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CHAPTER THREE 

DESCRIPTION OF THE STUDY 

EDITING BEHAVIOURS 

Accounts and studies of the writing and editing 

behaviours of different groups of writers deal with beginning 

writers (Dobson, 1983; D. Graves, 1975), experienced writers 

(Hull, 1984; Sommers, 1980; Waldrep, 1985), young writers (Lamme 

and Childers, 1983), intermediate writers (Benson, 1979, Odell, 

1975) , senior secondary writers (Beach, 1979; Bridwell, 1980; 
Emig, 1971; Land, 1984; Monohan, 1984), college and university 

writers (Crowley, 1981; Perl, 1978; Piankao, 1979), and 

professional writers (Shuman, 1981.) Each of these deals with 

editing r-evising done by writers, using their own work. 

Rationale C 

In order to study editing processes, it was necessary 

to find some way to examine editing which would allow for 

comparison and contrast between various pieces of editing. To 

accomplish this, a common ground for editing was required, and 

this common ground was provided by a standard text. 

In order to more closely simulate peer editing, the 

standard text was written by a same-age, same-grade student in 

the same school district, but at a different school. 
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I t  was hoped t h a t  p r o d u c t  a n a l y s i s  would p r o v i d e  a way 

of examining t h e  e d i t i n g  w i t h o u t  t h a t  work b e i n g  i n f l u e n c e d  by 

t h e  many v a r i a b l e s  i n t r o d u c e d  by w r i t i n g  and e d i t i n g  e i the r  

o n e ' s  own work, t h e  work of  a  known w r i t i n g  p a r t n e r ,  o r  m a t e r i a l  

which d i f f e r e d  i n  some way from t h a t  w i t h  which o t h e r  s t u d e n t s  

d e a l t .  S t u d e n t s  i n  t h e  s t u d y  would be p e e r  e d i t i n g ,  b u t  w i t h  one  

major  d i f f e r e n c e  from cus tomary  p e e r  e d i t i n g :  t h e y  would s h a r e  

t h e  same p e e r .  Each member of  t h e  g r o u p  was g i v e n  a  pho to  copy 

of  t h e  same s t a n d a r d  t e x t .  

The e d i t i n g  done by s t u d e n t s  would be examined i n  a n  

a t t e m p t  t o  d i s c o v e r  how t h e  s t u d e n t s  e d i t e d ,  whether  t h e r e  was 

e v i d e n c e  of  p r i o r i t i z a t i o n  i n  t h e i r  e d i t i n g  p r o c e s s e s ,  whether  

t h e  e d i t i n g  was e r r o r - c e n t e r e d  o r  c o n t e n t - c e n t e r e d ,  and what 

s o r t s  of  s u g g e s t i o n s  s t u d e n t s  made when p e e r  e d i t i n g .  

T h i s  s t u d y  d o e s  n o t  i n v o l v e  p r o t o c o l  r e s e a r c h .  I t  is a  

p r o d u c t  s t u d y  o n l y .  No c o n t r o l  g roup  was used and t h e  sample 

s i z e  was s m a l l .  I t  is  f r e e l y  acknowledged t h a t  t h i s  work i s  

i n s u f f i c i e n t  t o  s u p p o r t  any wide g e n e r a l i z a t i o n ,  b u t  i t  may 

i n d i c a t e  a r e a s  of f u r t h e r  s t u d y  which migh t  be p r o d u c t i v e .  

P a r t i c i p a n t s  

T h e  s t u d e n t s  t a k i n g  p a r t  i n  t h i s  e x e r c i s e  were members 

of  a  Grade s i x  c l a s s .  There  were 40  c l a s s  members, r a n g i n g  i n  

age  from 11 t o  1 3  y e a r s ,  w i t h  most i n  t h e  12-year  o l d  group.  
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No p r e c i s e  mean a g e  is a v a i l a b l e .  The c l a s s  c o n s i s t e d  of 19  

g i r l s  and 2 1  boys.  The work of  two s t u d e n t s  was n o t  i n c l u d e d  i n  

t h e  o b s e r v a t i o n s .  These s t u d e n t s ,  b o t h  boys ,  had a r r i v e d  i n  

Canada v e r y  r e c e n t l y :  one from As ia ,  one from Europe,  and spoke  

v e r y  l i t t l e  E n g l i s h .  N e i t h e r  e d i t e d ,  r e v i s e d ,  c o r r e c t e d  o r  

a l t e r e d  t h e  s t a n d a r d  t e x t  i n  any way. Each w r o t e  h i s  name on t h e  

p a p e r ,  t h e n  r e c o p i e d  t h e  e x i s t i n g  t e x t .  Under t h e  c i r c u m s t a n c e s  

i t  was n o t  f e l t  t h a t  t h e i r  work was t r u l y  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  of  p e e r  

e d i t i n g ,  and s o  i t  was n o t  i n c l u d e d  i n  t h e  s c o r i n g .  The 

remain ing  c l a s s  members were t h u s  e v e n l y  d i v i d e d ,  w i t h  19 boys  

and 19 g i r l s  p a r t i c i p a t i n g .  

S e t t i n g  

The s e s s i o n  took p l a c e  i n  t h e  c l a s s r o o m  normal ly  

occup ied  by t h a t  c l a s s .  No s p e c i a l  a r r a n g e m e n t s  were made w i t h i n  

t h e  c l a s s r o o m .  S t u d e n t s  were n o t  v i d e o t a p e d ,  f i l m e d  o r  r ecorded  

i n  any way d u r i n g  t h e  w r i t i n g  p r o c e s s ,  nor  were t h e y  s u b j e c t e d  C 

t o  any o b s e r v a t i o n  o t h e r  t h a n  t h a t  which normal ly  t a k e s  p l a c e  

d u r i n g  a  c l a s s r o o m  a c t i v i t y .  The t e a c h e r  moved around t h e  room, 

respond ing  t o  g e n e r a l  q u e s t i o n s  from s t u d e n t s  b u t  n o t  i n i t i a t i n g  

s u g g e s t i o n s  on how s t u d e n t s  migh t  d e a l  w i t h  t h e  s t a n d a r d  t e x t  

m a t e r i a l .  

Q u e s t i o n s  asked by s t u d e n t s  g e n e r a l l y  d e a l t  w i t h  such  

m a t t e r s  a s  whether  t h e  work s h o u l d  b e  i n  pen o r  i n  p e n c i l ,  c o u l d  

r e d  p e n c i l s  b e  used ,  s h o u l d  i t  b e  d o u b l e  o r  s i n g l e  s p a c e d ,  d i d  
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s p e l l i n g  have  t o  be  " o u t  of t h e i r  heads"  o r  were t h e y  a l lowed  t o  

u s e  d i c t i o n a r i e s ,  and o t h e r  m a t t e r s  of t h a t  n a t u r e .  

I n s t r u c t i o n s  

S t u d e n t s  were g i v e n  i n d i v i d u a l  p h o t o c o p i e s  of  a  t y p e d ,  

double-spaced s t a n d a r d  t e x t ,  a l o n g  w i t h  two s h e e t s  of l i n e d  

h a l f - p a g e  f o o l s c a p  p a p e r .  E x t r a  s u p p l i e s  of  p a p e r  were p l a c e d  a t  

t h e  f r o n t  o f  t h e  room f o r  s t u d e n t s  t o  u s e  i f ,  and a s ,  r e q u i r e d .  

S t u d e n t s  had a c c e s s  t o  whatever  books t h e y  n o r m a l l y  used d u r i n g  

w r i t i n g  p e r i o d s  ( d i c t i o n a r y ,  t h e s a u r u s ,  e tc .)  and c o u l d  w r i t e  i n  

e i t h e r  pen o r  p e n c i l ,  w i t h  t h e  s o l e  s t i p u l a t i o n  t h a t  t h e  r e s u l t  

must  be r e a d a b l e .  

The o n l y  d e v i a t i o n  from t h e i r  normal r o u t i n e  was t h a t  

t h e y  were r e q u e s t e d  n o t  t o  u s e  e i t h e r  ' l i q u i d  p a p e r '  o r  e r a s e r s .  

Anything t o  be  d e l e t e d  was t o  b e  s t r o k e d  o u t  w i t h  a  s i n g l e  l i n e .  

T h i s  was done i n  o r d e r  t h a t  i t  would b e  p o s s i b l e  t o  see e x a c t l y  

what words o r  p h r a s e s  had been a l t e r e d  and ,  i f  changes  were 

made, t o  p e r m i t  compar ison of t h e  a l t e r e d  t e x t  w i t h  t h e  o r i g i n a l  

t e x t .  T h i s  a l s o  made i t  p o s s i b l e  t o  see whether  s t u d e n t s  made 

more t h a n  one change o r  e d i t e d  t h e i r  own comments. 

These s t u d e n t s  were accustomed t o  u s i n g  ' l i q u i d  p a p e r '  

t o  b l a n k  o u t  words,  p h r a s e s  o r  s e n t e n c e s  t h e y  wished t o  a l t e r ,  

t h e n  w r i t i n g  c o r r e c t i o n s  o r  r e v i s i o n s  on t h e  opaqued s u r f a c e .  

I t  was emphasized t h a t ,  a s  t h e y  were n o t  t o  u s e  l i q u i d  

p a p e r  o r  e r a s e r s ,  n e a t n e s s  would n o t  b e  c o n s i d e r e d ,  b u t  t h a t  
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l e g i b i l i t y  would b e  v e r y  i m p o r t a n t .  

S t u d e n t s  were t o l d  t h i s  was n o t  a  t e s t ,  b u t  a  p r a c t i s e  

e x e r c i s e  which would n o t  b e  marked i n  any way. I f  t h e y  d i d  n o t  

f e e l  c o m f o r t a b l e  working w i t h  t h e  s t a n d a r d  t e x t ,  t h e y  were f r e e  

t o  write on a  t o p i c  of  t h e i r  own choos ing .  No s t u d e n t  s e l e c t e d  

t h i s  o p t i o n .  There  a r e  a  number of  p o s s i b l e  r e a s o n s  f o r  t h i s :  

s t u d e n t s  may have  f e l t  working w i t h  a s s i g n e d  t e x t  was ' e a s i e r ' ,  

t h e y  may n o t  have  wished t o  do  something o t h e r  s t u d e n t s  were n o t  

d o i n g ,  may have  chosen  t o  u s e  a  d e l a y i n g  s t r a t e g y  u n t i l  t h e y  had 

a  b e t t e r  i d e a  e i t h e r  of  what was e x p e c t e d  of them, o r  what t h e y  

wanted t o  do ,  o r  o t h e r  i n f l u e n c e s  may have  been a t  work. The 

t i m e  f rame f o r  t h i s  e x e r c i s e  was a  r e g u l a r  c l a s s r o o m  p e r i o d  of 

35 m i n u t e s ,  h e l d  i n  t h e  f i r s t  p e r i o d  a f t e r  l u n c h .  

S t u d e n t s  were asked  t o  r e a d  t h e  pho tocop ied  s t o r y ,  and 

t h e n  t o  e d i t  i t ,  making any s u g g e s t i o n s  t h a t  t h e y  t h o u g h t  migh t  

h e l p  t h e  writer t o  improve t h e  s t o r y .  I • ’  t i m e  p e r m i t t e d ,  

s t u d e n t s  were encouraged t o  r e v i s e  t h e  s t o r y  t h e m s e l v e s ,  making 

any changes  t o  i t  t h a t  t h e y  wished.  

They were a l s o  t o l d  t h a t  i f ,  a f t e r  e d i t i n g  t h e  s t o r y ,  

t h e r e  was s t i l l  t i m e  a v a i l a b l e  b u t  t h e y  d i d  n o t  wish  t o  r e v i s e  

t h i s  s t o r y ,  t h e y  c o u l d  u s e  t h e  remainder  of  t h e  t i m e  f o r  f r e e  

w r i t i n g .  T h i s  d i d  n o t  a p p e a r  t o  m o t i v a t e  s t u d e n t s  t o  r u s h  

t h r o u g h  t h e  p r o j e c t ,  and no s t u d e n t  d i d ,  i n  f a c t ,  u n d e r t a k e  f r e e  

w r i t i n g .  

I t  took a p p r o x i m a t e l y  e i g h t  m i n u t e s  t o  s e t t l e  t h e  c l a s s  
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and comply w i t h  c l a s s r o o m  p r o c e d u r e s  ( t a k i n g  a t t e n d a n c e ,  e tc .)  

p a s s i n g  o u t  p a p e r s  and answer ing  q u e s t i o n s ,  and a n o t h e r  f i v e  

m i n u t e s  a t  t h e  end of t h e  c l a s s  w i t h  g a t h e r i n g  p a p e r s ,  answer ing 

q u e s t i o n s  a b o u t  t h e  s t o r y  and s h a r i n g  comments on i t .  The a c t u a l  

'on  t a s k '  t i m e  was t h e r e f o r e  of a b o u t  22  m i n u t e s  d u r a t i o n .  

P r o c e d u r e  

The work done by t h e  s t u d e n t s  was r e a d  twice: t h e  f i r s t  

r e a d i n g  f o c u s s e d  on t h e  remarks  s t u d e n t s  made a b o u t  t h e  s t o r y ,  

and t h e  s u g g e s t i o n s  t h e y  had made t o  h e l p  t h e  writer  improve t h e  

s t o r y .  The second r e a d i n g  invo lved  examining t h e  e d i t i n g  done on 

t h e  o r i g i n a l  s t o r y .  These r e s u l t s  were t h e n  d i v i d e d  i n t o  v a r i o u s  

g r o u p i n g s  f o r  s c o r i n g  purposes .  

Some s t u d e n t s  had used p r o o f r e a d i n g  marks; o t h e r s  had 

w r i t t e n  comments on the .  page  o r  had made d i r e c t  r e v i s i o n s  t o ' t h e  

copy. Each s u g g e s t e d  o r  a c t u a l  t e x t  a l t e r a t i o n  made by t h e  

s t u d e n t s  was c l a s s i f i e d  a s  e i t h e r  an  a d d i t i o n  ( someth ing  added 

which had n o t  p r e v i o u s l y  been p r e s e n t  i n  t h e  t e x t ) ,  d e l e t i o n  

( someth ing  had been removed from t h e  t e x t ) ,  o r  s u b s t i t u t i o n  

(something had been w r i t t e n  i n  p l a c e  of something else i n  t h e  

t e x t . )  Each of t h e s e  t e x t  a l t e r a t i o n s  was t h e n  r e c l a s s i f i e d  

w i t h i n  i t s  own group  a s  t o  whether  i t  d e a l t  w i t h  p u n c u t a t i o n ,  

w i t h  grammar, o r  w i t h  changes  t o  t h e  c o n t e n t  of t h e  t e x t .  



A n a l y s i s  o f  S t u d e n t  Work 

A n a l y s i s  o f  w r i t t e n  comments o f f e r e d  by t h e  s t u d e n t s ,  

b o t h  t h e i r  e v a l u a t i o n s  o f  t h e  m a t e r i a l  and  t h e  s u g g e s t i o n s  t h e y  

o f f e r e d  t o  t h e  wr i te r ,  a p p e a r  t o  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  some s t u d e n t s  

were f o l l o w i n g  r u l e s .  No p r o v i s i o n  had b e e n  made f o r  s t u d e n t s  

t o  i d e n t i f y  t h e  r u l e s  t h e y  u s e d ,  t h u s  t h e  s t u d e n t  who s u g g e s t e d  

t h e  writer s h o u l d  " n o t  write t h e  l i t t l e  words  t h a t  d o n ' t  mean 

a n y t h i n g "  b u t  i n s t e a d  "write t h e  o n e s  t h a t  h a v e  more meaning and 

u n d e r s t a n d i n g "  may h a v e  b e e n  q u o t i n g  a  ' r u l e ' ,  making a  s t y l e  

s u g g e s t i o n ,  o r  may h a v e  had  some th ing  else i n  mind. T h i s  s t u d e n t  

d i d  n o t  p r o v i d e  a n  example  o f  t h e  words  t h a t  had "more meaning 

and  u n d e r s t a n d i n g "  o r  r e v i s e  t h e  s t a n d a r d  t e x t  t o  a c h i e v e  t h i s ,  

s o  i t  is d i f f i c u l t  t o  know e x a c t l y  what  was i n t e n d e d .  T h i s  

s t u d e n t  was,  i t  a p p e a r e d ,  d o i n g  e x a c t l y  t h e  same a s  some 

t e a c h e r s  -of w r i t i n g  do :  making a n  ambiguous  comment which o n l y  

added  c o n f u s i o n  ( S e a r l e  and D i l l o n ,  1 9 8 0 . )  

O t h e r  s t u d e n t s  r e f e r r e d  t o  " u n p r o p e r  E n g l i s h " ,  word 

o r d e r ,  and u n e c e s s a r y  p u n c t u a t i o n .  S t u d e n t s  a r e  n o t  a l w a y s  a s  

p r e c i s e  i n  r u l e  a p p l i c a t i o n  a s  t e a c h e r s  m i g h t  w i sh  and may a p p l y  

t h e  r i g h t  r u l e s  wrong ly ,  o r  t h e  wrong r u l e s  r i g h t l y  ( B e l a n g e r  

and  R o g e r s ,  1983;  S c a r d a m a l i a  a n d  B e r e i t e r ,  1983;  Z i v ,  1984)  o r  

may even  b e  c i t i n g  n o n - r u l e s .  

One s t u d e n t  v o l u n t e e r e d  a  comment a f t e r  t h e  s e s s i o n  

e n d e d ,  t h a t  t h e r e  was "a  r u l e  t h a t  you c o u l d n ' t  s a y  ' I '  i n  a  

s t o r y . "  With no p r o t o c o l  s t u d y  i n  p l a c e ,  i t  is d i f f i c u l t  t o  



know whether these students were consciously applying rules or 

conventions or were, as Hugh Garner (1973) expressed it, 

"writing by ear" -- a process described in a more academic 
manner as "measuring text against a generalized set of 

internalized criteria" (Flower and Hayes, 1981.) 

Although some students did attempt to identify some of 

the text elements they dealt with, they did not identify all 

text elements. This may indicate that they had learned text 

forms through other than formal methods of instruction (Bereiter 

and Scardemalia, 1981): they knew something needed fixing and 

had some idea of how to fix it, but likely could not have 

explained either what they did, or why. 

Scoring 

Edited text was quantified in one of nine 

subcategories: 

Substitution - punctuation 
Substitution - grammar 
Substitution - content 
Addition - puncutation 
Addition - grammar 
Addition - content 
Deletion - punctuation 
Deletion - grammar 
Deletion - content 
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~diting involving content alteration, substitution, 

addition or deletion is macroediting: major in scope and often 

involving addition of information for greater clarity. Editing 

involving puncutation or grammar, either through substitutuion, 

addition or deletion, is microediting -- minor in scope, often 
convention based, frequently involving error correction. 

Results 

The greatest amount of text editing by this group of 

Grade six students involved grammar -- 67.5 per cent of all 
substitutions involved grammar, 69.9 per cent of all deletions 

involved grammar. 

Virtually all of the grammar editing undertaken in this 

study was concerned solely with error correction. No instances 

were discerned in which grammar had been edited for effect, for 

emphasis, for style or for clarity. 

The deletions, too, generally involved errors and were 

a good example of Flower and Hayes' (1986) suggestion that one 

valid strategy demonstrated by writers when they are unable to 

fix a perceived error, is the removal of the problem-causing 

phrase or sentence. 

The only activity which was not grammar-based was 

addition, and this proved to be tactic most often used to 

accomplish editorial revision. Two thirds of all revisions were 

undertaken during the process of adding material to the 
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standard text. 

Text alterations showed the following frequencies: 

Punctuation Grammar Content 

Addition 23% 10.2% 66.6% 

Deletion 21.2% 66.9% 11.8% 

Substitution 8.5% 67.5% 23.9% 

Total additions: 3 9. 

Total deletions: 127 

Total substitions: 188 

Text alterations based on additions: 

Punctuation 9 

Grammar 4 

Content 26 

Text alterations based on deletions: 

Punctuation 27 

Grammar 85 

Content 15 

Text alterations based on substitutions: 

Punctuation 16 

Grammar 127 

Content 45 
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T o t a l  t e x t  a l t e r a t i o n s  i n v o l v i n g  p u n c t u a t i o n :  52 

T o t a l  t e x t  a l t e r a t i o n s  i n v o l v i n g  grammar: 216 

T o t a l  t e x t  a l t e r a t i o n s  i n v o l v i n g  c o n t e n t :  86 

T o t a l  a d d i t i o n s  t o  t e x t :  39 

T o t a l  d e l e t i o n s  f rom t e x t :  127 

T o t a l  s u b s t i t u t i o n s  t o  t e x t :  1 8 8  

Most s t u d e n t s  e d i t e d  t h e  s t o r y ,  b u t  s l i g h t l y  f e w e r  t h a n  

h a l f  (18 /38 )  o f f e r e d  s u g g e s t i o n s  f o r  improv ing  t h e  s t o r y ,  and  of  

t h e  1 8  s t u d e n t s  who made e d i t o r i a l  comments,  o n l y  f o u r  d e a l t  

w i t h  a n y t h i n g  o t h e r  t h a n  c o r r e c t i o n  o f  grammar. One s t u d e n t  

s u g g e s t e d  t h e  writer  s h o u l d  t r y  " c h a n g i n g  word u s e  a round . "  I t  

is n o t  c l e a r  e x a c t l y  what  w a s  mean t  by t h e  comment. 

The r e m a i n i n g  e d i t o r i a l  s u g g e s t i o n s  i n c l u d e d  c h a n g i n g  

t h e  t i t l e ,  g i v i n g  a  r e a s o n  f o r  b u i l d i n g  t h e  b o a t ,  e x p l a i n i n g  

w h e t h e r  i t  was h a r d  o r  e a s y ,  t e l l i n g  more a b o u t  t h e  b o a t  ( f o r  

example ,  what  k i n d ,  how b i g ,  and  what  c o l o u r  i t  w a s ) ,  g i v i n g  t h e  

u n c l e ' s  name, t e l l i n g  how o f t e n  h e  came, d e s c r i b i n g  what  t h e  

b u i l d e r s  d i d  f o r  t h e  r e m a i n d e r  o f  t h e  w i n t e r ,  p u t t i n g  some 

e x c i t e m e n t  i n  t h e  s t o r y ,  " p u t t i n g  a  b e t t e r  s t a r t i n g , "  and  

c o n t i n u i n g  t h e  s t o r y  t o  i n c l u d e  what  happened  a f t e r  t h e  b u i l d e r s  

d i s c o v e r e d  t h e  b o a t  wouldn '  t g o  t h r o u g h  t h e  d o o r .  

S t u d e n t s  who o f f e r e d  e d i t o r i a l  s u g g e s t i o n s  t y p i c a l l y  

made more t h a n  o n e  s u g g e s t i o n .  
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Three  s t u d e n t s  o f f e r e d  p o s i t i v e  r e i n f o r c e m e n t  t o  t h e  

writer .  One n o t e d ,  "The s t o r y  i t s e l f  was j u s t  f i n e .  I t  was v e r y  

amusing,"  t h e n  commented t h a t  t h e  w r i t e r ' s  word u s e  was " n o t  

v e r y  good." A second s a i d  t h e  s t o r y  was " n o t  bad" b u t  s u g g e s t e d  

t h e  writer d o  i t  o v e r  and u s e  b e t t e r  grammar. The t h i r d  s t u d e n t  

s a i d  " I t  would b e  a  good i d e a  t o  check i t  o v e r  and r i g h t  ( s i c )  

i t  a g i a n  ( s i c )  and check i n  t h e  d i c t i o n a r y  ( s ic )  f o r  words your 

(s ic)  n o t  s u r e  o f .  o t h e r w i s e  v e r y  n i c e . "  

A number of s t u d e n t s  made no e d i t o r i a l  s u g g e s t i o n s  

wha t soever ,  b u t  began i n d e p e n d e n t  r e v i s i o n s  of  t h e  s t o r y ,  some 

making s i g n i f i c a n t  t e x t  a l t e r a t i o n s ,  w h i l e  o t h e r s  d e a l t  w i t h  

m e c h a n i c a l  and c o n v e n t i o n a l  a s p e c t s .  Among t h e  l a t t e r  g r o u p ,  i t  

was u n c l e a r  whether  t h e y  were making changes  ' b y  e a r '  o r  i f  t h e y  

were aware  o f  t h e  s p e c i f i c  f u n c t i o n s  t h e y  were a l t e r i n g ;  i t  was, 

t h e r e f o r e ,  a l s o  u n c l e a r  whether  t h e y  would have  'been a b l e  t o  

l a b e l  t h e  t e x t  a l t e r a t i o n s  t h e y  had made. 

A number of  t h e  s t u d e n t s  made comments which were 

d i f f i c u l t  t o  u n d e r s t a n d .  One example of  t h i s  was t h e  s t u d e n t  

r e f e r r e d  t o  p r e v i o u s l y ,  who made t h e  comment r e g a r d i n g  ' l i t t l e  

words t h a t  d o n ' t  mean a n y t h i n g ' .  When t h e  r e v i s i o n  done by t h i s  

s t u d e n t  is compared t o  t h e  e d i t e d  t e x t ,  however,  and t h e  r e v i s e d  

t e x t  compared w i t h  t h e  o r i g i n a l  t e x t ,  i t  may b e  s e e n  t h a t  t h e  

s t u d e n t  h a s  c o r r e c t e d  t h e  grammar, h a s  i n  t h r e e  i n s t a n c e s  

combined s e n t e n c e s  and i n  one  i n s t a n c e  s e p a r a t e d  a  s e n t e n c e  i n t o  

two p a r t s .  Other  t h a n  t h e s e  g rammat ica l  a l t e r a t i o n s ,  few changes  

70 



have been made t o  t h e  s t o r y ,  a l t h o u g h  t h e  word ' s t u f f v  was 

r e p l a c e d  i n  two i n s t a n c e s :  once  w i t h  ' i n s t r u c t i o n s '  and once  

w i t h  ' t h e  work ' .  ' S t u f f '  may have  been t h e  ' l i t t l e  word' 

r e f e r r e d  t o ,  o r  t h e  s t u d e n t  may have  had something else i n  mind. 

Another  s t u d e n t  a l s o  q u e s t i o n e d  t h e  u s e  of  t h e  word 

' s t u f f '  and made a d i r e c t  s u g g e s t i o n  t h a t  t h i s  word s h o u l d  b e  

r e p l a c e d  w i t h  something more s p e c i f i c .  However, when t h e  s t u d e n t  

r e w r o t e  t h e  copy,  t h e  word ' s t u f f '  was r e p e a t e d  i n  t h e  r e w r i t t e n  

t e x t .  While  t h e  s t u d e n t - a s - e d i t o r  r e c o g n i z e d  t h e  need f o r  an 

e d i t o r i a l  a l t e r a t i o n ,  t h e  s tuden t -as -wr  i t e r  e i t h e r  f o r g o t  t h e  

s u g g e s t i o n  o r  c o u l d  n o t  t h i n k  o f  a s a t i s f a c t o r y  s u b s t i t u t e  f o r  

' s t u f f ' .  

One s t u d e n t  used a  marking code ,  b u t  d i d  n o t  s p e c i f y  

what t h e  code  meant.  T h i s  c o u l d  have  meant  t h a t  t h e  s t u d e n t  

d e v i s e d  t h e  code  f o r  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  p i e c e  o f  work and s imply  

f o r g o t  t o  p r o v i d e  a key,  o r  was making u s e  of  a code  commonly 

used i n  t h e  c l a s s r o o m  which would n o t  need e x p l a n a t i o n .  T h i s  

same s t u d e n t  made e d i t o r i a l  comments which s u g g e s t e d  l o o k i n g  

o v e r  t h e  a s s i g n m e n t  and r e w r i t i n g  i t  " i n  a more o r d e r l y  way" and 

a l s o  r e f e r r e d  t o  s p e l l i n g .  I n  t h e  r e v i s i o n s  done  t o  t h e  t e x t ,  

t h e  s t u d e n t  had marked ' s p '  n e x t  t o  t h e  word ' i n ' .  ~t is n o t  

c l e a r  i f  t h e  s t u d e n t  b e l i e v e d  a  s p e l l i n g  e r r o r  had o c c u r r e d  a t  

t h i s  p o i n t  o r  i f  some o t h e r  meaning had been g i v e n  t o  ' s p ' .  

One s t u d e n t  p r o v i d e d  c o n s t r u c t i v e  p e e r  e d i t i n g ,  u r g i n g  

t h e  writer t o  "watch your s p e l l i n g "  and s u g g e s t i n g  d e t a i l s  
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which c o u l d  be  added t o  t h e  t e x t .  These s u g g e s t i o n s  i n v o l v e d  

d e s c r i b i n g  and g i v i n g  a  r e a s o n  f o r  wan t ing  a  b o a t .  I n  t h e  

r e w r i t t e n  copy,  t h e  s t u d e n t  d i d  s o ,  d e s c r i b i n g  i t  a s  a  10 f o o t  

l o n g ,  l i m e  g r e e n  s a i l  b o a t ,  r e q u i r e d  t o  t a k e  t h e  f a m i l y  t o  v i s i t  

a  s i c k  g r a n d f a t h e r ,  b e c a u s e  t h e y  were u n a b l e  t o  a f f o r d  a i r  f a r e .  

T h i s  s t u d e n t  was t h e  o n l y  c l a s s  member t o  make s p e c i f i c  

recommendations and t o  f o l l o w  t h o s e  recommendations when 

r e v s i s i n g  t h e  s t o r y .  

S e v e r a l  s t u d e n t s  d i d  make e d i t o r i a l  s u g g e s t i o n s  

c o n c e r n i n g  c o n t e n t ,  b u t  t h e i r  own r e v i s i o n s  d e a l t  s o l e l y  w i t h  

c o r r e c t i n g  grammar and p u n c t u a t i o n .  Some o f  t h e  e d i t o r i a l  

s u g g e s t i o n s  t h e y  made d e a l t  w i t h  s u c h  t h i n g s  a s  d e a i l s  which 

c o u l d  b e  i n c l u d e d  i n  t h e  s t o r y :  a  name f o r  t h e  u n c l e ,  t h e  

f r e q u e n c y  w i t h  which h e  v i s i t e d ,  and what happened a f t e r  t h e  

b o a t  c o u l d  n o t  b e  f i t t e d  t h r o u g h  t h e  d o o r .  However, when t h e  

s t u d e n t s  r e w r o t e  t h e  t e x t ,  t h e  u n c l e  remained unnamed, no 

r e f e r e n c e  was made t o  how o f t e n  he  came, nor  was any a l t e r a t i o n  

made t o  t h e  e n d i n g  of  t h e  s t o r y  and n o t h i n g  was added t o  

i n d i c a t e  what migh t  have  happened a f t e r  t h e  b u i l d e r s  d i s c o v e r e d  

t h e  b o a t  would n o t  go  t h r o u g h  t h e  d o o r .  

C u r i o u s l y  enough,  n o t  one s t u d e n t  s u g g e s t e d  g i v i n g  t h e  

b o a t  a  name. 

I t  is  p o s s i b l e  t h e  s t u d e n t - a s - e d i t o r  t h o u g h t  t h e  

s u g g e s t e d  i n f o r m a t i o n  would add t o  t h e  s t o r y ,  b u t  t h e  

s t u d e n t - a s - w r i t e r  e i t h e r  f o r g o t  o r  d i d  n o t  know how t o  
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i n c o r p o r a t e  t h e  recommended d e t a i l s  i n t o  t h e  s t o r y ,  Comparing 

t h e  r e s p o n s e s  of  s t u d e n t s  who made e d i t o r i a l  s u g g e s t i o n s  w i t h  

t h e i r  own r e v i s i o n s ,  one  is s t r u c k  w i t h  t h e  s u s p i c i o n  t h a t  

s t u d e n t s  p a i d  l i t t l e  o r  no a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  e d i t e d  t e x t  when 

t h e y  were a c t u a l l y  i n v o l v e d  w i t h  t h e  r e v i s i o n s .  T h i s  r e f l e c t s  a  

c l a s s r o o m  phenomenon f r e q u e n t l y  no ted  by t e a c h e r s :  marked 

c o r r e c t i o n s  a r e  q u i t e  o f t e n  n o t  c o r r e c t e d  i n  f i n a l  c o p i e s ,  b u t  

c o n t i n u e  t o  b e  w r i t t e n  i n c o r r e c t l y  even i n  t h e  f i n a l  v e r s i o n .  

I t  may r e a d i l y  b e  s e e n  t h a t  t h i s  g roup  of  Grade s i x  

s t u d e n t s  was much more concerned  w i t h  t h e  mechanics  of  t h e  

w r i t i n g  t h a n  w i t h  t h e  c o n t e n t s .  A s  no p r o t o c o l  r e s e a r c h  was 

u n d e r t a k e n ,  i t  is d i f f i c u l t  t o  s a y  why t h i s  migh t  be  s o ,  b u t  

s e v e r a l  f a c t o r s  may have  i n f l u e n c e d  t h e i r  a c t i o n s :  

a )  s t u d e n t s  may have  been accustomed t o  hav ing  

t h e i r  own work marked and/or  e d i t e d  w i t h  t h e  major  

emphasis  p l a c e d  on s p e l l i n g ,  grammar, and t h e  mechan ics  

o f  w r i t i n g .  L 

b )  t h e  number of  e r r o r s  c o n t a i n e d  i n  t h e  s t a n d a r d  

t e x t  may have  been r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  t h e  e d i t o r i a l  

emphasis  on c o n v e n t i o n s  o f  w r i t i n g .  

c)  s t u d e n t s  may n o t  have  been s u f f i c i e n t l y  

m o t i v a t e d  t o  d o  more t h a n  t e n d  t o  s u r f a c e  r e v i s i o n s .  

A f o u r t h  p o s s i b i l i t y  must  be c o n s i d e r e d :  some 

s t u d e n t s  seemed r e l u c t a n t  t o  u n d e r t a k e  s u b s t a n t i v e  

r e v i s i o n  o r  t o  make e d i t o r i a l  s u g g e s t i o n s  which 
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c o u l d  have  h e l p e d  t h e  writer t o  make s u b s t a n t i v e  

r e v i s i o n s .  But what a p p e a r s  t o  be r e l u c t a n c e  may i n  

f a c t  have  been a  d e l a y i n g  s t r a t e g y  ( a s  no ted  i n  Flower ,  

Hayes, e t  a l ,  1 9 8 5 )  i n  which t h e y  engaged u n t i l  such  

t i m e  a s  t h e y  d e c i p h e r e d  more c u e s  a s  t o  what was 

e x p e c t e d  of  them, o r  t h e m s e l v e s  d e c i d e d  how t h e y  wanted 

t o  proceed w i t h  t h e  s t o r y .  

Flower and Hayes ( 1 9 8 6 )  s u g g e s t  t h e  d e l a y i n g  t a c t i c  may 

b e  used a t  any s t a g e  i n  t h e  w r i t i n g  p r o c e s s ,  and may be 

accompanied by t h e  complementary t a c t i c  of  abandoning t e x t  which 

is e i t h e r  beyond r e p a i r ,  o r  c o n t a i n s  t o o  many problems t o  b e  

f i x e d .  

I f ,  a s  t h e y  s u g g e s t ,  t h i s  d e l a y i n g  s t r a t e g y  i s  a  known 

t a c t i c  i n  s e l f - e d i t i n g  p r o c e d u r e s ,  i t  may e q u a l l y  w e l l  be a  

t e c h n i q u e -  adop ted  by e x t e r n a l  e d i t o r s :  p e e r  e d i t o r s  may b e  

u n s u r e  of what is  e x p e c t e d ,  t h e  t e x t  may c o n t a i n  t o o  many 

problems,  o r  problems f o r  which t h e y  a r e  u n a b l e  t o  e x p l i c a t e  L 

s o l u t i o n s ,  and t h e  t a c t i c  o f  c h o i c e  becomes e i t h e r  d e l a y i n g  o r  

abandoning a t t e m p t s  a t  p e e r  e d i t i n g .  A t  t h e  same t i m e ,  p e e r  

e d i t o r s  may f e e l  t h a t  something i s  e x p e c t e d  from them and ,  

l a c k i n g  any o t h e r  o p t i o n  a t  t h a t  moment, may r e v e r t  t o  e r r o r  

c o r r e c t i o n  a s  a  s a f e  and f a m i l i a r  p r o c e s s .  T h i s  may seem a  more 

a t t r a c t i v e  a l t e r n a t i v e  i f  t h e  s t u d e n t  h a s  had l i t t l e  o p p o r t u n i t y  

t o  o b s e r v e  s u b s t a n t i v e  e d i t i n g  and i s  more f a m i l i a r  w i t h  e r r o r  

c o r r e c t i o n . S e v e r a 1  s t u d e n t s  appear  t o  have  s e l e c t e d  a  d e l a y i n g  

o r  abandoning t a c t i c  t o  d e a l  w i t h  t h e  problems t h e y  e n c o u n t e r e d  
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i n  t h e  p e e r  e d i t i n g  p r o c e s s .  Ten s t u d e n t s  d i d  n o t  e d i t  t h e  

s t a n d a r d  t e x t  a t  a l l ,  b u t  moved d i r e c t l y  t o  t e x t  r e v i s i o n .  T h i s  

may i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h e y  were u n s u r e  of  how t o  make e d i t o r i a l  

s u g g e s t i o n s  t o  t h e  writer,  b u t  were a b l e  t o  u n d e r t a k e  

a l t e r a t i o n s  when t h e y  t h e m s e l v e s  d i d  t h e  w r i t i n g .  A l a c k  o f  

e d i t o r i a l  v o c a b u l a r y  may have  r e s u l t e d  i n  s t u d e n t s  b e i n g  u n a b l e  

t o  e x p l a i n  t h e  problem o r  how t o  d e a l  w i t h  i t ,  a l t h o u g h  t h e y  may 

have  been a b l e  t o  r e c o g n i z e  what needed r e p a i r  and had some i d e a  

o f  how t o  g o  a b o u t  i t .  

The t e n  s t u d e n t s  who abandoned a t t e m p t s  a t  e d i t i n g  t h e  

s t a n d a r d  t e x t  may have  found r e v i s i n g  e a s i e r  t h a n  a n a l y z i n g  t h e  

t e x t  and making e d i t o r i a l  recommendations f o r  d e a l i n g  w i t h  t h e  

problems e n c o u n t e r e d  i n  t h e  t e x t .  I t  must  b e  noted  t h a t  no 

e v i d e n c e  f o r  t h i s  e x i s t s  i n  t h e  w r i t i n g  and is r a i s e d  o n l y  a s  a  

p o s s i b i l i t y .  I t  is e q u a l l y  p o s s i b l e  t h a t  s t u d e n t s  d i d  c o n s i d e r  

e d i t i n g  and may have  s p e n t  t i m e  a n a l y z i n g  t h e  s t a n d a r d  t e x t  w i t h  

a  view t o  e d i t i n g .  They d i d  n o t ,  however,  make n o t a t i o n s  on t h e  

t e x t  which would c o n f i r m  t h i s  p o s s i b i l i t y .  

One c u r i o u s  s t a t i s t i c  emerges:  f i v e  of  t h e  38  s t u d e n t s  

(10.2 p e r  c e n t  of t h e  g roup)  s p e c i f i e d  s p e l l i n g  e r r o r s  a s  an  

a r e a  which r e q u i r e d  a t t e n t i o n .  I n  f a c t ,  o n l y  one s p e l l i n g  e r r o r  

was i n c l u d e d  i n  t h e  t e x t :  t h e  word ' t o '  was used i n  p l a c e  of 

' t o o ' ,  b u t  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  e r r o r  was no ted  by o n l y  two of  t h e  

f i v e  s t u d e n t s  who commented on s p e l l i n g .  The o t h e r  t h r e e  g a v e  no 

s p e c i f i c  examples of  i n c o r r e c t  s p e l l i n g  i n  t h e  t e x t ,  nor  d i d  
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t h e y  c o r r e c t  t h e  s p e l l i n g  e r r o r  i n  t h e  c o u r s e  of  e d i t i n g  t h e  

t e x t .  T h i s  migh t  l e a d  one t o  s u s p e c t  t h a t  s t u d e n t  comments 

r e g a r d i n g  s p e l l i n g  were n o t  s o  much a  r e f l e c t i o n  of  t h e  

c o r r e c t n e s s  o r  i n c o r r e c t n e s s  of  s p e l l i n g  t h e y  were a c t u a l l y  

s e e i n g ,  a s  a  r e f l e c t i o n  of  a  c o n c e p t  t h e y  had l e a r n e d :  s p e l l i n g  

i s  a  f r e q u e n t  and i m p o r t a n t  problem i n  w r i t i n g .  

w h i l e  t e n  p e r  c e n t  of t h e  s t u d e n t s  named s p e l l i n g  a s  a  

f l a w  i n  t h e  work, none named t h e  i n a p p r o p r i a t e  u s e  o f  o r a l  

E n g l i s h  i n  a  w r i t t e n  c o m p o s i t i o n .  Al though t h e y  d i d  n o t  l a b e l  

t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  f a u l t ,  a l m o s t  a l l  r e c o g n i z e d  t h a t  t h e r e  was 

something a m i s s  a t  t h a t  p o i n t  i n  t h e  t e x t .  Many a t t e m p t e d  t o  

r e w r i t e  t h e  o r a l  p a s s a g e s ,  w i t h  v a r y i n g  d e g r e e s  o f  s u c c e s s .  

The a c t i o n s  o f  t h e  s t u d y  g r o u p  c o r r e l a t e  t o  v a r i o u s  

s t r a t e g i e s  i d e n t i f i e d  by Flower and Hayes ( 1 9 8 6 ) .  For example,  

two of  t h e  f i v e  s t u d e n t s  who e x p r e s s e d  c o n c e r n  o v e r  s p e l l i n g  

were s u c c e s s f u l  i n  i d e n t i f y i n g  and c o r r e c t i n g  t h e  s p e l l i n g  

e r r o r .  The t h i r d  s t u d e n t  r e w r o t e  t h e  s e n t e n c e  i n  such  a  way t h a t  

n e i t h e r  ' t o '  nor  ' t o o '  was r e q u i r e d  i n  t h e  s e n t e n c e  and t h e  

f o u r t h  d e l e t e d  words d u r i n g  r e v i s i o n ,  e x c l u d i n g  problem words o r  

p h r a s e s ,  w h i l e  t h e  f i f t h  s o l v e d  t h a t  and o t h e r  problems by n o t  

r e v i s i n g  t h e  t e x t  a t  a l l ,  i g n o r i n g  t h e  problem by s t a r t i n g  anew: 

a l l  s t r a t e g i e s  ment ioned by Flower and Hayes (1986) a s  

i d e n t i f i a b l e  a v o i d a n c e  s t r a t e g i e s .  
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The i m p l i c a t i o n s  of  t h e s e  a c t i o n s  and s t r a t e g i e s  f o r  

p e e r  e d i t i n g  must  a l s o  b e  c o n s i d e r e d .  U n l e s s  t h e  p e e r  e d i t o r s  

a r e  c o n f i d e n t  i n  t h e i r  a n a l y s e s  and problem s u g g e s t i o n s ,  t h e r e  

must a lways  e x i s t  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  t h e y  may a l t e r  t e x t  t o  

avo id  p rob lems ,  r a t h e r  t h a n  s o l v i n g  t h e  p rob lems ,  o r  t h e y  may 

i g n o r e  t h e  problems by s u g g e s t i n g  t h e  writer b e g i n  anew. 

Most of  t h e  Grade s i x  s t u d e n t s  i n v o l v e d  i n  t h i s  s t u d y  

a p p e a r e d  t o  b e  v e r y  f a m i l i a r  w i t h  p r o o f r e a d i n g  and e r r o r  

c o r r e c t i o n ,  b u t  seemed n o t  t o  p o s s e s s ,  o r  a t  l e a s t ,  t o  p o s s e s s  

i n  o n l y  l i m i t e d  d e g r e e s ,  t h e  e d i t i n g  s k i l l s  which would have  

e n a b l e d  them t o  p r o v i d e  e f f e c t i v e  p e e r  e d i t i n g .  I t  is  d i f f i c u l t  

t o  s a y  why t h i s  was so :  s t u d e n t s  may have  b e l i e v e d  e d i t i n g  meant  

e r r o r  c o r r e c t i o n  and r e c o p y i n g ,  t h e y  may have  been accustomed ' to  

hav ing  t h e i r  own c o m p o s i t i o n s  ' e d i t e d '  by hav ing  e r r o r s  p o i n t e d  

o u t  and b e i n g  r e q u i r e d  t o  c o r r e c t  t h o s e  e r r o r s  ( r e c o p y i n g  r a t h e r  

t h a n  r e v i s i n g ) ,  o r  t h e r e  may have  been o t h e r  f a c t o r s  i n v o l v e d .  

S t u d e n t s  appeared  t o  l a c k  n o t  o n l y  p e e r  e d i t i n g  s k i l l s ,  b u t  a l s o  

s e l f  e d i t i n g  s k i l l s ,  and t h i s  was g e n e r a l l y  e v i d e n t  b o t h  i n  t h e  

e d i t o r i a l  comments made and n o t  made. 



CHAPTER FOUR 

DISCUSSION 

II ... young children become literate 
by being nurtured through developmental 

stages.1" (p. 16) 

Preferred editing strategies 

Analysis of the editing performed by this group of 

Grade six students indicates the most preferred editing strategy 

was strongly involved with error correction, with most attention 

given to some form of grammatical revision. Text alterations 

consisting of corrections of perceived errors in grammar, 

spelling and punctuation were three times as frequent as were 

text revisions dealing with content, which confirmed an initial 

supposition that the primary focus of attention would be with 

mechanical matters of form and format, and with the conventions 

of language. 

(1) A program to foster literacy: Early steps in learning to 

write, by Marietta Hurst, Lee Dobson, Mayling Chow, Joy Nucich, 

Lynda Stickley, and Gwen Smith. LA 8094. Published by the - B.C. 

Teachers' Federation Lesson Aids Service, Vancouver, B.C. 
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Most s t u d e n t s  i n  t h i s  s t u d y  appeared  t o  a t t e m p t ,  w i t h  

v a r y i n g  d e g r e e s  of  s u c c e s s ,  t o  d e a l  w i t h  problems a r i s i n g  from 

t h e  use  of o r a l  E n g l i s h  i n  a  w r i t t e n  c o m p o s i t i o n .  T h e i r  a c t i o n s  

c o r r o b o r a t e d  f i n d i n g s  t h a t  e d i t i n g  d i f f i c u l t i e s  may a r i s e  n o t  

o n l y  b e c a u s e  s t u d e n t s  f a i l  t o  r e c o g n i z e  t h e  need f o r  r e v i s i o n ,  

b u t  a l s o  b e c a u s e  t h e y  a r e  n o t  s u r e  what t h e y  s h o u l d  d o  t o  s o l v e  

t h e  problem (Bereiter and S c a r a d a m a l i a ,  1981,  1983; Emig, 1978; 

Ziv ,  1 9 8 4 ) .  

A r e s e a r c h  f i n d i n g  conf i rmed  by Flower and Hayes (1985,  

1986)  shows t h a t  e x p e r i e n c e d  writers g i v e  g r e a t e r  a t t e n t i o n  t o  

g l o b a l  c o n c e r n s  t h a n  do n o v i c e  writers.  However, a  r e c u r r i n g  

comment by e x p e r i e n c e d  writers d e a l s  w i t h  t h e  f a c t  t h a t ,  g i v e n  

f r e e  r e i n ,  e d i t i n g  can  c o m p l e t e l y  change  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  of  t h e i r  

w r i t i n g  (Daugher ty ,  1984;  Walrep,  1 9 8 5 ) .  One must  a sk  whether  

s t u d e n t s  would b e  w i l l i n g  t o  a c c e p t  changes  i n  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  of 

t h e i r  work i f ,  a s  is  cus tomary  i n  t h e  c l a s s r o o m ,  t h e y  a r e  

w r i t i n g  t o  f u l f i l l  an  a s s i g n m e n t .  A new d i r e c t i o n  migh t  t h r e a t e n  

t o  t a k e  t h e  work away from i ts  a s s i g n e d  a r e a  and t h u s  j e o p a r d i z e  

t h e i r  s u c c e s s .  I f  t h i s  is s o ,  s u b s t a n t i v e  e d i t i n g  c o u l d  appear  

t o  b e  a  c o u n t e r - p r o d u c t i v e  move and t h u s  a poor s t r a t e g y  

s e l e c t i o n .  I f  indeed  t h i s  is  a  f a c t o r ,  minimal  e d i t i n g  might  

a p p e a r  t o  s t u d e n t s  t o  b e  a  s a f e r  c o u r s e .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand,  t h e  

l a c k  o f  i n t e n s e  e d i t i n g  migh t  be a t t r i b u t e d  t o  r e f l e c t i n g  a  

b e l i e f  t h a t  e d i t i n g  means o n l y  c o r r e c t i n g  e r r o r s .  I f  t h i s  is s o ,  

s t u d e n t s  might  n o t  see a  need f o r  t a k i n g  a  more g l o b a l  view of  

t h e  work. 
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Other  f a c t o r s  may c o n t r i b u t e  t o  d i m i n i s h e d  e d i t i n g  

s k i l l s :  s t u d e n t s  s e e k i n g  a  p a r t i c u l a r  g o a l ,  s u c h  a s  s a t i s f a c t o r y  

mark i n  c o m p o s i t i o n ,  may b e  u n w i l l i n g  t o  i n i t i a t e  a c t i o n  t h a t  

h a s  n o t  d e m o n s t r a b l y  improved p r e v i o u s  r e s u l t s  ( g r a d i n g ) .  While  

some r e s e a r c h e r s  b e l i e v e  low l e v e l s  of  s t u d e n t  e d i t i n g  i n d i c a t e  

t h a t  s t u d e n t s  do  n o t  know how t o  r e v i s e  (Crowhurs t ,  1982;  

F u l w i l e r ,  1982; T a t e ,  1 9 8 1 ) ,  l a c k  o f  i n t e r e s t  may b e  a l s o  b e  a n  

i n h i b i t o r y  f a c t o r .  A d e c l i n e  i n  i n t e r e s t  i n  r e v i s i o n  i n  upper  

e l e m e n t a r y  g r a d e s  (Hogan, 1980)  may have  something t o  d o  w i t h  

what s t u d e n t s  have  l e a r n e d  a b o u t  w r i t i n g  p r o c e s s  d u r i n g  t h e  

p r e c e d i n g  y e a r s ,  some a s p e c t s  o f  t h e  c u r r i c u l u m  o r  c l a s s r o o m ,  

p e r s o n a l  development  of  s t u d e n t s  i n  t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  a g e  g r o u p ,  

c o m b i n a t i o n s  of  t h e s e ,  o r  o t h e r  f a c t o r s .  No s t u d i e s  have  been 

d i s c o v e r e d  c o n c e r n i n g  changes  i n  t h e  l e v e l  of  i n t e r e s t  i n  e i t h e r  

s e l f - e d i t - i n g  o r  p e e r  e d i t i n g ,  b u t  one must  s u s p e c t  i t  would 

f o l l o w  a s i m i l a r  p a t t e r n .  For whatever  r e a s o n ,  upper  e l e m e n t a r y  

s t u d e n t s  a r e  u s u a l l y  f a r  more c o m f o r t a b l e  c o r r e c t i n g  s u r f a c e  

c o n c e r n s  t h a n  u n d e r t a k i n g  s u b s t a n t i v e  e d i t i n g  (Birnbaum, 1982) 

and t h e  s t u d y  g r o u p ' s  b e h a v i o u r  r e f l e c t e d  t h a t  a t t i t u d e .  

No i n t e r a c t i o n  was obse rved  between s t u d e n t s  i n  t h e  

s t u d y  g r o u p  which would i n d i c a t e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  o r  awareness  

of  p e e r  e d i t i n g ,  w r i t i n g  workshop t e c h n i q u e s ,  o r  i n t e r a c t i v e  

s m a l l  g r o u p  e d i t i n g .  Q u e s t i o n s  a d d r e s s e d  t o  t h e  t e a c h e r  d e a l t  

o n l y  w i t h  mechan ics  and c l a s s r o o m  p r o c e d u r e s ,  n o t  e d i t o r i a l  

s u g g e s t i o n s  o r  i n p u t .  



There were no i n d i c a t i o n s  of r e o r g a n i z a t i o n  o r  

rea r rangement  of  t h e  m a t e r i a l .  S t u d e n t s  appeared  t o  proceed 

d i r e c t l y  t o  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  a t  t h e  s i n g l e  word o r  p h r a s e  l e v e l ,  

and f o r  t h e  most p a r t ,  t h e i r  f o c u s  was on e r r o r  c o r r e c t i o n .  

A few s t u d e n t s  indulged  i n  what might  be  r e f e r r e d  t o  as 

' t e x t - d e c o r a t i n g ' .  For example, t h e  s t u d e n t  who sugges t ed  t h e  

b o a t  w a s  a  b l u e  b o a t  was s imply  embro ider ing  i n f o r m a t i o n  which 

a l r e a d y  e x i s t e d  i n  t h e  t e x t .  T h e r e  was no p a r t i c u l a r  r e a s o n  f o r  

t h e  b o a t  t o  b e  b l u e ,  nor  a  s e n s e  t h a t  t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  b o a t  cou ld  

o n l y  be  b lue .  One e x c e p t i o n  t o  t h e  ' t e x t - d e c o r a t i n g '  a s p e c t  was 

provided  by t h e  s t u d e n t  who sugges t ed  t h e  b o a t  was ' d u s t y ' ,  and 

indeed ,  a  b o a t  s i t t i n g  i n  a  basement over  t h e  c o u r s e  of  a w i n t e r  

cou ld  w e l l  become d u s t y .  'Dus ty '  adds  an e lement  of a u t h e n t i c i t y  

t o  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  d e s c r i p t i o n  t h a t  ' b l u e '  d o e s  n o t .  

T i m e  F a c t o r  i n  W r i t i n p  

Based upon t h e  e d i t i n g  done by t h i s  Grade s i x  s t u d y  

group ,  i t  a p p e a r s  t h a t  t h i n k i n g  t i m e  i n  w r i t i n g  a s s ignmen t s  is 

minimal.  T h i s  may w e l l  b e  a  r e f l e c t i o n  o f  t h e  l i m i t e d  c l a s s  t i m e  

u s u a l l y  p rov ided  f o r  s t u d e n t  w r i t i n g  and e d i t i n g .  Some s t u d e n t s  

Were observed  t o  beg in  t h e  ass ignment  by p i c k i n g  up a  red p e n c i l  

and beg inn ing  t o  mark e r r o r s  w h i l e  t h e y  were read ing  th rough  t h e  

m a t e r i a l  f o r  t h e  f i r s t  t i m e .  Aside from t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e  

amounts o f  t i m e  a v a i l a b l e  t o  expe r i enced  writers and t o  nov ice  

writers,  t h e r e  a l s o  a p p e a r s  t o  be a  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  t h e  management 



of t h a t  t i m e .  Obviously  expe r i enced  w r i t e r s  spend a  g r e a t  d e a l  

more t i m e  a t  t h e i r  w r i t i n g  t h a n  do inexpe r i enced  w r i t e r s ,  b u t  

t h e i r  m a n i p u l a t i o n  of  work a l s o  a p p e a r s  t o  d i f f e r  from t h a t  of 

t h e  s t u d e n t s .  Exper ienced writers o f t e n  have many p i e c e s  of  work 

i n  p r o g r e s s  a t  one t i m e .  When work on one p i e c e  t e m p o r a r i l y  

h a l t s ,  work on a n o t h e r  beg ins .  Classroom o b s e r v a t i o n  w i l l  show 

s t u d e n t s  u s u a l l y  appear  t o  work on one p i e c e  of  w r i t i n g  a t  a  

t i m e ,  and t o  c a r r y  i t  through  t o  a  c o n c l u s i o n  b e f o r e  beg inn ing  

a n o t h e r  p i e c e  of  w r i t i n g .  The way i n  which w r i t i n g  is a s s igned  

and marked l i k e l y  h a s  a  good d e a l  t o  do  w i t h  t h i s .  

While c l a s s room t i m e  c o n s t r a i n t s  may be  a  l i m i t i n g  

f a c t o r  i n  t h e  e d i t i n g  p r o c e s s ,  s t u d e n t s  observed  i n  t h i s  s t u d y  

d i d  n o t  appear  t o  be  concerned w i t h  g a i n i n g  e x t r a  t i m e  f o r  t h e i r  

e d i t i n g  o r  t o  g i v e  i n d i c a t i o n s  of  r e q u i r i n g  more e d i t i n g  t i m e .  

s t u d e n t s  -were g i v e n  t h e  o p t i o n  of  o n l y  s u g g e s t i n g  changes ,  

r a t h e r  t han  a c t u a l l y  making t h e  changes ,  a  s t r a t e g y  which c o u l d  

have prov ided  them w i t h  much more t i m e  f o r  bo th  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  

and e d i t i n g  of t h e  work. None chose  t o  make u s e  of  t h i s  o p t i o n .  

I t  is i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  s p e c u l a t e  why t h i s  may have  

happened: Flower and Hayes' (1986) model of  t h e  c o g n i t i v e  

p r o c e s s e s  i n  r e v i s i o n  o f f e r s  a  number of  p o s s i b i l i t i e s .  Task 

d e f i n i t i o n  ( e i t h e r  t h e  a s s i g n e d  t a s k  o r  t h e  pe rce ived  t a s k )  may 

have been u n c l e a r  t o  t h e  s t u d e n t s .  T h e i r  comprehension of  t h e  

s t o r y  may have been poor ,  t h e i r  e v a l u a t i o n  may have been f a u l t y ,  

and/or t h e y  may have been d e f i c i e n t  i n  d e f i n i n g  t h e  problems.  



The s t r a t e g i e s  a v a i l a b l e  t o  s t u d e n t s  i n  t h i s  i n s t a n c e  

were q u i t e  v a r i e d .  One o p t i o n  was t o  i g n o r e  t h e  t a s k ,  and 

s e v e r a l  s t u d e n t s  appear  t o  have s e l e c t e d  t h i s  o p t i o n  when t h e y  

s imply  r ecop ied  t h e  t e x t  w i t h o u t  making any a l t e r a t i o n s .  They 

could  d e l a y ,  and some s t u d e n t s  may have been e x e r c i s i n g  t h i s  

o p t i o n  by do ing  a  minimum of  work. They cou ld  rewrite t h e  work, 

and most appeared t o  select t h i s  o p t i o n  -- c o r r e c t i n g  and 

making minor a l t e r a t i o n s  such  a s  t e x t - d e c o r a t i n g .  

Another o p t i o n  e x i s t e d :  t h e y  cou ld  r e v i s e  by r e d r a f t i n g  

o r  p a r a p h r a s i n g  t h e  work. Only a  few a t t empted  t o  do  so.  

The a c t i o n s ,  and l a c k  of  a c t i o n s ,  demons t r a t ed  by t h e  

s t u d y  g roup  may be a  r e f l e c t i o n  of  t h e  emphasis  t e a c h e r s  

g e n e r a l l y  p l a c e  on a s s e s s i n g  o n l y  f i n a l  d r a f t s ,  and e v a l u a t i n g  

s p e l l i n g ,  grammar and p u n c t u a t i o n  d u r i n g  t h e  e a r l y  s t a g e s  of  t h e  

work (Beach, 1 9 7 9 ) ,  and t h e s e  s t u d e n t s  appeared  t o  r e f l e c t  a  

s u p p o s i t i o n  s h a r e d  by many inexpe r i enced  writers t h a t  e d i t i n g  is 

j u s t  a m a t t e r  of  p o i n t i n g  o u t  e r r o r s  (Crowhurst ,  1979a,  1979b) .  

These s t u d e n t s  d i d  n o t  behave a s  expe r i enced  e d i t o r s  

do ,  by a s k i n g  f o r  e i t h e r  sweeping o r  s p e c i f i c  c o n t e n t  r e v i s i o n s  

(Shuman, 1 9 8 2 ) ,  b u t  were c o n t e n t  t o  p roof - read :  a t y p e  o f  

feedback which may u n i n t e n t i o n a l l y  t e a c h  s t u d e n t s  n o t  t o  r e v i s e  

(Nold, l 9 8 2 ) ,  by r e i n f o r c i n g  t h e  ' two-s tep '  w r i t i n g  mode 

(S tewig ,  1983) o r  t h e  w r i t e / c o r r e c t  fo rmat  of  knowledge- 

- t e l l i n g '  (Scradamal ia  and Bereiter, 1 9 8 3 ) .  Emphasis on 



c o r r e c t n e s s  a f f e c t s  s t u d e n t s  b o t h  a s  p e e r - e d i t o r s  and a s  

s e l f - e d i  t o r s ,  by denying  them o p p o r t u n i t i e s  t o  u s e  e d i t i n g  and 

r e v i s i n g  t o  d e l v e  deepe r  i n t o  t h e i r  s u b j e c t  m a t t e r  ( M c P h i l l i p s ,  

1985; Marder, 1984; D. Murray, 1968) .  

D e s p i t e  h o u r s  o f  i n s t r u c t i o n ,  s t u d e n t s  o f t e n  appear  t o  

be a t  a  l o s s  a s  t o  how t h e  w r i t i n g  p r o c e s s  shou ld  be  c a r r i e d  

o u t ,  and t h e y  may b e  bet ter  equipped t o  u n d e r t a k e  t h i s  p r o c e s s  

i f  t h e y  f i r s t  l e a r n  how t o  e d i t  w r i t i n g  ( L e w e s ,  1981) .  Giving 

and us ing  e d i t o r i a l  feedback e f f e c t i v e l y  a p p e a r s  t o  be  a  s k i l l  

many s t u d e n t s  have never  been t a u g h t  ( I l a c q u a ,  1980) . 

Feedback i n  w r i t i n g  

Lamberg (1980) d e f i n e d  t h r e e  t y p e s  of  feedback:  

s e l f - p r o v i d e d  feedback ,  pee r  feedback ,  and t e a c h e r  feedback . 
Peer feedback may be  more advantageous t h a n  t e a c h e r  feedback 

( M o f f e t t ,  1968) , b u t  s e l f - p r o v i d e d  feedback may be even more 

v a l u a b l e  (Lamberg, 1980) . 
F a u l t y  feedback may l e a v e  s t u d e n t s  w i t h  t h e  impress ion  

t h a t  'good'  w r i t i n g  is what is l e f t  a f t e r  ' bad '  w r i t i n g  is  

removed from t h e  t e x t .  S t u d e n t s  who have r e c e i v e d  mos t ly  

c o r r e c t i v e  feedback ,  e i t h e r  from t e a c h e r s  o r  from peer  e d i t o r s ,  

g e n e r a l l y  r e f l e c t  a  c o r r e c t i v e  s t a n c e  i n  t h e i r  s e l f - f e e d b a c k ,  

which c a n  l i m i t  t h e i r  s e l f - e d i t i n g  c a p a b i l i t i e s  a s  w e l l  

(Lamberg, 1977; McDonald, 1978) . 



S t u d e n t s  i n  t h e  s t u d y  g roup  d i d  n o t  d e m o n s t r a t e  s t r o n g  

feedback s k i l l s ,  d i d  n o t  appear  a b l e  t o  g i v e  c o n s t r u c t i v e  

feedback t o  t h e  writer, nor  were t h e y  a b l e  t o  make use  

themse lves  o f  t h e  feedback t h e y  had provided .  T h i s  cou ld  s u g g e s t  

t h a t  e d i t o r i a l  feedback was g i v e n  o n l y  t o  f u l f i l l  a p e r c e i v e d  

r equ i r emen t ,  b u t  had no g e n u i n e  v a l u e  i n  t h e  e d i t i n g  p r o c e s s .  

Teacher e v a l u a t i o n  p r o v i d e s  d i r e c t i o n  

Teache r s  do n o t  u s u a l l y  g i v e  emphasis  t o  r e v i s i o n  o r  

e d i t i n g  i n  t h e i r  marking ( B i r d s a l l ,  1979) , c u s t o m a r i l y  a s s e s s i n g  

o n l y  t h e  f i n a l  d r a f t .  They do  n o t  u s u a l l y  e v a l u a t e  c o n t e n t  and 

o r g a n i z a t i o n  of  t h e  rough d r a f t  b u t  d e a l  w i th  s u r f a c e  c o n c e r n s ,  

such a s  s p e l l i n g ,  grammar, and p u n c t u a t i o n :  t h e  a r e a s  most o f t e n  

tended t o  by inexpe r i enced  writers and inexpe r  i enced  e d i t o r s  

(Beach, 1979; Bo lke r ,  1 9 7 8 ) .  

I t  would be  u n r e a l i s t i c  t o  e x p e c t  e l emen ta ry  s c h o o l  

t e a c h e r s  t o  e d i t  t h e  work of  t h e i r  s t u d e n t s  w i t h  t h e  same r i g o r  

a s  p r o f e s s i o n a l  e d i t o r s  e d i t  t h e  work o f  expe r i enced  writers, 

b u t  i t  may be v a l u a b l e  f o r  s t u d e n t s  t o  unde r s t and  t h e  

r e l a t i o n s h i p  t h a t  d o e s  exis t  between expe r i enced  w r i t e r s  and 

expe r i enced  e d i t o r s ,  i f  o n l y  t o  p u t  t o  rest t h e  n o t i o n  t h a t  

e d i t i n g  is j u s t  a  m a t t e r  of  p o i n t i n g  o u t  e r r o r s  and t h a t  

r e v i s i o n  is j u s t  a  synonym f o r  c o r r e c t i n g  e r r o r s  (Crowhurst ,  

1979a,  l 9 7 9 b ) .  



I n f l u e n c e  of  Wri t ing  Models 

Exper ienced writers f r e q u e n t l y  c i t e  t h e  impor t an t  r o l e  

played i n  t h e i r  development a s  writers by t h e  i n f l u e n c e  of o t h e r  

w r i t e r s :  t e a c h e r s  o r  p r o f e s s o r s  who wrote  and sha red  w r i t i n g ,  

p a r e n t s  o r  r e l a t i v e s  who wro te ,  p e e r s  o r  s i b l i n g s  who were 

a c t i v e  writers, have  been r e s p o n s i b l e  n o t  o n l y  f o r  p rov id ing  

models f o r  writers, b u t  o f t e n  p r o v i d i n g  feedback a s  w e l l .  

w r i t e r s  a r e  v a s t l y  encouraged by human i s t i c  r e s p o n s e s  (Coe, 

1985; L i t t l e ,  1980) b u t  r e q u i r e  s p e c i f i c i t y  and immediacy i n  

t h o s e  r e sponses .  

Exper ienced writers may o f f e r  a p p r e c i a t i v e  comments on 

p a r t i c u l a r  p i e c e s  o f  l i t e r a t u r e ,  o r  may r e c g o n i z e  t h e  e f f e c t  o r  

i n f l u e n c e  of a  p a r t i c u l a r  a u t h o r  on t h e i r  own w r i t i n g ,  b u t  t h i s  

u s u a l l y  a p p e a r s  t o  t a k e  p l a c e  a t  a  much l a t e r  s t a g e  i n  t h e i r  

l i t e r a r y  development.  I n  t h e  e a r l y  s t a g e s  of  w r i t i n g ,  t h e  more 

v a l u a b l e  models appea r  t o  have been t h o s e  which were c l o s e r  and 

more r e a d i l y  a c c e s s i b l e  (Megna, 1976; Pomerenke, 1984) .  For t h i s  

r e a s o n ,  t h e  work of  a  pee r  may p r o v i d e  a  more e f f e c t i v e  model 

f o r  t h e  beg inn ing  s t u d e n t  t han  t h e  ' s e a m l e s s '  w r i t i n g  of an  

acknowledged l i t e r a r y  g i a n t .  A growing body of  r e s e a r c h  i s  

a f f i r m i n g  t h e  impor t an t  r o l e  t h a t  model l ing  and feedback p l a y s  

i n  t e a c h i n g  w r i t i n g  (Anes, 1985; Bartholomae,  1985; C a r r o l l ,  

1984; NCTE p o s i t i o n  pape r ,  1984; Spencer ,  1983; Be lange r ,  1983) 

Crowh.urst, 1982,  1 9 7 9 ) .  



Some t e a c h e r s  p r o v i d e  a c t i v e  mode l l i ng  and feedback f o r  

t h e i r  s t u d e n t s ,  demons t r a t i ng  t h e  w r i t i n g  p r o c e s s  by s h a r i n g  

t h e i r  own work and becoming n o t  t e a c h e r - e d i t o r s  b u t  peer-  

e d i t o r s  ( S t r a s s e r ,  1984) . These t e a c h e r s  a f f o r d  a n  o p p o r t u n i t y  

f o r  s t u d e n t s  t o  become p a r t  of  a  w r i t i n g  community, and s o  t o  be 

guided by o b s e r v a t i o n  and by p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  t h e  less o f t e n  

t a u g h t  a s p e c t s  of t h e  w r i t i n g  p roces s :  e d i t i n g ,  r e v i s i n g ,  

mind-changing and d i s c o v e r y  th rough  w r i t i n g .  I n  o t h e r  

c l a s s rooms ,  t e a c h e r s  may i n v i t e  p r o f e s s i o n a l  writers t o  ho ld  

workshops, s emina r s ,  o r  v i s i t s  w i t h  t h e  s t u d e n t s .  S t u d e n t s  a r e  

a b l e  t o  o b s e r v e  f i r s t  hand t h a t  n o t  o n l y  do  expe r i enced  writers 

need t o  e d i t  and r e v i s e ,  t h i s  is an  impor t an t  and ongoing p a r t  

of  t h e  w r i t i n g  p r o c e s s  f o r  t h e s e  w r i t e r s .  Among expe r i enced  

w r i t e r s ,  changing  o n e ' s  mind means o n l y  t r y i n g  a  new t h o u g h t ,  

n o t  a d m i t t i n g  f a i l u r e  o r  wrongness i n  t h e  o r i g i n a l  thought .  

S t u d e n t s  a l s o  obse rve  t h a t  when expe r i enced  writers a l t e r  copy 

t h e y  do  i t  by s e a r c h i n g  f o r  unexpected nuances ,  by  s t r e n g t h e n i n g  

images o r  i n c r e a s i n g  t h e  d e n s i t y  of  t h e  m a t e r i a l ,  n o t  by 

s e a r c h i n g  o u t  and c o r r e c t i n g  e r r o r s  ( S t r a s s e r ,  1984) .  

Rohman and Wlecke (1964) no ted  t h a t  l e a r n i n g  t o  write 

by w r i t i n g ,  and t e a c h i n g  w r i t i n g  by c o r r e c t i n g  were n o t  a lways 

s a t i s f a c t o r y  t e c h n i q u e s  f o r  p roduc ing  good writers. Many 

r e f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  appear  t o  c o r r o b o r a t e  t h e i r  

s u g g e s t i o n  t h a t  c o r r e c t i n g  may n o t  be  t h e  most e f f e c t i v e  



t e chn ique  f o r  t each ing  w r i t i n g ,  b u t  t h e i r  s u g g e s t i o n  t h a t  one 

does  n o t  l e a r n  t o  write by w r i t i n g  d o e s  n o t  f i n d  agreement  among 

expe r i enced  w r i t e r s  (Elbow, 1973; F u l w i l e r ,  1982; Geuder, 1974; 

M o f f e t t ,  1968; Shaugnessy,  1977; Walshe, 1983; Walvoord, 1984) . 
~ n d e e d ,  D. Murray (1968) and o t h e r  expe r i enced  writers i n s i s t  

t h a t  w r i t i n g  is n o t  j u s t  one way of  l e a r n i n g  t o  write, i t  is t h e  

"on ly  way of  l e a r n i n g  t o  write." 

The d i s c r e p a n c y  may l i e  somewhere between t h e  

expe r i enced  writer 's view of  what t h e  w r i t i n g  p r o c e s s  i n v o l v e s ,  

and t h e  c lass room t e a c h e r ' s  view of  what t h a t  p r o c e s s  e n t a i l s .  

The writer 's view o f  w r i t i n g  s t r e s s e s  e d i t i n g ,  b u t  n o t  t h e  kind 

of  c o r r e c t i v e ,  o r  e r r o r - s e e k i n g  e d i t i n g  which o f t e n  happens i n  

t h e  c lass room.  

E d i t i n g  is a  r e a c t i o n  t o  feedback ,  and feedback can be 

d e f i n e d  s imply  a s  i n f o r m a t i o n  on per formance  (Lanberg,  1980)' .  

Feedback is n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  n e g a t i v e ,  c o r r e c t i v e ,  e r r o r - s e e k i n g  

o r  c r i t i c a l  i n  a  p e j o r a t i v e  s ense .  Hea l thy  and p r o d u c t i v e  
L 

feedback can have  a p o s i t i v e  e f f e c t  upon subsequent  performance 

(Beach 1979; Benson, 1979; Denman, 1975; L i t t l e ,  1980; Olds ,  

1970; F. Smith ,  1976) .  

Classroom feedback can  come from many s o u r c e s ;  

t e a c h e r s ,  p e e r s ,  o t h e r  s t u d e n t s ,  o r  t h e  writers. There  a r e  

va ry ing  k i n d s  o f  feedback ,  and g e n e r a l i z a t i o n s  have been made 

about  some o f  t h e s e  c a t e g o r i e s ,  which would i n d i c a t e  t h a t  n o t  

a l l  feedback is e q u a l l y  u s e f u l .  Peer  feedback may be more u s e f u l  

t han  t e a c h e r  feedback ( M o f f e t t ,  1981) because  in fo rma t ion  p e e r s  
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g i v e  each o t h e r  can  d i f f e r  from t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  t e a c h e r s  p r o v i d e  

( R u s s e l l ,  1 9 8 5 ) .  T h i s  may r e f l e c t  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  p e e r  

agendas  d i f f e r  from t e a c h e r  agendas ,  b u t  pee r  feedback can  

p r o v i d e  b o t h  u s e f u l  q u e s t i o n s  abou t  c o n t e n t ,  and s u g g e s t i o n s  

whi,ch t h e  writer may f i n d  e a s i e r  t o  fo l low.  S t u d e n t s  more 

r e a d i l y  a c c e p t  and use  peer  cr i t icism ( C h r i s t e n s e n ,  1982)  and 

ev idence  i n c r e a s e d  m o t i v a t i o n  t o  write and r e v i s e  (James,  1981) .  

F u r t h e r ,  s t u d e n t s  can  l e a r n  s t y l e  and o r g a n i z a t i o n  th rough  

r ead ing  each  o t h e r s '  p a p e r s  ( C h r i s t e n s e n ,  1982) and may d e v e l o p  

b e t t e r  s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  i n  t h e  c l a s s room (Pianko ,  1979) .  

However, n o t  a l l  p e e r  feedback a u t o m a t i c a l l y  f a l l s  i n t o  

t h e s e  h i g h l y  p r o d u c t i v e  c a t e g o r i e s .  Unless  s t u d e n t s  have l e a r n e d  

how t o  p r o v i d e  feedback ,  t h e  k i n d s  of  i n f o r m a t i o n  they  o f f e r  nay 

be  l i t t l e  more t h a n  ' w a r n  f uzzy '  comments ( "Th i s  is n i c e " ,  e t c ) .  

Or e r r o r  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n .  I f  t h e  e r r o r  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  is skewed 

th rough  t h e  p e e r ' s  own weaknessess  i n  grammar o r  s p e l l i n g ,  t h e  

r e s u l t  w i l l  be  a  f u r t h e r  d e g r a d a t i o n  of  t h e  p r o c e s s ,  p r o v i d i n g  L 

i n c o r r e c t  e r r o r  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n .  

E f f e c t i v e n e s s  of  feedback can  b e  measured by changes  i n  

subsequen t  performance,  A s  t h e  feedback i n  t h i s  i n s t a n c e  was n o t  

g i v e n  t o  t h e  o r i g i n a l  a u t h o r ,  t h e r e  is no way of  knowing i f  t h e  

comments made by t h e  s t u d e n t s  would have a f f e c t e d  subsequen t  

performance,  and one can o n l y  s p e c u l a t e  upon r e s p o n s e s  which 

might  have been made by t h e  o r i g i n a l  a u t h o r .  

S p e c i f i c i t y  and c l a r i t y  a r e  e s s e n t i a l  i n g r e d i e n t s  i n  



e f f e c t i v e  feedback f o r  e d i t i n g  (I?. s m i t h ,  1976; P. Smith ,  

1984) .  Peer feedback ,  o r  peer  e d i t i n g ,  w h i l e  a l s o  r e q u i r i n g  

s p e c i f i c i t y  and c l a r i t y ,  o f f e r s  t h e  advan tage  of  p r o v i d i n g  t h i s  

i n fo rma t ion  a t  a  l e v e l  which is u s e f u l  t o  t h e  w r i t e r :  b o t h  

writer and e d i t o r  a r e  a t  o r  near  t h e  same l e v e l  and have t h e  

same g e n e r a l  c a p a b i l i t i e s .  

The e d i t o r  who o v e r - e d i t s ,  o r  e d i t s  a t  a  l e v e l  n o t  

w i t h i n  r e a c h  o f  t h e  writer, is i n e f f e c t i v e  (I?. Smith,  1 9 7 6 ) ,  and 

t h i s  is sometimes seen  a s  a  weaknesses i n  t e a c h e r  e d i t i n g :  

t e a c h e r s  may comment e x t e n s i v e l y ,  p o i n t i n g  o u t  numbers of 

problems i n  a l l  a s p e c t s  of  t h e  w r i t i n g  (Lamberg, 1977) ,and  t h e s e  

comments may a t  t i m e s  b e  n e g a t i v e  i n  t o n e  a s  w e l l  ( S e a r l e  and 

D i l l o n ,  (1980) .  

Peer  e d i t o r s  who have l e a r n e d  how t o  p r o v i d e  e f f e c t i v e  

feedback ,  c a n  o f f e r  comment i n  an amount and a t  a  l e v e l  which 

w i l l  b e  u s e f u l  t o  t h e  writer.  

There  is an a d d i t i o n a l  advantage:  a s  t h e  pee r  e d i t o r  

improves i n  awareness ,  h e  o r  s h e  a l s o  d e v e l o p s  s t r o n g e r  

s e l f - f e e d b a c k  o r  s e l f - e d i  t i n g  p r o c e s s e s .  T h i s  improvement i n  t h e  

l e v e l  of  w r i t i n g  by t h e  peer  e d i t o r  is a  f r e q u e n t  outcome o f  

good pee r  e d i t i n g .  S t u d e n t s  i nvo lved  i n  p e e r  e d i t i n g  become bo th  

g i v e r s  and r e c e i v e r s  of i n f o r m a t i o n  and by a t t e n d i n g  t o  

p a r t i c u l a r  a s p e c t s  i n  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  a s p e c t s  of  t h e  w r i t i n g  of 

o t h e r s ,  t h e y  w i l l  improve t h e i r  subsequen t  compos i t i ons  (Hogan, 

1984 ;  Lamberg, 1977) . Peer e d i t i n g  t h u s  o f f e r s  many advantages :  

s t u d e n t s  c a n  b e n e f i t  from t h e  e d i t o r i a l  s u g g e s t i o n s  of  p e e r s ,  
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t h e  s t u d e n t  doing t h e  e d i t i n g  l e a r n s  from t h e  p r o c e s s ,  and t h a t  

s t u d e n t ' s  work improves a s  w e l l .  Teachers ,  r e l i e v e d  from t h e  

burden of  be ing  s o l e  r e a d e r  and s o l e  e d i t o r  f o r  t h e  w r i t i n g  of 

35-40 s t u d e n t s ,  a r e  a b l e  t o  p r o v i d e  more q u a l i t y  t i m e  w i th  

writers on an i n d i v i d u a l  o r  s m a l l  g roup  b a s i s .  

Peer e d i t i n g  is a s t r a t e g y  which c a n  o f f e r  s t u d e n t s  a 

way t o  l e a r n  e d i t i n g :  b o t h  e x t e r n a l  e d i t i n g  and i n t e r n a l  

e d i t i n g .  A s  no t ed ,  e d i t i n g  t h e  work of p e e r s  can  s t r e n g t h e n  and 

d e v e l o p  t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  e d i t  o n e ' s  own work, and having work 

e d i t e d  by p e e r s  p r o v i d e s  feedback which can  s t r e n g t h e n  and 

deve lop  one'  s s e l f -  feedback p r o c e s s ,  b u t  e d i t i n g  must be 

c o n s c i o u s l y  t a u g h t  i f  s t u d e n t s  a r e  t o  l e a r n  t o  communicate 

e f f e c t i v e l y  i n  t h e  c o u r s e  of t h e  p r o c e s s .  Obse rva t ion  of 

s t u d e n t s  i n  t h e  s u b j e c t  g roup  l e a d s  t o  t h e  s u g g e s t i o n  t h a t  

working w i t h  t h e  w r i t i n g  p r o c e s s  may n o t ,  by i t s e l f ,  be 

s u f f i c i e n t  t o  e n s u r e  t h a t  s t u d e n t s  become c a p a b l e  e d i t o r s .  

P r e - e d i t i n g  t r a i n i n g  and p r a c t i c e  i n  e d i t i n g  can h e l p  s t u d e n t s  L 

l e a r n  how t o  p r o v i d e  e f f e c t i v e  feedback -- b o t h  f o r  s e l f - e d i t i n g  

and f o r  p e e r  e d i t i n g .  

P r e - e d i t i n g  behaviour  can  b e g i n  w i t h  h e l p i n g  s t u d e n t s  

t o  i d e n t i f y  s p e c i f i c  s t r e n g t h s  and weaknesses i n  p i e c e s  of  

anonymous w r i t i n g  ( B u t l e r ,  1983) and p r o g r e s s  th rough  t o  t h e  

k i n d s  of  e d i t o r i a l  g u i d e s  and c h e c k l i s t s  which a s s i s t  t h e  

neophyte  e d i t o r  t o  r e c o g n i z e  some e f f e c t i v e  ways t o  a s s i s t  a  

writer i n  improving a p i e c e  of work. (See  APP I 1  f o r  examples of  

e d i t o r i a l  c h e c k l i s t s )  . 



S t u d e n t  a t t i t u d e s  toward e d i t i n g ,  

There  is a  s t r o n g  s u g g e s t i o n  i n  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  t h a t  

s t u d e n t s  do  n o t  ' l i k e '  e d i t i n g  and r e v i s i n g  (Belanger  and 

Rogers,  1983; ~ i r d s a l l ,  1979; Bo lke r ,  1978; Bonds, 1980; 

Champagne, 1980; Daly, 1979; D. Graves ,  1983; F. Smith ,  1982; 

~ i v ,  1 9 8 4 ) .  Many r e a s o n s  have been sugges t ed  t o  accoun t  f o r  t h i s  

a p p a r e n t  a v e r s i o n ,  i n c l u d i n g  a n x i e t y  (Daly,  1 9 7 9 ) ;  l a c k  o f  

involvement  w i th  t h e  work, a  r equ i r emen t  t o  c r e a t e  i n a u t h e n t i c  

work, o r  a s s o c i a t i n g  t h e  need t o  ' do  i t  a g a i n '  w i th  f a i l u r e  (D. 

Graves ,  1983) ;  a  f e e l i n g  of  inadequacy when t h e  work d o e s  n o t  

'come o u t  r i g h t  t h e  f i r s t  t i m e '  (F. Smith ,  1 9 8 2 ) ;  o r  s imply  l a c k  

of r e c o g n i t i o n  on t h e  p a r t  of  t h e  s t u d e n t  a s  t o  why o r  how 

m a t e r i a l  shou ld  b e  r e v i s e d  ( Z i v ,  1984) .  T h i s  l a c k  of  awareness  

r e g a r d i n g  r e v i s i o n  cou ld  be  s een  a s  a  f a c t o r  which cou ld  be 

add res sed  by t e a c h e r  i n p u t ,  most p a r t i c u l a r l y  by comments 

t e a c h e r s  write on s t u d e n t  work, b u t  s t u d i e s  have shown t h a t  

comments from t e a c h e r s ,  w h i l e  meant t o  be  h e l p f u l ,  a r e  o f t e n  

any th ing  b u t  ( B i b b e r s t i n e ,  1976; Bo lke r ,  1978; G r o f f ,  1975; 

S e a r l e  and D i l l o n ,  1983; Ziv, 1984) .  Teacher comments can  l a c k  

t h e  s p e c i f i c i t y 1  which cou ld  make them c o n s t r u c t i v e .  

(1) For example,  t h e  u b i q u i t o u s  "AWK" o f f e r s  no s u g g e s t i o n  a s  t o  

why t h e  p h r a s e  o r  s e n t e n c e  is awkward, no r  d o e s  i t  o f f e r  

c o n s t r u c t i v e  s u g g e s t i o n s  f o r  s o l v i n g  t h e  problem. 



These t y p e s  of comments may r e f l e c t  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  

t h a t  some t e a c h e r s ,  l i k e  some s t u d e n t s ,  may r e c o g n i z e  t h a t  

something is n o t  a s  i t  should  be, b u t  a r e  u n c l e a r  abou t  

p r e c i s e l y  what t h a t  something is o r  how i t  might  b e  improved. I t  

is a l s o  p o s s i b l e  t h e  problem h a s  been c l e a r l y  r ecogn ized ,  b u t  

t h e  t e a c h e r  d i d  n o t  have s u f f i c i e n t  t i m e  t o  p r o v i d e  an adequa te  

e x p l a n a t i o n  f o r  t h e  s t u d e n t .  P r e s s u r e  of  numbers o f  w r i t t e n  

compos i t i ons  w a i t i n g  t o  be marked can  create s e v e r e  problems f o r  

t e a c h e r s .  However, t h e  t e a c h e r  who writes "SPn on work a t  leas t  

o f f e r s  a  c o n c r e t e  s t a t e m e n t  by d i r e c t i n g  t h e  s t u d e n t  t o  a  

s p e c i f i c  a c t i o n .  

Given n o n - s p e c i f i c  d i r e c t i o n ,  s t u d e n t s  who a r e  unsu re  

o r  confused  can  n o t  h e l p  b u t  become more unsu re  and con fused ,  

and less w i l l i n g  t o  l e a v e  themse lves  open t o  f u r t h e r  n e g a t i v e  

comment, and less a p t  t o  e i t h e r  e d i t  o r  t o  r e v i s e .  The s t u d e n t s  

i n  t h e  s t u d y  group  demons t ra ted  a  w i l l i n g n e s s  t o  unde r t ake  

e d i t i n g  a s  t h e y  knew i t ,  b u t  a n a l y s i s  of t h e i r  e d i t o r i a l  

comments and e d i t i n g  p r o c e s s e s  would s u g g e s t  t h e y  need 

a s s i s t a n c e  i n  unde r s t and ing  and l e a r n i n g  e f f e c t i v e  e d i t i n g  

t echn iques .  I t  appeared t h a t  a  number of  s t u d e n t s  i n  t h e  s t u d y  

group  began t o  e d i t  b e f o r e  t h e y  had comple t e ly  r ead  t h e  t e x t  

m a t e r i a l .  Teaching p r e - e d i t i n g  p r o c e s s e s  t o  s t u d e n t s  can  

encourage them t o  t a k e  t i m e  t o  r ead  work t o  g e t  t h e  s e n s e  o f  i t  

b e f o r e  p i c k i n g  up t h e i r  e d i t i n g  p e n c i l s ,  and can  a l s o  encourage  

them t o  t h i n k  abou t  t h e i r  own work b e f o r e  t h e y  e d i t  i t  

( P h i l  i p p s e n ,  1987) . 
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P r e - e d i t i n g  a c t i v i t i e s  

P r e - e d i t i n g  p r a c t i c e  may h e l p  s t u d e n t s  t o  i d e n t i f y  

s p e c i f i c  s t r e n g t h s  i n  w r i t i n g  and t o  make c o n s t r u c t i v e  comments 

based upon t h e s e  s t r e n g t h s .  S t u d e n t s  need c a r e f u l  coaching  i n  

peer  e d i t i n g :  t h e y  o f t e n  f i n d  i t  d i f f i c u l t  t o  respond a s  

e d i t o r s ,  and when t h e y  do ,  r e s p o n s e s  may be skimpy and g e n e r a l  

(Crowhurst ,  1979) .  G u i d e l i n e s  o r  c h e c k l i s t s  may h e l p  s t u d e n t s  

unders tand  some s p e c i f i c s  which peer  e d i t o r s  may watch f o r ,  b u t  

t h e r e  is a danger  t h a t  s t u d e n t s  w i l l  s imply  s e i z e  on a  few 

p h r a s e s  and l i m i t  t h e i r  r e sponses  t o  t h o s e  r e p l i e s  (Crowhurst ,  

1 9 7 9 ) .  Teaching s t u d e n t  w r i t e r s  t o  be  s p e c i f i c  i n  t h e i r  

r e s p o n s e s  h e l p s  p r e v e n t  t h i s  approach.  

I n  some c l a s s rooms ,  t e a c h e r s  encourage  s p e c i f i c i t y  i n  

feedback by p rov id ing  a c t i v e  mode l l i ng  and demons t r a t i ng  t o  

s t u d e n t s  a  p e r s o n a l  involvement  i n  t h e  w r i t i n g  p roces s .  These 

t e a c h e r s  f r e q u e n t l y  i n v o l v e  themse lves  i n  t h e  pee r  e d i t i n g  

p r o c e s s  a s  w e l l ,  s u b m i t t i n g  t h e i r  work t o  t h e  s t u d e n t s  f o r  

e d i t o r i a l  s u g g e s t i o n s .  

T h i s  t y p e  of a c t i v e  r o l e  model l ing  a p p e a r s  t o  y i e l d  

promis ing  r e s u l t s ,  a l t h o u g h  formal ,  c o n t r o l l e d  s t u d i e s  have n o t  

y e t  been under taken  t o  s u b s t a n t i a t e  t h i s  impress ion .  

I n  o r d e r  t o  p r o v i d e  e f f e c t i v e  and s y m p a t h e t i c  

a s s i s t a n c e  t o  s t u d e n t  writers,  i f  may be n e c e s s a r y  f o r  t e a c h e r s  

t o  become a c t i v e  writers themselves .  By s o  d o i n g ,  t h e y  may 

a c q u i r e  d i f f e r e n t  sets of c r i t e r i a  f o r  w r i t i n g ,  which may i n  



t u r n  l e a d  t o  r e p l a c i n g  emphasis  on t e x t - d e c o r a t i n g  and 

e r r o r - c o r r e c t i n g  w i t h  a  more u s e f u l  set of  e d i t i n g  s t r a t e g i e s .  

The  u se  of  a  more c o l l e g i a l  approach toward w r i t i n g  i n  t h e  

c lass room may r e s u l t  i n  t e a c h e r s  and s t u d e n t s  becoming b o t h  more 

enabled  and more e n a b l i n g  i n  t h e  w r i t i n g  and e d i t i n g  p r o c e s s .  

Given t h a t  t h e  t e a c h e r  is c a p a b l e  of p rov id ing  t h e  

d i r e c t i o n  and gu idance  which can  h e l p  s t u d e n t s  l e a r n  e f f e c t i v e  

e d i t i n g  t e c h n i q u e s ,  peer  e d i t i n g  may become a  powerful  t o o l  i n  

c lass room w r i t i n g .  

Sugges t ions  f o r  f u r t h e r  s t u d y  

F u r t h e r  s t u d y  might  p r o f i t a b l y  be under taken  on 

t h e  f o l l o w i n g  t o p i c s :  

1. Beach (1979) s u g g e s t s  s t u d e n t s  might  pay more 

a t t e n t i o n  t o  e d i t i n g  and r e v i s i o n  i f  t e a c h e r s  demons t ra ted  more 

i n t e r e s t  i n  t h i s  s t a g e  of  t h e  w r i t i n g .  What would be  t h e  r e s u l t  

i f  t e a c h e r s  marked e d i t i n g  and r e v i s i o n  r a t h e r  t han  f i n a l  

compos i t i ons?  Would s t u d e n t s  i n  f a c t  respond by becoming more 

a c t i v e  e d i t o r s ?  

2. Would s t u d e n t s  perform b e t t e r  i f  t h i n k i n g  t i m e  was 

prov ided  f o r  i n t e r n a l  e d i t i n g ,  b e f o r e  s t u d e n t s  began w r i t i n g ?  I f  

t h e r e  was a  demons t r ab l e  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  performance by s t u d e n t s  

who d i d  have t i m e  f o r  p r e - e d i t i n g  a c t i v i t i e s ,  o r  i n t e r n a l  

e d i t i n g ,  what would be  t h e  minimum l e n g t h  of  t i m e  needed t o  

b r i n g  abou t  an a l t e r e d  l e v e l  of  achievement?  



3. S e a r l e  and D i l l o n  (1980)  s u g g e s t  s t u d e n t s  do  n o t  write 

because  t h e y  a r e  t o l d  i n  a  v a r i e t y  of ways t h a t  t h e y  canno t  write. 

Would w r i t i n g  improve i f  s t u d e n t s  were a f f i r m e d  i n  t h e i r  a b i l i t i e s  t o  

write and i n  t h e i r  a b i l i t i e s  t o  p r o v i d e  e f f e c t i v e  feedback and 

e d i t i n g ?  

4. What a r e  t h e  s p e c i f i c  d i f f e r e n c e s  demons t ra ted  by 

s t u d e n t s  whose t e a c h e r s  model w r i t i n g  and t a k e  a c t i v e  p a r t  i n  

c lass room w r i t i n g ,  and s t u d e n t s  whose t e a c h e r s  do  n o t  p a r t i c i p a t e  a t  

t h i s  l e v e l ?  

5 .  Experienced writers o f t e n  d i s p l a y  i d i o s y n c r a t i c  w r i t i n g  

behav iou r s .  Would s t u d e n t  e d i t i n g  and w r i t i n g  improve i f  t hey  were 

p e r m i t t e d  t o  have g r e a t e r  i n p u t  i n t o  t h e i r  w r i t i n g  behaviours?  (For  

example, choos ing  t h e i r  own w r i t i n g  implements,  l o c a t i o n s ,  t i m e s ,  

e t c )  . 
6. Would a n a l y s i s  of t h e  c l a s s room b e h a v i o u r s  o f  t e a c h e r s  

who a r e  themse lves  writers r e v e a l  any d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  approach o r  

a t t i t u d e  between t h i s  g roup  a  g roup  o f  non-wri t ing t e a c h e r s ?  



APPENDIX ONE 

T h i s  is a copy of t h e  s t a n d a r d  t e x t  p rov ided  f o r  each  

s t u d e n t :  

THE BOAT 

M e  and my dad and my u n c l e ,  w e  was gonna 

b u i l d  a  b o a t .  I n  my basement.  And my 

u n c l e ,  he  had a l l  t h e  p l a n s  and s t u f f .  And 

S O  w e  s t a r t e d  t o  b u i l d  i t  and i t  took  a l l  

w i n t e r .  I g o t  t o  do  some of t h e  s t u f f  

b u t  m o s t l y  j u s t  ho ld  t h i n g s .  Then when w e  

g o t  i t  f i n i s h e d  w e  went t o  t a k e  i t  o u t  t h e  

door  and t h e  b o a t  was t o  b i g  t o  go th rough  

t h e  door .  And I s u r e  laughed.  



STUDENT RESPONSES: 

Each s t u d e n t  h a s  been a s s i g n e d  a number, and r e sponses  

a r e  d e s c r i b e d  under t h e  number a s s i g n e d  t o  t h e  s t u d e n t .  

~ u n b e r i n g  was random and does  n o t  i n d i c a t e  r ank ing .  

I t e m  (1) shows s t u d e n t  e d i t i n g ,  i t e m  ( a )  is s t u d e n t  

r e v i s i o n .  A l l  e n t r i e s  a r e  r e p o r t e d  e x a c t l y  a s  w r i t t e n ,  and 

s p e l l i n g  h a s  n o t  been c o r r e c t e d .  

1. My Dad, my u n c l e  and I were going t o  b u i l d  a boa t .  I n  my 

basement. And my u n c l e  had a l l  t h e  p l a n s  and s t u f f .  And s o  w e  

s t a r t e d  t o  b u i l t  i t  and i t  too,k a l l  w i n t e r .  I had t o  do some of 

t h e  s t u f f  b u t  mos t ly  j u s t  ho ld  t h i n g s .  Then when we f i n i s h e d  w e  

went t o  t a k e  i t  o u t  t h e  door  and t h e  b o a t  was t o  b i g .  I t  would 

n o t  go th rough  t h e  door .  I s u r e  laughed!  

a )  My Dad, my u n c l e ,  were going t o  b u i l d  a b o a t  because  w e  

needed a new one our  o l d  one had p a t c h e s  on it. W e  b u i l t  t h e  

b o a t  i n  ou r  basement.  

2. My Dad, my Uncle and I were going t o  b u i l d  a b o a t  i n  my 

basement,  my u n c l e  had a l l  t h e  p l a n s  and s t u f f .  And s o  w e  

s t a r t e d  t o  b u i l d .  I t  t ok  a l l  w i n t e r .  I g o t  t o  do  some of  t h e  



s t u f f  b u t  mos t ly  j u s t  ho ld  t h i n g s .  Then when w e  g o t  i t  f i n i s h e d  

w e  went t o  t a k e  i t  o u t  t h e  door  and t h e  b o a t  was t o  b i g  t o  go 

th rough  t h e  door ,  and I s u r e  laughed!.  

a )  On December, my dad and I were going  t o  b u i l d  a  b o a t .  

3. My dad and my u n c l e  and I .  Was gonna b u i l d  a  b o a t ,  I n  my dad 

and my u n c l e ' s  basement,  W e  had a l l  t h e  p l a n s  and s t u f f  and s o  

w e  s t a r t e d  t o  b u i l d  i t  and i t  took a l l  w i n t e r .  I g o t  t o  do some 

of t h e  s t u f f  b u t  mos t ly  j u s t  I ho ld  t h i n g s .  When w e  g o t  i t  

f i n i s h e d  w e  wanted t o  t a k e  i t  o u t  t h e  door  b u t  t h e  b o a t  was t o  

b i g  t o  go th rough  t h e  door .  And w e  laughed!  

a )  My dad and my unc le  and I was gonna b u i l d  a  b o a t .  W e  a r e  

b u i l d  t h e  b o a t  because w e  want t o  go f i s h i n g .  

4 .  My and my dad and my u n c l e  were going t o  b u i l d  a  b o a t  i n  my 

basement. My u n c l e  had a l l  t h e  p l a n s  and s t u f f ,  s o  w e  s t a r t e d  t o  

b u i l d  i t .  I t  took a l l  w i n t e r .  I g o t  t o  do  some of  t h e  s t u f f  b u t  

mos t ly  j u s t  ho ld  t h i n g s .  Then when w e  g o t  i t  f i n i s h e d  w e  went t o  

t a k e  i t  o u t  t h e  door  and t h e  b o a t  was t o  b i g  t o  go th rough  t h e  

door .  I s u r e  laughed! 

a )  My Dad, my Uncle and I were going t o  b u i l d  a  boa t .  

5. My Dad, my u n c l e  and I were going  t o  b u i l d  a  b o a t  i n  my 

basement. My u n c l e  had a l l  t h e  p l a n s  and s t u f f .  And s o  w e  



s t a r t e d  t o  b u i l d  i t  and i t  took a l l  w i n t e r .  I g o t  t o  do  some of 

t h e  s t u f f ,  b u t  mos t ly  j u s t  hold  t h i n g s .  Then when w e  g o t  

f i n i s h e d ,  w e  went t o  t a k e  t o  b u i l d  i t  and i t  took a l l  w i n t e r .  I 

g o t  t o  do  some of t h e  s t u f f  b u t  mos t ly  j u s t  ho ld  t h i n g s .  Then 

when w e  g o t  i t  f i n i s h e d  w e  went t o  t a k e  i t  o u t  t h e  door  and t h e  

b o a t  was t o  b i g  t o  go th rough  t h e  d o o r ,  and I s u r e  laughed.  

( 'To '  i n  t h e  l a s t  l i n e  is c i r c l e d ,  and ' s p '  no t ed . )  

a )  On December 1 9 t h ,  my dad,  my u n c l e  and I s t a r t e d  t o  b u i l d  a  

b o a t .  

6 .  My dad and my u n c l e  and I were go ing  t o  b u i l d  a  b o a t  i n  my 

basement. And my u n c l e  h e  had a l l  t h e  p l a n s  and s t u f f .  And sowe 

s t a r t e d  t o  b u i l d  i t .  I t  took a l l  w i n t e r .  I g o t  t o  do some of t h e  

s t u f f  b u t  mos t ly  j u s t  h o l d i n g  t h i n g s .  Then when w e  g o t  i t  

f i n i s h e d  w e  went t o  t a k e  i t  o u t  t h e  door .  The b o a t  was t o  b i g  t o  

go th rough  t h e  door .  And I s u r e  laughed!  

a )  My dad and my u n c l e  and I were going  t o  b u i l d  a  bba t .  MY 

u n c l e  had a l l  of t h e  p l a n s .  And s o  w e  made t h e  b o a t  o u t  of wood. 

7 .  My dad ,  my u n c l e  and m e  w e  were goning t o  b u i l d  a  b o a t  i n  t h e  

basement. My u n c l e  had a l l  t h e  p l a n s  and t h e  s t u f f  w e  need s o  w e  

s t a r t e d  t o  b u i l t  t h e  b o a t  and i t  took a l l  w i n t e r .  I g o t  t o  do 

some of t h e  work b u t  mos t ly  h o l d i n g  t h i n g s .  When w e  g o t  i t  

f i n i s h e d  w e  went t o  t a k e  i t  o u t  t h e  door  and t h e  b o a t  was t o  b i g  

t o  go th rough  t h e  door .  I laughed hard!  



a )   ad and I and my u n c l e ,  w e  were going t o  b u i l d  a  b o a t .  I n  my 

basement. My u n c l e ,  h e  had a l l  t h e  p l a n s  and s t u f f .  And s o  w e  

s t a r t e d  t o  b u i l d  t h e  b o a t  and w e  took a l l  w i n t e r .  I g o t  t o  do 

some s t u f f  b u t  m o s t l y  j u s t  ho ld  s t u f f .  Then when w e  f i n i s h e d  and 

when w e  went t o  t a k e  i t  o u t  t h e  door  and t h e  b o a t  was t o  b i g  t o  

go th rough  t h e  door .  And I laughed 

8.  My dad my Uncle and I a r e  going t o  b u i l d  a  boa t .  I n  our  

basement. My unc le  h a s  a l l  t h e  p l a n s  and i n s t r u c t i o n s .  So w e  

began t o  b u i l d  t h e  b o a t  and i t  took a l l  w i n t e r .  I g o t  t o  do  some 

of t h e  work b u t  mos t ly  j u s t  ho ld ing  t h i n g s .  Then when i t  was 

f i n i a l l y  f i n i s h e d  w e  took i t  o u t  t h e  door .  The b o a t  was t o  l a r g e  

t o  go th rough  t h e  door and I laughed!  

a )  My dad,  u n c l e  and I a r e  going t o  b u i l d  a b o a t  i n  our  

basement. My u n c l e  h a s  a l l  t h e  p l a n s  and i n s t r u c t i o n s  s o  w e  

s t a r t e d  t o  b u i l d  t h e  b o a t .  I t  took a l l  w i n t e r .  I g o t  t o  do some 

of  t h e  work b u t  mos t ly  j u s t  ho ld ing  t h i n g s .  Then when i t  was 

f i n a l l y  f i n i s h e d  w e  took i t  o u t  t h e  door .  The b o a t  was t o  l a g g e  

t o  go th rough  t h e  door  and I l a u g h t e d .  

9. Red ' x ' s  were added between word ' u n c l e '  and t h e  comma i n  t h e  

f i r s t  s e n t e n c e ;  on t h e  word ' w e '  f o l l o w i n g  t h e  c o m a ;  on t h e  

p e r i o d  fo l lowing  basement '  ; on t h e  comma fo l lowing  ' unc le '  , and 

on t h e  exc l ama t ion  m a r k .  

a )  My dad and my u n c l e  and I .  W e  a r e  going t o  b u i l d  a b o a t  i n  my 



u n c l e s  basement. My Uncle h a s  p l a n s  and s t u f f .  W e  s t a r t e d  t o  

b u i l d  i t  and it  took a l l  w i n t e r .  I g o t  t o  do  some of t h e  s t u f f  

b u t  mos t ly  ho ld  t h i n g s .  When w e  f i n i s h e d  w e  whent t o  t a k e  i t  o u t  

t h e  door  and t h e  b o a t  was t o  b i g  t o  go th rough  t h e  door ,  and I 

s u r e  laughed.  

10.  My dad ,  my u n c l e  and I ,  w e  were going  t o  b u i l d  a b o a t  i n  my 

basement. My u n c l e ,  he  had a l l  t h e  p l a n s  and s t u f f .  So w e  

s t a r t e d  t o  b u i l d  i t  and i t  took a l l  w i n t e r .  I t o  do some of t h e  

s t u f f  b u t  mos t ly  j u s t  ho ld  t h i n g s .  Then when w e  f i n i s h e d  i t  w e  

went t o  t a k e  i t  o u t  t h e  door  and t h e  b o a t  was t o  b i g  t o  go 

th rough  t h e  door .  And I s u r e  laughed!  

a )  My dad ,  my u n c l e  and I ,  w e  were going t o  b u i l d  a b o a t  i n  my 

basement. My u n c l e ,  h e  had a l l  of t h e  p l a n s  and s t u f f .  So w e  

s t a r t e d  t o  b u i l d  i t  and i t  took a l l  w i n t e r .  I was a l lowed t o  

(do)  some of t h e  s t u f f  b u t  mos t ly  ho ld  t h i n g s  s o t h e n  when w e  

b i g  t o  go th rough  t h e  door .  I s u r e  laughed!  

11. ( ' ~ e  and my dad and my u n c l e ' ,  was c i r c l e d  and 'wrond 

o r d e r 1  no ted .  'Was gonna' was c i r c l e d ,  and ' unproper e n g l i s h '  

noted.  The p e r i o d  i n  t h e  f i r s t  s e n t e n c e  was marked ' uneces sa ry '  . 
'And', ' h e ' ,  and 'And' were c i r c l e d  i n  t h e  nex t  s e n t e n c e ,  and 

t h e  p e r i o d  fo l lowing  ' s t u f f '  changed t o  a comma. 'Unecessary '  

was w r i t t e n  under ' H e ' .  I n  l i n e  t h r e e ,  a comma was i n s e r t e d  . 

between ' i t '  and ' a n d ' .  A v e r t i c a l  l i n e  was drawn between 



'mos t ly '  and ' j u s t '  and t h e  word ' h o l d '  was changed t o  ' h e l d ' .  A 

red box was drawn around ' t o  go th rough  t h e  door '- ,  and 'And' and 

t h e  word ' unnecessary '  was no ted  on bo th . )  

a )  My d a d ,  my u n c l e  and I were going t o  b u i l d  a  b o a t  i n  my 

basement. My u n c l e  had a l l  t h e  equipment ,  s o  w e  s t a r t e d  t o  b u i l d  

it.  I t  took a l l  w i n t e r .  I g o t  t o  do  some t h i n g s  b u t  mos t ly  I 

he ld  s t u f f .  When w e  g o t  i t  f i n i s h e d  w e  went t o  t a k e  i t  o u t  t h e  

door ,  t h e  b o a t  was t o  b i g .  I s u r e  laughed .  

12. ( T h i s  s t u d e n t  used a  code.  'L' s t o o d  f o r  l anauge  ( s i c ) ,  'S' 

s p e l l i n g  and ' S l '  s p e l l i n g  and l anauge  ( s i c ) .  'L' was marked 

over  t h e  f i r s t  two words,  ' M e '  and ' a n d ' ;  'S1'  was marked over  

'was '  and 'gonna ' .  I n  l i n e  two, ' h e '  was c r o s s e d  o u t  and ' n o t  

n e s s a r y '  added. I n  l i n e  two ' s p e c f y '  was w r i t t e n  over  ' s t u f f ' .  

I n  l i n e  t h r e e ,  'had a  chance  t o  d o '  r e p l a c e d  ' g o t  t o  d o ' .  I n  

l i n e  f o u r ,  ' s t u f f '  was marked ' s p e c f e y ' .  I n  l i n e  f i v e  ' t h e '  

b e f o r e  ' doo r '  was d e l e t e d ,  ' door '  was changed t o  ' d o o r s ' .  I n  

l i n e  s i x ,  'basement '  was added b e f o r e  ' d o o r ' . )  

a )  My dad and I ,  and my u n c l e ,  were going  t o  b u i l d  a  b o a t .  I n  

our  basement. My u n c l e  had a l l  t h e  p l a n s  and t o o l s .  I t  took a l l  

w i n t e r  t o  b u i l d .  I had a  chance  t o  do some of t h e  s t u f f  b u t  ho ld  

s t u f f  mos t ly .  When w e  g o t  i t  f i n i s h e d  i t  would n o t  go through 

t h e  door .  I looked and laughed.  The end.  

13. ( T h i s  s t u d e n t  a l s o  used a  code.  Only N S  (new s e n t e n c e )  was 
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exp la ined .  No meaning was g i v e n  f o r  ' W W '  ' SP '  o r  'WS' . 'WW' w a s  

noted on : M e  and my dad and my u n c l e ,  w e  was gonna; And my 

unc le ;  and s t u f f ; .  s t u f f ;  b u t  mos t ly  j u s t  ho ld  t h i n g s .  ' I n '  was 

marked 'SP ' ;  ' t o  go th rough  t h e  door '  was marked 'WS' . 
unexpla ined  b r a c k e t s  were p l aced  around ' h e ' ,  ' and '  and ' t h e n ' . )  

a )  My u n c l e ,  dad and I ,  were going t o  b u i l d  a  b o a t  i n  my 

basement. My u n c l e  had a l l  of t h e  p l a n s  and t o o l s  t o  b u i l d  i t  s o  

w e  s t a r t e d  t o  b u i l d  it. I t  looked good b u t  took u s  a l l  w i n t e r  t o  

b u i l d  it. 

I was al lowed t o  h e l p  on t h e  b o a t ,  b u t  t h e  most work I d i d  was 

ho ld ing  t h i n g s  f o r  them. When i t  was comple te ,  w e  t r i e d  t o  t a k e  

i t  o u t  of t h e  basement,  b u t  t h e  door  was t o o  sma l l .  and I 

laughed.  

14. (The s t u d e n t  c i r c l e d  ' M e  a-nd my dad and my u n c l e '  and ' w e  was 

gonna' and no ted  'bad grammar' .) The t e x t  was e d i t e d  t o  read:  I n  

my basement. My u n c l e  had a l l  t h e  p l a n s  and s t u f f ,  sd  w e  s t a r t e d  

t o  b u i l d .  I t  took a l l  w i n t e r .  I g o t  t o  do  some of  t h e  s t u f f  b u t  

mos t ly  j u s t  ho ld  t h i n g s .  When i t  was f i n i s h e d ,  w e  went t o  t a k e  

i t  o u t  t h e  door  and t h e  b o a t  was t o  b i g  t o  f i t  th rough  t h e  door .  

I s u r e  laughed!  

a )  My dad ,  u n c l e  and I were going t o  b u i l d  a  b o a t  i n  my 

basement. My u n c l e  had a l l  t h e  p l a n s  and s t u f f ,  s o  w e  s t a r t e d  t o  

b u i l d .  I t  took  a l l  w i n t e r .  I g o t  t o  do  some of  t h e  s t u f f  b u t  

mos t ly  j u s t  ho ld  t h i n g s .  When i t  was f i n i s h e d ,  w e  went t o  t a k e  



i t  o u t  t h e  door  it  was t o  b i g  t o  f i t  th rough  t h e  door .  I s u r e  

laughed! 

15. My dad ,  u n c l e  and I a r e  going t o  b u i l d  a  b o a t .  I n  our  

basement. my u n c l e  had a l l  t h e  p l a n s  f o r  it ,  s o  w e  s t a r t e d  t o  

b u i l d  i t ,  i t  took a l l  w i n t e r .  I g o t  t o  do  some of t h e  work b u t  

mos t ly  I j u s t  he ld  t h i n g s .  when w e  g o t  i t  f i n i s h e d  w e  took i t  

o u t s i d e  b u t  i t  was t o  b i g  t o  go through t h e  door ,  I s u r e  

laughed! 

a )  My dad ,  u n c l e  and I a r e  going t o  b u i l d  a  b o a t  i n  ou r  

basement. My u n c l e  had a l l  t h e  p l a n s  f o r  i t ,  s o  w e  s t a r t e d  t o  

b u i l d  i t ,  i t  took a l l  w i n t e r .  I g o t  t o  do  some of t h e  work b u t  

mos t ly  I j u s t  h e l d  t h i n g s .  When w e  g o t  f i n i s h e d  w e  took i t  

o u t s i d e  b u t  i t  w a s  t o  b i g  t o  go th rough  t h e  d o o r ,  I s u r e  d i d  

laugh! ' 

16. My dad ,  u n c l e  and I were going t o  b u i l d  a  b o a t .  I n  my 

basement. And my u n c l e ,  h e  had a l l  t h e  p l a n s  and s t u f f  a l l  

ready.  s o  w e  s t a r t e d  t o  b u i l d  i t ,  and i t  took u s  a l l  w i n t e r  t o  

b i l d .  I g o t  t o  do  some of t h e  s t u f f  b u t  m o s t l y  j u s t  ho ld ing  

t h i n g s .  when w e  g o t  i t  f i n i s h e d  w e  went t o  t a k e  i t  o u t  t h e  door  

b u t  t h e  b o a t  w a s  t o  b i g  t o  go th rough  t h e  door .  And I s u r e  

laughed! 

a )  My dad,  u n c l e  and I ,  were going t o  b u i l d  a  b o a t .  I n  my 

basement. and my unc le ,  h e  had a l l  t h e  p l a n s  and s t u f f  a l l  



ready.  So w e  s t a r t e d  t o  b u i l d  i t ,  and i t  took us a l l  w i n t e r  t o  

b i l d  it. I g o t  t o  do  some of t h e  s t u f f  b u t  I mos t ly  j u s t  ho ld ing  

t h i n g s .  When w e  g o t  i t  f i n i s h e d  w e  went t o  t a k e  i t  o u t  t h e  door ,  

b u t  t h e  b o a t  was t o  b i g  t o  go th rough  t h e  door .  and I s u r e  

laughed ! 

17. ( T h i s  s t u d e n t  marked ' x ' s  ove r  ' m e ' ,  ' a n d ' ,  ' w a s ' ,  ' gonna ' ,  

and ' b o a t '  i n  s e n t e n c e  one. An arrow p o i n t e d  t o  t h e  p e r i o d  a t  

t h e  end of t h e  s e n t e n c e .  Marks were p l aced  over  'And' , ' s t u f f '  , 

and 'And' i n  s e n t e n c e  two. I n  t h r e e  an  a r row p o i n t e d  t o  ' i t ' .  

Marks were p l aced  over  ' s t u f f '  i n  s e n t e n c e  f o u r ;  ' f  i n i s h e d '  , 
' w e ' ,  and ' t h e '  i n  f i v e ;  and ove r  ' d o o r ' ,  and 'And' i n  s i x . )  

a )  My d a d , u n c l e  and I were going  t o  b u i l d  a  b o a t  i n  my basement. 

My u n c l e  had a 1  t h e  p l a n s  and t h i n g s .  W e  s t a r t e d  t o  b u i l d  t h e  

b o a t  and i t  took a l l  w i n t e r .  I g o t  t o  do  some of t h e  t h i n g s  b u t  

I mos t ly  h e l d  t h i n g s .  When w e  g o t  i t  f i n i s h e d  w e  went t o  t a k e  i t  

o u t  door .  The b o a t  was t o  b i g  t o  go th rough  t h e  door .  I s u r e  

laughed.  

18. ( T h i s  s t u d e n t  e d i t e d  o n l y  t h e  f i r s t  s e n t e n c e ,  w r i t i n g  'My 

dad and My Uncle and I f o r  ' M e  and my dad and my unc le '  , 'were  

going t o '  f o r  'was gonna' and d e l e t i n g  t h e  p e r i o d  a f t e r  ' b o a t '  .) 

a )  My u n c l e ,  dad and I were going  t o  b u i l d  a  b o a t  i n  o u r  

basement. My u n c l e  had a l l  t h e  p l a n s  and equipment.  I t  took a l l  

w i n t e r  t o  b u i l d  it. I m o s t l y  j u s t  had t o  hold  t h e  t h i n g s .  I 

laughed when i t  w a s  t o  b i g  t o  t a k e  o u t  t h e  door .  



19. ( T h i s  s t u d e n t  marked t h e  s t a n d a r d  copy w i t h  a  s e r i e s  of 

' x ' s .  I n  s e n t e n c e  one,  t h e s e  marks were p l aced  over  t h e  words 

' m e ' ,  'my',  and ' u n c l e ' ,  ' w e ' ,  'was ' ,  ' g o n n a ' ,  and t h e  p e r i o d  

a f t e r  ' b o a t ' .  I n  two, ' s t u f f ' ,  and ' and '  were marked and 

p u n c t u a t i o n  a f t e r  ' u n c l e '  and ' s t u f f '  d e l e t e d .  I n  s e n t e n c e ,  

' s t u f f '  and 'Then' were marked. I n  t h e  p e r i o d  a f t e r  ' d o o r '  was 

changed t o  a  comma. 'And I s u r e  laughed '  was d e l e t e d  and an ' x '  

p l aced  above i t . )  

a )  My u n c l e ,  dad and I were go ing  t o  b u i l d  a b o a t  i n  my 

basement. And my u n c l e  had a l l  of  t h e  p l a n s  and equipment s o  w e  

s t a r t e d  t o  b u i l d  i t  and i t  t o  a l l  w i n t e r .  I g o t  t o  do  some of 

t h e  work b u t  mos t ly  j u s t  g o t  t o  ho ld  t h i n g s .  When w e  g o t  i t  

f i n i s h e d  w e  went t o  t a k e  i t  o u t  t h e  door  and t h e  b o a t  was t o  b i g  

t o  go th rough  t h e  door  and I b u r s t  i n t o  l a u g h t e r  

20. My dad ,  Uncle and I were going t o  b u i l d  a  boa t .  I n  my 

basement. And my u n c l e ,  he  had a l l  t h e  p l a n s  etc. And s o  w e  b 

s t a r t e d  t o  b u i l d  i t  and i t  took a l l  w i n t e r .  I g o t  t o  do  some of 

t h e  s t u f f  b u t  m o s t l y  j u s t  he ld  t h i n g s .  Then when w e  g o t  i t  

f i n i s h e d  w e  went t o  t a k e  i t  o u t s i d e  and t h e  b o a t  was t o  b i g  t o  

go th rough  t h e  door .  And I s u r e  d i d  laugh!  

a )  My dad ,  Uncle and I were going t o  b u i l d  a  b o a t .  I n  my 

basement. And my unc le ,  h e  had a l l  t h e  p l a n s  etc.  And s o  w e  

s t a r t e d  t o  b u i l d  i t  and i t  took a l l  w i n t e r .  I g o t  t o  do some of  

t h e  s t u f f  b u t  I mos t ly  j u s t  h e l d  t h i n g s .  Then when w e  g o t  i t  



f i n i s h e d  w e  went t o  t a k e  i t  o u t s i d e  and t h e  boa t  was t o  b i g  t o  

go th rough  t h e  door .  And I s u r e  d i d  laugh!  

21. My u n c l e ,  my dad and I a r e  going t o  b u i l d  a  boa t .  I n  my 

basement. And my u n c l e  had a l l  t h e  p l a n s  and s t u f f .  And s o  w e  

s t a r t e d  t o  b u i l d  i t ,  I t  took  a l l  w i n t e r .  I g o t  t o  do some of  t h e  

s t u f f .  Mostly I j u s t  g o t  t o  ho ld  t h i n g s .  Then when w e  g o t  i t  

f i n i s h e d  w e  went t o  t a k e  i t  o u t  t h e  door  and t h e  b o a t  was t o  b i g  

t o  go th rough  t h e  door .  And I s u r e  laughed!  

a )  My u n c l e ,  my dad and I a r e  going t o  b u i l d  a  b o a t .  I n  my 

basement. And myuncle had a l l  t h e  p l a n s  and s t u f f .  And s o  w e  

s t a r t e d  t o  b u i l d  t h e  boa t .  I t  took a l l  w i n t e r .  I g o t  t o  do  some 

of t h e  s t u f f .  Mostly I j u s t  g o t  t o  hold  t h e  t h i n g s .  Then when w e  

g o t  i t  f i n i s h e d  w e  went t o  t a k e  i t  o u t  t h e  door  t h e  boa t  was t o  

b i g  t o  g e t  th rough  t h e  door .  I t  was s u r e  funny.  

22. ( T h i s  s t u d e n t  made no r e v i s i o n s  b e f o r e  r e w r i t i n g  t h e  t e x t . )  

a )  My dad my u n c l e  and I ,  were going  t o  b u i l d  an army b o a t  i n  

our  basement.  My dad had a l l  t h e  p l a n s  and s t u f f .  So w e  s t a r t e d  

t o  b u i l d  i t  and i t  took 6 y e a r s  t o  make. When i t  was f i n i s e d  w e  

went t o  t a k e  i t  o u t  t h e  door  b u t  i t  was t o  b i g  s o  w e  wreak i t  

and s t a r t  a l l  over  a g a i n .  

23. My dad ,  my u n c l e  and I were going t o  b u i l d  a  b o a t  i n  my 

basement. My u n c l e  had a l l  t h e  p l a n s  and s t u f f .  So w e  s t a r t e d  t o  



b u i l d  i t  and i t  took a l l  w i n t e r .  I g o t  t o  do  some of  t h e  t h i n g s  

b u t  m o s t l y  j u s t  ho ld  t h i n g s .  Then when w e  g o t  i t  f i n i s h e d  w e  

went t o  t a k e  i t  o u t  t h e  door  and t h e  b o a t  was t o o  b i g  t o  go 

th rough  t h e  d o o r ,  and I s u r e  laughed! 

a )  My dad ,  my u n c l e  and I were going  t o  b u i l d  a  b l u e  and ye l low 

s a i l  b o a t  s o  w e  cou ld  go f i s h i n g  and j u s t  s a i l  around.  We 

s t a r t e d  t o  b u i l d  t h e - s a i l  b o a t  i n  my basement.  W e  used a l l  s o r t s  

of  t o o l s  t o  b u i l d  t h e  s a i l b o a t  and i t  took  a  w i n t e r .  I g o t  t o  do  

some t h i n g s  b u t  t h e y  were v e r y  ha rd  s o  I mos t ly  g o t  t o  hold  t h e  

t o o l s .  When w e  g o t  i t  f i n i s h e d  w e  went t o  t a k e  i t  o u t  t h e  door  

and BAM! w e  c r a shed  i n t o  t h e  w a l l  and a p i c t u r e  f e l l  down. 

24 .  M e  and my dad and my unc le ,  w e  were going  t o  b u i l d  a  b o a t .  

I n  my basement.  And my u n c l e ,  h e  had a l l  t h e  p l a n s  and s t u f f .  

And s o  w e  s t a r t e d  t o  b u i l d  i t ,  and i t  took a l l  w i n t e r .  I g o t  t o  

do some of t h e  s t u f f  b u t  mos t ly  j u s t  ho ld  t h i n g s .  Then when w e  

g o t  i t  f i n i s h e d  w e  went t o  t a k e  i t  o u t  t h e  door  and &e b o a t  was 

t o  b i g  t o  go th rough  t h e  door .  And I s u r e  laughed!  

a )  My dad my u n c l e  and m e ,  were going  t o  b u i l d  a  b o a t  i n  my 

basement.  My u n c l e  had a l l  t h e  p l a n s  and s t u f  f  . The boa t  is a 

s a i l b o a t ,  i t  is 10 f e e t  long.  I t  is going  t o  b e  l i g h t  g reen .  W e  

dec ided  t o  b u i l d  t h e  b o a t  because  my grandpa  is s i c k  and w e  have 

t o  s a i l  ove r  and see him because  w e  d o n ' t  have anogh money t o  

f l y .  So w e  s t a r t e d .  t o  b u i l d  i t  and i t  took  a l l  w i n t e r .  



25. My dad and my u n c l e  and I were go ing  t o  b u i l d  a  b i g  b i g  b o a t  

f o r  f i - sh ing  i n  our  basement. My unc le ,  he  had a l l  t h e  p l a n s  on 

how t o  b u i l d  t h e  b o a t .  And s o  w e  s t a r t e d  t o  b u i l t  i t ,  i t  took 

a l l  w i n t e r .  I g o t  t o  do  some of t h e  work b u t  mos t ly  j u s t  ho ld  

t h i n g s .  When t h e  b o a t  was f i n i s h e d  w e  went t o  t a k e  i t  o u t s i d e ,  

b u t  t h e  b o a t  was t o  b i g  t o  go th rough  t h e  door .  And I s u r e  

laughed ! 

a )  On O c t  1973 my dad wanted t o  b u i l d  a b o a t  t o  s a i l  a c r o s s  t h e  

ocean. So h e  s t a r t e d  t o  b u i l d ,  w i t h  t h e  h e l p  of  my unc le .  

26.  ( T h i s  s t u d e n t  c i r c l e d  ' m e  and my' and ' w e  was gonna ' ,  t h e n  

began t o  r e v i s e  t h e  s t o r y . )  

a )  When my dad and I g o t  home my u n c l e  had a  g r e a t  i dea .  H i s  

i d e a  was t o  b u i l d  a  b o a t  i n  our  basement. My dad w a s n ' t  s u r e  

abou t  t h e  i d e a  b u t  he  s a i d  i t  was OK anyways. 

27. My dad ,  my u n c l e ,  and m e ,  were going  t o  b u i l d  a  b o a t ,  i n  my 

basement. My u n c l e  had a l l  t h e  p l a n s  and s t u f f  . And s o  w e  

s t a r t e d  t o  b u i l d  and i t  took a l l  w i n t e r .  I g o t  t o  do  some of  t h e  

s t u f f  b u t  m o s t l y  j u s t  ho ld  t h i n g s .  When w e  were f i n i s h e d  w e  went 

t o  t a k e  i t  o u t  t h e  door  and t h e  b o a t  was t o  b i g  t o  go th rough  

t h e  d o o r ,  and I laughed!  

a )  Yes t e rday  my dad was watching a  t e l e v i s i o n  show abou t  b o a t s  

28. My dad ,  my u n c l e  and I ,  w e  a r e  go ing  t o  b u i l d  a  boa t .  I n  my 



basement. And my u n c l e ,  h e  had a l l  t h e  p l a n s  and equipment.  And 

s o  w e  s t a r t e d  t o  b u i l d  i t  and i t  took a l l  w i n t e r .  I g o t  t o  do  

some of  t h e  equipment work b u t  mos t ly  j u s t  ho ld  t h i n g s  i n  p l a c e .  

Then when w e  g o t  it  f i n i s h e d  (day)  w e  went t o  t a k e  i t  o u t  t h e  

door  and t h e  b o a t  was t o  b i g  t o  go th rough  t h e  door ,  And I s u r e  

laughed! 

a )  My dad my u n c l e  and I w e  were b u i l d i n g  a  b o a t  i n  our  

basement. My u n c l e ,  he  had a l l  t h e  p l a n s  and t h e  equipment f o r  

working. And s o  w e  s t a r t e d  t o  b u i l d  t h e  b o a t  i t  took u s  a l l  

w i n t e r .  I worked on t h e  equipment b u t  mos t ly  j u s t  ho ld ing  t h i n g s  

f o r  my u n c l e  and my dad.  W e  f i n i s h e d  i t  t h e n  w e  took  i t  o u t  t h e  

door  t h e n  t h e  most  f u n n i e s t  t h i n g  hapened w e  c o u l d n ' t  g e t  i t  

through t h e  door ,  Then I s u r e  laughed.  

29.  (The s t u d e n t  no ted  "you shou ld  check your s e n t e n c e  

s t r u c t u r e , "  t hen  began a  r e v i s i o n . )  

a )  M e  and my unc le  Bob and f a t h e r ,  went t o  b u i l d  a  b o a t ,  i n  a r e  

basement. My Uncle Bob b rough t  a l l  t h e  p l a n s  and m a t e r i a l .  The b 

b o a t  took a l l  w i n t e r  t o  b u i l d .  I g o t  t o  do  some of t h e  work b u t  

I mos t ly  g o t  m a t e r i a l s  f o r  my dad and unc le .  When w e  f i n i s h e d  

t h e  b o a t  w e  t r y e d  t o  p u t  i t  th rough  t h e  door  b u t  i t  was t o  b i g .  

I s t o o d  t h e r e  and l a u g h t .  

30. (The s t u d e n t  p r i n t e d  " R e  Do" on t h e  t e x t  b e f o r e  r e v i s i n g . )  

a )  My dad ,  u n c l e  and I ,  w e  were going  t o  b u i l d  a  b o a t  i n  ny  

basement. My u n c l e  had a l l  t h e  p l a n s .  So w e  s t a r t e d  t o  b u i l d  t h e  



b o a t  t h e  b o a t  took us  a l l  w i n t e r  t o  b u i l d .  My u n c l e  and dad l e t  

m e  do  some of t h e  work most  j u s t  t o  hold  t h i n g s .  When t h e  b o a t  

was a l l  f i n i s h e d  w e  t r i e d  t o  g e t  i t  th rough  t h e  door  b u t  i t  

d i d n ' t  f i t .  

31. (The s t u d e n t  r e v i s e d  wi thou t  e d i t i n g  t h e  paragraph . )  

a )  M e  and m q  dad ,  and my u n c l e ,  were going  t o  t r y  and b i l d  a  

b o a t .  I my basement.  My u n c l e  had a l l  t h e  p l a n s  t o  b u i l d  t h e  

boa t .  So w e  a l l  s t a r t e d  t o  b u i l d  i t  and i t  took a l l  w i n t e r .  

32. My and my dad and my u n c l e ,  w e  were going t o  b u i l d  a  boa t .  

I n  my basement. My u n c l e ,  h e  had a l l a  t h e  p l a n s  and o rgan ized .  

So w e  s t a r t e d  t o  b u i l d  i t ,  i t  took a l l  w i n t e r .  I g o t  t o  do  some 

of  t h e  t h i n g s  b u t  mos t ly  j u s t  ho ld  t h i n g s .  Then when w e  f i n i s h e d  

i t  w e  went t o  t a k e  i t  o u t  t h e  door  and t h e  b o a t  was t o  b i g ,  t o  

go th rough ,  and I laughed! 

a )  (Th i s  s t u d e n t  d i d  n o t  r e v i s e  t h e  s t o r y . )  

33. ( T h i s  s t u d e n t ' s  name was w r i t t e n  on t h e  f i r s t  page,  b u t  t h e  

t e x t  was n o t  e d i t e d .  The s t u d e n t  began a  r e v i s e d  v e r s i o n . )  

a )  My dad ,  u n c l e  and I is going  t o  b u i l d  a  b o a t  i n  my basement. 

My u n c l e  he h a s  t h e  b r a i n s  a t  b u i l d i n g  t h e  b o a t .  So w e  s t a r t e d  

t o  b u i l d  t h e  b o a t  and i t  took a l l  w i n t e r .  Mostly a l l  I had t o  do  

was j u s t  ho ld  up n a i l s ,  boa rd ,  e t c .  When w e  f i n i s h e d  t h e  b o a t  i t  

was t o  b i g  t o  go th rough  t h e  door  and I s u r e  laughed .  



34. M e ,  my dad and my u n c l e ,  w e  were gonna b u i l d  a  b o a t  i n  my 

basement. My u n c l e  had a l l  t h e  p l a n s .  W e  s t a r t e d  t o  b u i l d  t h e  

b o a t  and i t  took a l l  w i n t e r .  They l e t  m e  do some of t h e  work b u t  

mos t ly  j u s t  h o l d i n g  t h i n g s .  Then when w e  g o t  i t  f i n i s h e d  and w e  

went t o  t a k e  i t  o u t  t h e  door  b u t  t h e  b o a t  was t o  b i g ,  t o  go 

th rough  t h e  door ,  I s u r e  laughed a t  t h a t !  

a )  Me,  my dad and my u n c l e ,  w e  were go ing  t o  b u i l d  a  b o a t ,  i n  my 

basement. My u n c l e  had a l l  t h e  p l a n s .  W e  s t a r t e d  t o  b u i l d  t h e  

b o a t  and i t  took a l l  w i n t e r .  They l e t  m e  do  some of  t h e  work, 

b u t  mos t ly  j u s t  ho ld ing  t h i n g s .  Then when w e  g o t  i t  f i n i s h e d  and 

w e  went t o  t a k e  i t  o u t  t h e  d o o r ,  b u t  t h e  b o a t  was t o  b i g  t o  go 

thorugh  t h e  door ,  I s u r e  laughed a  t h a t !  

35. ( T h i s  s t u d e n t  moved d i r e c t l y  t o  r e v i s i n g . )  

a )  M e  my dad and my u n c l e ,  were go ing  t o  b u i l d  a  b o a t  i n  my 

basement. My u n c l e  had a l l  t h e  t h i n g s  needed.  I t  tok  a  whole 

w i n t e r  and g o t  t o o  h e l p .  When i t  w a s  f i n i s h  w e  were going  t o  

t a k e  i t  o u t  i t  wouldnl t f i t .  I laughed s o  ha rd  i j u s t  abou t  g o t  

s i c k .  

36. ( T h i s  s t u d e n t  moved d i r e c t l y  t o  r e v i s i n g . )  

a )  My d a d ,  my u n c l e  and I were going  t o  b u i l d  a  b o a t  i n  my 

basement. My u n c l e  had a l l  t h e  p l a n s  and s o  w e  s t a r t e d  t o  b u i l d  

i t  and i t  took  . a l l  w i n t e r .  I was t h e  o n l y  one who d i d  t h e  work. 

The o n l y  t h i n g  my dad and my u n c l e  d i d  was l a z e  around e a t i n g  



c h i p s  and popcorn and watching TV w h i l e  I was working. 

37. ( T h i s  s t u d e n t  moved d i r e c t l y  t o  r e v i s i n g . )  

a )  M e  and my dad and my u n c l e  were going t o  make a  b l a c k  and 

b l u e  s a i l  b o a t  i n  t h e  d u s t y  basement.  MY u n c l e  had a l l  t h e  p l a n s  

and t o o l s  s o  w e  s t a r t e d  t o  b u i l d  our  s a i l  b o a t .  B u i l d i n g  t h e  

s a i l  b o a t  took a l l  w i n t e r  and I g o t  t i r e d .  I g o t  t o  b u i l d  some 

t h i n g  b u t  mos t ly  I j u s t  h e l d  t h e  t o o l s .  When w e  g o t  i t  f i n i s h e d  

w e  went u p s t a i r s  t o  b r i n g  i t  o u t s i d e .  When w e  t r i e d  t o  t a k e  i t  

through  t h e  door  THUMP i t  wouldn' t go th rough  boy d i d  laugh .  

38. ( T h i s  s t u d e n t  moved d i r e c t l y  t o  r e v i s i n g . )  

a )  My my dad and I were going  t o  b u i l d  a b o a t  i n  our  basement. I 

was going t o  be  a  f i b e r g l a s s  b o a t  t o  go f i s h i n g  i n .  My u n c l e  had 

a l l  t h e  t o o l s  and p l a n s  t o  beg in .  I t  took  a l l  w i n t e r  t o  b u i l d  i t  

b u t  f i n a l y  i t  was f i n i s h e d ,  w e  c o u l d n ' t  g e t  i t  o u t  of  t h e  door  

s o  w e  had t o  f i t  i t  th rough  t h e  window b u t  t h a t  d i d n ' t  f i t .  W e  

c u t  a l o t  o f  t h e  w a l l  o u t  b u t  w e  f i n a l y  g o t  i t  through .  

The fo l lowing  a r e  r e s p o n s e s  t o  a  r e q u e s t  f o r  

s u g g e s t i o n s  on how t h e  s t o r y  might  be  improved: 

1. Your s p e l l i n g  is f i n e  b u t  your  word use  is n o t  v e r y  good. I 

changed your word u s e  around.  Try working on t h a t .  The s t o r y  

i t s e l f  was j u s t  f i n e .  I s u r e  l i k e d  t h e  p a r t  where t h e  b o a t  cou ld  

n o t  g e t  t h rough  t h e  door .  I t  w a s  v e r y  amusing. 



2. No r e sponse .  

3. Change t i t l e .  Why a r e  you going ( t o  b u i l d  t h e  b o a t )  Was i t  

hard o r  ea sy?  

4.  No response .  

5. S p e l l i n g .  

6. No r e sponse .  

7. Redo 

8. Don ' t  write t h e  l i t t l e  words t h a t  don1 t mean any th ing .  write 

t h e  ones  - .  t h a t  have more meaning and unde r s t and ing .  

9 .  No response .  ! 

10. No r e sponse .  

11. Word o r d e r .  unproper  e n g l i s h .  uneces sa ry  ( p u n c t u a t i o n ) .  more 

d e t a i l .  

12.  Specfy  ( 3  n o t a t i o n s ) .  Not n e s s a r y  (my u n c l e ,  he  had a l l  t h e  

p l a n s .  ' H e '  was c r o s s e d  o u t . )  S p e l l i n g .  Take more t i m e  and 



p r a c t i s e  your l anguage  s k i l l s .  

13. I t h i n k  you shou ld  look over  t h i s  ass ignment  and rewrite i t  

over  i n  a  more o r d e r l y  way. S p e l l i n g .  

14. Bad grammar ( 2  n o t a t i o n s )  

15 th rough  23 made no r e sponses .  

24. Watch your s p e l l i n g  and t e l l  more abou t  t h e  b o a t ,  l i k e  t e l l  

what k ind and how b i g  what c o l o r  and why you want i t ?  

25. Change t i t l e .  What d i d  you do  f o r  t h e  rest of  t h e  w i n t e r ?  

26. Do over .  Not bad,  b u t  cou ld  u s e  b e t t e r  grammer. 

27. Make a  b e t t e r  t i t l e  f o r  t h e  s t o r y .  Why d i d  t h e y  d e c i d e  t o  

b u i l d  a  boa t .  P u t  more d e t a i l .  Pu t  b e t t e r  s t a r t i n g .  Pu t  some 

exc i t emen t  i n  s t o r y .  

28. What was your u n c l e s  name. How o f t e n  d i d  he  come. When d i d  

you f i n i s h e d  t h e  b o a t  t hen  what d i d  you do  a f t e r  you laughed and 

couldn '  t g e t  i t  th rough  t h e  door .  

29. You shou ld  check your s e n t e n c e  s t r u c t u r e .  



30. Redoo! 

31. No response .  

32. I t  would be  a good i d e a  t o  check i t  over  and r i g h t  i t  a g i a n  

and check i n  d i c o n a r y  f o r  words your n o t  s u r e  o f .  o t h e r w i s e  v e r y  

n i c e .  

33. No comment 

34. No comment 

35. You should  have used b e t t e r  grammer. 

36. No comment 

37. No comment 

38. No comment 
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SURViX ON ATTITTUDE5 ABOUT bEUTCIG 

Directions: 0elov are a ser ies  of statanents about uriting. Thare 
M no right o r  mug ans-rters t o  these statements. Pleaae indicate 
the degree t o  *mfsh each s t a t a n t  applies t o  you by cLrc- u h e t h ~  
you (1) s t r o n g u  a p s e ,  (2 1 a p e l  ($1 are unce*&, (L) dispqnet or 

s t rons ly  disagree ui t& the sratmaent. khi la  some ot chase satementa 
mas seaa reoetitious, take your time and tm t o  be as honest as pojsibU, 

I have no fear of my uritinq being 
e ~ a h ~ t 8 d .  ................... . . ~ . ~ . ~ ~ e . . . * ~ ~ ~ ~  2 3 5- 

T m  a camposition course is a very 
frightening c c p r i c e  ........... ........-..1 2 3 b- 5, 

h n d 5 q  in a canposition makes me f e e l  
good ............... .........................l - 2 - 3- L 5- 
i\ly mind seaus t o  go blank h e n  I start ................. t o  uork on a canposition.. .1 2 3- 3,s- 
Expressing ideas through writing seam 
t o  be a waste of time,..............-....... 1- 2- 3- L 5- 
I uould enjoy submitting my mititkg to . magulnes for e l u t i o n  and publication.. .l- 2, 3 & 5- 



Proof reading checkl i s t  

Iden t i fy  the  e r ro r s  you have made i n  your essay, and mark the  boxes which 
correspond t o  the mistakes you have found. 
Each Checklist may be used f o r  th ree  (3) consecutive weeks. 

WEEK 1 ' WEEK 2 WEEK 3 
! I I 

Run-on Sentences ! 
i 

Fa i lu re  t o  Use a : 
i 

C o m a  Where Needed 4 
t 

Sentence Fragments 1 
I 

Coma Spl ices  I 

1 

Sub1 ec t-Verb Agreement 4 I 

Verb Tenses 1 
# 

4 I 

I 

- 

Pronoun Agreement i I 
I U 

I Misspelling 
4 I 

Controll ing idea not 1 
r, I i 

. car r ied  through 1 
b 
I 1 ! 

Diction (Especially , 
slang tenus t ha t  a r e  1 
out of place) I 

Transi t ions  not made i 
I 

! 
c l e a r l y  I 

I I 

1 
Controll ing idea not  i c l ea r ly  s ta ted  

I Paragraphs too long. 1 
too shor t ,  o r  non- 1 1 

I 

ex i s t en t  
I I 1 

i 
I 

& 

I 8 

Ideas not s ta ted  c l e a r l y  I i or  l og i ca l l y  

! , . 

- 
WEEK 1-Most Connnon Error 
WEEK 2-Most Common Error 
WEEK 3-Most Common Error 



SELF-EVALUATION CHECK SHEET FOR STUDENT USE 

Before typing or writing the final draft of a paper, ask yourself the 
following questions and note your answers with a "yes," "no," or "?" in the 
appropriate box. 

DO I HAVE 

an adequate introduction? 

a thesis statement that is limited, 
clearly focused, and specifically 
stated? 

PAPER 

a paragraph division for each major point? - I r l i r r C  
for each paragraph, a to ic sentence r;e which clearly states t e controlling idea? 

for each paragraph, a sufficient development 
in a controlled structure (i.e., time order, 
comparison, contrast, example)? 

for each sentence, a clear relationship 
to the controlling idea of the para- 
graph (i.e., no sentences which are' 
irrelevant to this idea)? 

transitional words/phrases and other 
means of coherence to help the reader 
move from one idea to another? n-n u [ 
consistent point of view (avoidance of 
shifts in person, number, tense, tone)? 

an' adequate conclusion? 
' 5  nnni 

HAVE I CHECKED 

1) spelling? 

2) punctuation (apostrophes, commas, 
periods, etc.)? 

3) sentence correctness (NO fragments, 
comma splices, dangling modifiers, 
pronouns with unclear or missing 
antecedents, lack of agreement between 
subject-verb/pronoun-referent)? 



STEPS IN ACADEMIC AND PROFESSIONAL WRITING -- - 

Pre-Writing: produce a r i c h  mass of information and ideas  by "clustering'," 
brainstorming,  f r e e  wr i t ing ,  group .work, research ,  f ieldwork,  - 

in terv iews,  etc. 

Rough Draft ing:  g e t  subs tance  rap id ly ,  no t  worrying about 
c a r e f u l  organiza t ion ,  mechanics, o r  even complete sentences.  

Writing F i r s t  Dra f t  : re-organize rough d r a f t  - adding, d e l e t i n g ,  s h i f t i n g  
a s  necessary  - and g e t  t h e  mechanics r i g h t .  

Conferencing: g e t  advice from group, peer  e d i t o r ,  f r i e n d s ,  family,  o r  
teacher /supervisor .  

Revising: use  t h e  advi.ce t o  make paper c l e a r e r  and more focused, with b e t t e r  
d e t a i l s  and evidence. 

Edit ing:  check f o r  d i c t i o n ,  s p e l l i n g ,  punctuat ion,  and 

Proofreading: even i f  a p ro fess iona l  has typed your paper, you a r e  
r e spons ib le  f o r  d e t e c t i n g  a l l  "typos," miareadings, omissions, 
and o t h e r  e r r o r s .  

Evaluation: 

R e - W r i t i n g :  

review t e a c h e r l s / s u p e r v i s o r l s  assessment of t h e  s t rong  po in t s  and 
weak po in t s ,  a c t i v e l y  i n t e r n a l i z i n g  t h i s  information f o r  use  i n  
subsequent papers. 

whenever poss ib le ,  demonstrate t h a t  you have i n t e r n a l i z e d  
e v a l u a t o r ' s  assessment by r e - v r i t i n g  a t  l e a s t  a s e c t i o n  of t h e  
paper. 



Every wr i t e r  must revise  and e d i t  the f i r s t  d r a f t  of a paper. I n  f a c t ,  
many professional  wr i te r s  f e e l  the r e a l  work cf wri t ing begins w i t h  tne 
rewriting. Sentences are  corrected so t ha t  they sound be t t e r ;  words a re  
changed so t h a t  ideas have grea te r  impact and paragraphs are  reorganized 
and rearranged i n  order t o  make the paper nore powerful. I t  is  during 
the ed i t i ng  process t ha t  a rough d r a f t  .is transfcrmed in to  a f in i shed  
pro duc t . 
Since there are  m y  d i f f e r en t  kinds of e r r o r s  t c  look fo r  while ed i t i ng ,  
i t ' s  a good idea to  read the pager t h ~ r o u g h l g  severa l  times, focusing on 
a d i f f e r en t  aspect each time. Below are suggestions f o r  ed i t i ng  your 
paper. 

The f i r &  time 7ou read the papw, check t k e  paragra?hs. 
--Is your t hes i s  c l e a r l y  s t a t ed?  

--Is there  a l o g i c a l  progression of ideas?  

--Boes each paragrapn have a main idea? 

--Should one paragraph be divided in to  two or  can two paraeraphs be 
combined? 

--Are ang paragraphs unrelated to  t'ce topic?. 

--Eave you included most of the information from your oat l ine?  

--Does your cpening paragraph spark i n t e r e s t  i n  tke tcpic?  

--Does your ccncluding paradraph s w a r i z e  the paper? 

After you have ccrrected ycur garagraphs, read the paper again, 
focusing on the sentences. 

--Is there  con t inu i ty  between sentences? 
6 

--Is .every sentence a conglete sentence with a subject  and verb? 

--Is there  enougk'variety i n  sentence s t ruc ture?  

--Are most sentences i n  the ac t ive  voice? 

--Is each sentence t o  the point? Eave you avoided wordiness? 

Your t h i r d  reading should focus on language. 
/ 

--Have you eliminated c l i ches?  
.. * 

--Are there  o r i g i n a l  phrases? 

--Are words repea.ted too often? 

--Zave you included sensory language? 

--Iiave you chosen powerful descr ip t ive  words? 



College Compositions 

F i r s t  Readinq (React) 

1. Underline o r  c i r c l e  words o r  sentences which seem 
p a r t i c u l a r l y  e f f e c t i v e  o r  p a r t i c u l a r l y  weak. 

2 .  Ask yourse l f :  what i s  the  purpose of t h e  paper? 
What c e n t r a l  poin t  i s  i t  t r y i n a . t o  make? 

3. Consider your r e a c t i o n  t o  the  paper and i t s  sub- 
j e c t .  Is i t  p o s i t i v e  o r  negat ive? Does t h e  paper 
hold your i n t e r e s t ?  

Second Readinq ( ~ n a l y z e )  

Again, what i s  t h e  main i d e a  o r  purpose of t h e  paper? 
Is i t  s t a t e d  e x p l i c i t l y ?  I f  so ,  underl ine t h e  sen- 
t e n c e ( ~ ) .  I f  n o t ,  formulate a t o p i c  o r  t h e s i s  sen- 
tence  yourse l f .  

I f  t h e r e  i s  no main i d e a ,  then what a r e  t h e  minor 
ideas?  How many a r e  t h e r e  and why don ' t  they add up 
t o  a main idea?  

Can you t r a c e  t h e  flow of t h e  main idea?  I f  s o ,  how 
is  the  idea  c a r r i e d  through? Through 10gica l  ex- 
p lana t ion ,  throuah i l l u s t r a t i o n  ( s p e c i f i c  examples) , 
through c h r o n o l o ~ i c a l  process ,  throuph comparison/ 
c o n t r a s t ?  

If you cannot follow t h e  flow, where does t h e  pro- 
gress ion  break down? Are t h e r e  any sentences o r  
proups of  sentences which seem i r r e l e v a n t ?  

& 

Are t h e r e  any po in t s  which need more e labora t ion?  
Would you l i k e  t h e  w r i t e r  t o  expla in  anything i n  
g r e a t e r  d e t a i l  o r  perham supply a s p e c i f i c  example 
t o  i l l u s t r a t e  and c l a r i f y  t h e  po in t?  

I f  t h e  paper holds your i n t e r e s t  i s  i t  because you 
f i n d  the  t o p i c  inhe ren t ly  i n t e r e s t i n g  o r  because t h e  
w r i t e r  has c rea ted  t h e  i n t e r e s t  f o r  you through h i s /  
he r  p a r t i c u l a r  approach, o r  use of  language? 

1 

Are a l l  sentences c l e a r  and grammatical? Go back t o  
the . sen tences  o r  words you underlined o r  c i r c l e d  i n  
#1 of  t h e  " reac t"  sec t ion .  Can you descr ibe  why these  
usages a r e  e f f e c t i v e  o r  weak? 

Are t h e  var ious po in t s  i n  t h e  paper optimally organ- 
ized?  What would be t h e  e f f e c t .  of rear rangina  t h e  
ideas  ? 

* ---- 
Does t h e  w r i t e r  make smooth t r a n s i t i o n s  between ideas?  



The Proof of the Pudding 

T i t l e  
(1) Is the t i t l e  imaginative and provocative? 
(2) Is the t i t l e  appropriate? Does i t  r e f l e c t  a narrowed . .. topic?  

=- - 
Introductory Paragraph 
(1) Is there  a one-sentence cont ro l l ing  idea? 
(2) Does it make some d e f i n i t e  asser t ion?  Is i t  c l ea r ly  s t a t ed?  
(3) Does i t  suggest a s t ruc tu re  f o r  the  essay? 
(4) Does the  r e s t  of t he  introductory paragraph lead i n t o  the  C.I.? - 
On the Word Level 
(1) Spel l ing e r r o r s  
(2) Poor word/choice/unidi - t ic  locut ions  
(3) Redundancies 
(4) Verb tense e r ro r s  
(5) Incorrect  verb fonn e r ro r s  
(6) Confusion between ad jec t ives  and adverbs 
(7) Apostrophe e r r o r s  

Agreement between words. 
(8) Lack of subj ect-verb agreement 
(9) Lack of pronoun-antecedent agreement 

On the  sentence Level 
(1) Awkward/wordy sentences 
(2) Vague sentences/insufficiently f ac tua l  
(3) Fragments 
(4) Run-ons /comma s p l i c e s  
(5)' I n t e r i o r  comma e r r o r s  
(6) Good sentence va r i e ty?  

Oa the  Paragraph Level 
(1) Does each paragraph have a well-stated C.I.? 
(2) Is each paragraph r e s t r i c t e d  t o  one bas ic  C.I.? 
(3) Is this idea adequately developed within the paragraph? 
(4) Is there  smooth t r a n s i t i o n  between sentences? 
( 5 )  Is there  smooth t r a n s i t i o n  between paragraphs? 

Concluding Paragraph 
(1) Is there  a sense of c losure? Does the  conclusion r e s t a t e  the C . I . ,  

r e cap i tu l a t e  o r  summarize arguments, o r  draw conclusions? 

Overall - The Whole Composition 
(1) Is the  ' topic a s u f f i c i e n t l y  narrowed and adequately handled one? 
(2) Is the ove ra l l  organization of the  essay handled well? 



CRITICIZING W R I T I N G  

CONTENT 
A.  Does t h e  a u t h o r  know what he  is t a l k i n g  a b o u t ?  
B. What is h i s  a u t h o r i t y ?  
C. I s  h i s  s u b j e c t  o r  h i s  t r e a t m e n t  o f  i t  i n  any way new? 
D. Is t h e  s u b j e c t  of  any s i g n i f i c a n c e  t o  t h e  a u d i e n c e ?  
V A L I D I T Y  
A. I s  t h e  a u t h o r  be ing  t r u t h f u l ?  
B. A r e  h i s  f a c t s  c o r r e c t ?  
C. Does he  e x a g g e r a t e  o r  o t h e r w i s e  b i a s  h i s  s u b j e c t ?  
PERSONA/VOICE 
A. What s o r t  of  p e r s o n  d o e s  t h e  a u t h o r  seem t o  be? 
B. Does t h e  w r i t i n g  "sound l i k e "  a  p e r s o n  ( v s .  a  machine)  ? 
C. Is t h e  v o i c e  c o n s i s t e n t ?  
ATTITUDE 
A. Who is t h e  l i k e l y  a u d i e n c e ?  
B. What is t h e  a u t h o r ' s  a t t i t u d e  toward t h e  a u d i e n c e ?  
C. Does t h e  writer  speak over  o r  under  t h e  h e a d s  of h i s  a u d i e n c e ?  
TONE 
A.  How d o e s  t h e  a u t h o r  view h i s  s u b j e c t  (comic ,  s e r i o u s ,  

i r o n i c ,  e tc .)  ? 
B. I s  h i s  t o n e  a p p r o p r i a t e  t o  h i s  s u b j e c t ?  
C. I s  t h e  t o n e  c o n t r o l l e d  ( v s .  o v e r d o n e ) ?  
DICTION AND SYNTAX 
A. Does t h e  a u t h o r  h a n d l e  l anguage  w e l l ?  
B. A-re h i s  words w e l l  chosen?  Economical? 
C. A r e  h i s  s e n t e n c e s  c l e a r ?  Do t h e y  a i d  t h e  r e a d e r  i n  s e e i n g  h i s  

purpose?  
ORGANIZATION 
A. I s  t h e  paper  w e l l  o r g a n i z e d ?  
B. Is t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n  e n t i r e l y  c l e a r ?  - - 
DEVELOPMENT 
A .  A r e  t h e  p o i n t s  of  t h e  paper  s u f f i c i e n t l y  deve loped?  
B. A r e  t h e r e  s u f f i c i e n t  d e t a i l s ?  
C. Are t h e  d e t a i l s  a p p r o p r i a t e ?  
D. A r e  a l l  t h e  p o i n t s  r e l e v a n t ?  - 
PURPOSE 
A. What is t h e  p u r p o s e  o r  p o i n t  of t h e  p a p e r ?  
B. I s  t h e  p u r p o s e  e n t i r e l y  c l e a r ?  
C.  Does e v e r y t h i n g  i n  t h e  paper  c l e a r l y  r e l a t e  t o  and h e l p  d e v e l o p  

t h e  purpose?  
D.  I s  t h e  p o i n t  of  t h e  paper  wor th  making? 
MECHANICS 
A. Is t h e  paper  f r e e  of e r r o r  ( s p e l l i n g ,  p u n c t u a t i o n ,  

granmar ,  e t c . ) ?  
B. Does t h e  writer know t h e  c o n v e n t i o n s  of p r i n t ?  
Is t h e  paper  w e l l  w r i t t e n ?  

Good w r i t i n g  is t h e  s k i l l f u l  c o n t r o l  of  a l l  t h e s e  a s p e c t s  (1-10) 
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TIPS FOR STUDENTS EVALUATING PAPERS OF THEIR PEERS -- 

When you f i r s t  receive  a paper,' r e s i s t  the  urge to begin reading 
it s t r a i g h t  through word by word, correct ing every l i t t l e - e r r o r  
you see. Scan it f i r s t  f o r  major problems. 

1. Read the  f i r s t  and last  paragraphs of the  paper to  datennine 
whether they have a common thes i s  and focus. If they have 
l i t t l e  in common, you may have on your hands a paper which 
has switched topics  somewhere in the  middle. You can of ten  
f i nd  the  place where the paper shifts topics  s inp ly  by read- 
ing t he  f i r s t  sentence of each paragraph. 

2. S U  the paper t o  check whether the t he s i s  has been developed 
and "proved." In  addit ion,  watch f o r  many sho r t  paragraphs 
with very general topic  sentences: such paragraphs may 
represent nothing more than a co l l ec t i on  of poss ible  intro- 
ductions t o  various aspects  of the  topic,  r a the r  than a 
sequent ia l  line of reasoning to  "prove" one thes is .  

IF TBE PAP= CONTAINS ERRORS 1. OR 2., RETURN IT TO TEE STUDENT DlMZDIATELY 
FOB RE-WRITXXG. URGE THE WRITEB TO CONSULT OUR BANDOUTS ON ESSAY ORGAN- 
rZBTION AND OUTLMLNG FOR HELP I N  RE-STRUCTURING AND ,DmOPINC THE ESSAY. 

I 

3. Exnm4ne the  intkoductory paragraph. Does it have a thesis 
sentence t h a t  accurately announces the  main th rus t  of the  
paper? Do the  subsequent sentences give a preview of the  
progression of ideas  t o  be  developed in proving t he  t he s i s  
statement? 

4. Check t he  organizational  s t r u c t u r e  of t h e  paper. Is the  
ou t l i ne  of the paper discernible?  Can t he  reader skimming 
the paper reproduca t he  plan which t he  wr i t e r  followed? 
(When reading long papers, I f ind  it usefu l  t o  ac tua l ly  
j o t  down the sequence of ideas being presented.) 

5. Do the sub-points develop the  topic  w i t h  s u f f i c i e n t  
completeness? Obviously it is eas i e r  t o  de t ec t  f a u l t s  
in what is included, and harder to  detach oneself t o  con- 
s i d e r  omissions. Nonetheless, once you have determined 
that the paper does have a c l e a r  plan, it is worthwhile 
t o  ask whethez it includes everything that it ought. 

6. Is the  development f r e e  from r epe t i t i on  and irrelevance? 
Has the  student t rea ted  the  same point  in two d i f f e r e n t  
places? Are there  sentences o r  e n t i r e  paragraphs that 



d r i f t  away from the  t he s i s  of the  paper? (A r e l a t ed  
problem is prooortion: has the s tudent  given a minor 
point  mora space o r  emphasis than i ts r e l a t i v e  importance 
j u s t i f i e s ?  ) 

7. Are the  ideas  arranged in a l og i ca l  o r  appropriate seauence? 
L i k e  completeness, t h i s  a rea  is easy to overlook, but  It is 
worth taking a minute t o  ask, "Is this the  most e f f ec t i ve  
organizat ional  plan the  s tudent  could have chosen?" 

8. Check f o r  proper in tegra t ion  of source mate r ia l  and quoWtions. - - 
A s tudent ' s  research paper sometimes is too deoendent upon 
quoted mater ia l ,  o r  f a i l s  to i n t eg ra t e  quoted mater ia l  smoothly 
w i t h  the  s tudent ' s  own points,  o r  paraohrases l a rge  sect ions  
from a few sources. The student may have to  re-write the  

- errt ire paper i f  he/she has allowed t h e  sources to  dominate the  
paper. 

O n l y  a f t e r  checking f o r  the  e igh t  problems noted above s h k d  you 
focus on grammar, usage, punctuation, and spel l ing.  Unless the  b 

mechanical e r rors  are overwhelming in number, they will not  i n t e r f e r e  
with r eadab i l i t p  near ly  as much a s  these  l a rge r  problems do. 



NON-JUDGMENTAL PESR EVALUATIOX 

Make a d e s c r i p t i v e  statement about the e s say ,  
paragraph by paragraph. 

For Example: The f i r s t  paragraph s e t s  the scene and s t a t e s  
t h a t  the t h e s i s  is  . 

The second parapraph seems confusing because 
i t  somewhat c o n t r a d i c t s  i n  the  f i r s t  
paragraph. 

The t h i r d  paragraph is  f u l l  of v i v i d  examples, 
by I don ' t  see  a top ic  sentence.  

The f o u r t h  paragraph picks up 
aapect  of t h e s i s ,  but I wish the re  were a few support ing 
d e t a i l s  t o  he lp  me understand. 

The f i f t h  parapraph has a f i n k ,  long sentence 
which I simply cant  t f i g u r e  out. 

The s i x t h  paragraph: I l i k e d  t h i s  best! I 
enjoyed your second example about ... 

And so  f o r t h  ... 



NON-JUDGlrlEN'SAL SELF-EVALUATION 

For Length and Development. 

Count number of: 

words 
paragraphs 
poin ts  you think you have developed 
ques t ion  you th ink  you have answered 

For Mechanics. 

Count number (or$) of: 

c o r r e c t l y  s p e l l e d  words 
sentences with c o r r e c t  beginning and end punctuation 
sentencas with c o r r e c t  i n t e f n a l  punctuation 

For S ty3re. 

Count numbers of: 

modifiers 
phrases and c lauses  
d i f f e r e n t  types of modif iers  ( s i n g l e  word, phrase,  c l a u s e )  
words o r  phrases which show comparison ( i n c l u d i n g  f i g u r e s  

of speech) 
d i f f e r e n t  sentence p a t t e r n s  
d i f f e r e n t  types of sentences (s imple ,  compound, complex) 



CONTEXT 
Does i t  show o r i g i n a l ,  wor thwhi le  t h i n k i n g ?  
Does i t  f u l f i l l  t h e  a s s i g n m e n t ?  

INTRODUCTION 
Does i t  a r o u s e  i n t e r e s t ?  
Does i t  i n c l u d e  a  t h e s i s ,  e i t h e r  s t a t e d  o r  i m p l i e d ,  which 

c l e a r l y  shows t h e  wr i ter ' s  a t t i t u d e  toward t h e  s u b j e c t ?  
I s  i t  a p p r o p r i a t e ?  

BODY 
Does e a c h  p a r a g r a p h  have  one main i d e a ,  e i t h e r  s t a t e d  o r  

i m p l i e d ,  which c l e a r l y  r e l a t e s  t o  and d e v e l o p s  t h e  t h e s i s ?  
Does e a c h  p a r a g r a p h  c o n t a i n  s p e c i f i c  d e t a i l s  which expand o r  

c l a r i f y  t h e  main i d e a  of t h e  p a r a g r a p h ?  
I s  e v e r y  s e n t e n c e  c l e a r l y  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  t h e s i s ?  
Has t h e  writer employed c l e a r ,  l o g i c a l  t r a n s i t i o n s  t o  e n a b l e  

t h e  r e a d e r  t o  f o l l o w  h i s  t r a i n  of  t h o u g h t ?  
I s  t h e  wri ter 's  d i c t i o n  a p p r o p r i a t e  and a c c u r a t e ?  
A r e  t h e  s e n t e n c e s  c o n c i s e  and a c t i v e ?  

CONCLUSION 
I s  it  l o g i c a l  and c l e a r l y  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  t h e s i s ?  
Does i t  d e v e l o p  n a t u r a l l y  from t h e  m a t e r i a l ,  o r  d o e s  i t  seem 
f o r c e d  and a r t i f i c i a l ?  

MECHANICS, USAGE AND SPELLING 
Are t h e r e  m i s s p e l l e d  words? 
A r e  t h e r e  any s e n t e n c e  f r a g m e n t s ?  
A r e  t h e r e  any i n e x c u s a b l e  comma e r r o r s ,  such a s  t h e  use  of  a  

comma i n  p l a c e  of a  p e r i o d  o r  semico lon?  
A r e  t h e r e  o t h e r  p u n c t u a t i o n  e r r o r s ?  
Do t h e  s u b j e c t s  and v e r b s  a g r e e  i n  number? 
Do t h e  pronouns  have  d e f i n n i t e  a n t e c e d e n t s ,  w i t h  which t h e  

pronouns  a g r e e  i n  number and p e r s o n ?  
Are t h e  v e r b  t e n s e s  c o n s i s t e n t  t h r o u g h o u t  t h e  p a p e r ?  

NOTE: Read your  paper  a l o u d  whenever p o s s i b l e ,  d e v e l o p i n g  your own 
a b i l i t y  t o  be o b j e c t i v e l y  a n a l y t i c a l .  I n s t e a d  of  r e l y i n g  on someone 
e lse 's  p r o o f r e a d i n g ,  e d i t i n g  and r e v i s i n g ,  p r a c t i c e  u n t i l  you can  do 
i t  y o u r s e l f .  



- Are there  any sentences t h a t  don't make sense? 

- Do you have a s t rong opening l i n e  o r  sentence? 

- Does every paragraph t e l l  something important? 

-   re there  any l i ne8  tha t  need more co lor fu l  words? 

- Could someone repeat  the experiment by following your notes? 

- Check t o  see  t h a t  you haven't begun more than three  
sentences with the  same word. 

(Fraa the  Writing Resource Centre, Delta School District. Used with permission. ) 



The Edi t ing  Committee has  "spot checked" your wri t ing .  Our comments 
a r e  below: 

. . 
One th ing I r e a l l y  l i k e d  about your w r i t i n g  w a s  -- 

The a r e a  I checked was : (Ci rc le  One) 
* Word Choice * Opening * ~ n d &  * Content 

0.K. I 
* Sequence * Sentence S t r u c t u r e  u 

Here's my suggest ion of what t o  change: 

Ed i to r  

One th ing  I r e a l l y  l i k e d  about your w r i t i n g  was 

The a r e a  I checked w a s  : (Circle One) 
* Word Choice * Opening * ~ n d i n ~  * Content 

O.K. I * Sequence * Sentence S t r u c t u r e  u 
Here's my suggest ion of what t o  change: 

Ed i to r  

One th ing  I r e a l l y  l i k e d  about your w r i t i n g  was 

The a r e a  I checked was : (Circle One) 
* Word Choice * Opening * Ending * Content 

I 0.K. I * Sequence * Sentence S t r u c t u r e  u 
Here's my suggest ion of what t o  change: 

Ed i to r  
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1. Content (Ideas) 

J 
* Complete 

(Subject) * Clear 
* Interesting 

* Are my thoughts complete? 
* Co they make sense? * Did I express uiy ideas clearly? * Will my audience understand what I have said? * Will they have a "complete and clear" picture in their 

minds? * Will my audience find my ideas interesting? 

Could I edit to ... 
add more details or description to expand - 
my ideas or to make them clearer? 

2. Opening J * catch attention * set the stage 
* state the main idea 

* Will the first sentences catch my audience's attention? * Does it set the stage for whet is to follow? * If it is a story, does the beginning tell who the hero 
is, what he is doing, and whea and where he is doing 
it? (5 W's) * If it is an exposition, does the opening state the main 
idea to be elaborated on? 

Could I edit to . . . 
add, replace', remove or rearrange wrds or 
phrases so the opening would be more effective? 

3. Sequence (Organization) J * logical * smooth 
* focused 

* Are my ideas put in a logical order with a beginning, 
middle, and end? * Does each sentence flow smoothly onto the next one? * Are all my sentences related to the topic? Did I 
stick to my subject by keeping my ideas focused? 

. Could I edit to ... - rearrange the sentences so my ideas would be 
clearer and easier to follow? - remove or replace parts that do not relate to the 
topic? 



4. Word Choice (Vocabulary) J * p r e c i s e  
* i n t e r e s t i n g  
* var ied  

* Did I enr ich  my sentences wi th  a v a r i e t y  of f r e s h ,  
l i v e l y  and i n t e r e s t i n g  words? * Did I choose t h e  b e s t ,  most p r e c i s e  words t o  make my 
ideas  c l e a r ?  

Could I e d i t  t o  . . . - add more 'describing'  words? - rep lace  t i r e d ,  overused o r  unclear  words? 
- remove unnecessary words? 

5. Sentence S t r u c t u r e  J * var ied  sentence length  
* word & phrase order 
* type (kind) 

* Did I use  a v a r i e t y  of longer and s h o r t e r  sentences f o r  
emphasis and i n t e r e s t ?  * Did I use a v a r i e t y  of sentence p a t t e r n s  by changing 
t h e  words o r  phrases? * Did I use a v a r i e t y  of sentence types  (i.e., s tatement,  
quest ion,  command), i f  appropr ia te?  

Could I e d i t  t o  ... 
combine o r  rearrange whole sentences  o r  t h e i r  p a r t s  t o  
provide v a r i c t y ?  

6. Ending J * t i e  i d e a  together  
* sums up thoughts 
* provides conclusion 

* Does my f i n a l  sentence conclude the  ideas EC t h a t  they 
seem t i e d  together  and f in i shed?  * Is t h e r e  an  echo of t h e  beginning of my piece  i n  the  
ending? * Are t h e  thoughts summed up, o r  conclusions drawn? 

Could ' I  e d i t  t o  . . . 
add, remove o r  rearrange words o r  phrases t o  
s t rengthen the  ending ? 



Let's be Editors who CARE!. 

" ~ n  Editor is an Author's best friend!" 

Now it's your turn to help your friend strengthen his or her 

writing. Give the author some helpful hints by making some 

comnents below: 

One thing I really liked cbcut your writing was 

Now you might work on this area to strengthen it: 

- Word Choice - Opening - Ending - More Ideas 1 .  Circle 

- More Details - Sequence - Sentence Structure ] One 

Here's my suggestions of what to change: 

Author Editor 



"LET'S EDIT" PENCILS 

Are the ideas ... 
* complete thoughts ? 

understands ble and elear ? 
interesting and appropriate for 

e a& ce 
. ? 

Does t h e  beginning . . . 
* hook the audience ? 

'1 3 g * set the "stage * o r  state the main idep? 

Do all the sentences . . .. 
* follow a lo ical order7 

ce * low smooth y rorn one to the no f 7 f 
* ocus on he fopic? 
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