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ABSTRACT
REVISION PROCESSES OF FOUR SKILLED COLLEGE WRITERS
BY

Scott Earl McNabb

The purpose of this study was to examine how skilled
student writers write and revise (subjects identified by
their attempts to publish their writing in college
publications).

A second purpose was to describe, in their own words,
how these writers revise. A third purpose was to reveal how
they think they learned to revise.

A review of professional literature on revision shows
that calls for teaching writing as a process (and paying
more attention to how professional writers write and revise)
appear in the literature as early as 1921 (see "A Lesson
from the Masters of Prose," English Journal, 10.3, 1921).
Also, current interest in writing and rewriting as a way to
"generate" thought was at least anticipated by the "thought
approach” to teaching composition discussed in the 1930's
(see EJ, 21.5, 1932).

The study of the writers revealed that three of the four

revised by a complex process of elaborations of previous



drafts. These elaborations at first did not appear to be

based on earlier drafts, but close examination showed that
they were clearly related to previous drafts. These
elaborations were not adequately measured by the Faigley and
Witte system for measuring revisions, and contradict the
idea that writers who rewrite, rather than revise, are less
efficient (see Flower and Hayes, "Detection, Diagnosis, and
the Strategies of Revision,"™ CCCC 37, 1986).

These results suggest that skilled writers can appear to
start a paper over from "scratch," but might be revising by
elaboration -- of building up or adding onto -- that only
seems unrelated to previous drafts. Such revisions can be
more complex than conventional, obvious, revisions.

Other findings were that these students found geeing
writers' revisions more helpful than reading about how to
revise, and that they found positive comments from teachers

more encouraging concerning revising than negative comments.
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Introduction

The history of the last 100 years of teaching
composing reveals a gradual shift in the teaching of
composing as product to process, and a history of the
changing understanding of composing and revising's
relationship to composing. Since the primary goal of the
present work is to study if and how skilled student
writers employ revising in their writing, this review will
discuss the development of the idea of "revision" in
general, and of revision as it developed from a kind of
proofreading to the more complex, and integral part of
writing it is considered today.

The first section of this chapter reviews nineteenth
century composition articles and textbooks and shows that
the common approach of the period was mostly prescriptive,
one in which error-hunting and correcting by students and
teachers was typical. This approach sometimes required
little real composing by students. However, it appears
that teachers' reactions against this approach contributed
to beginning to change professional thinking about writing
and revising.

The second .section of this chapter reviews early
twentieth century literature on teaching composing and
reveals more concern with composing as process, that

slowly increases over the years. At about the same time,
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beginning in the 1930's, there was a growing interest in

the relationship between writing and thinking, which
seems to have directly anticipated and influenced the
*writing as thinking" movement in the 1960's and 1970's.

The third section of this chapter then reviews the
1960's and 1970's when process and revising are commonly
accepted in the professional literature as a more
effective approach than teaching composing merely as
product.

However, it should be noted that as this review
shows, current interest in writing process and revising
first began and developed over a much longer period than

is commonly believed.
Ninet th Cen Teachi £ Writi
Impressions are rooted, and errors

eradicated by repetition (page 80).

James Hughes, Mistakes in Teaching
(1890)

Much of the instruction in composing in the
nineteenth century may be summarized in Hughes' simplistic
approach to teaching writing, for by 1890 such was the
rule rather than the exception. It seems fitting that
such a characteristic statement appeared in a book titled
Mistakes in Teaching, for the statement, simplistic as it
is, reveals the period's most serious mistake in the

history of teaching composition: an overemphasis with



finished writing, or product-oriented teaching, which in
turn necessitated an overemphasis with two of the most
superficial qualities of a finished piece of writing:
rhetorical structure and correctness.

Composition teachers could see that good writing
possessed rhetorical structures and was correct and so
strove to teach these qualities to the exclusion of all
others; never thinking that the structure and correctness
of an effectively written composition were effects, not
causes: the results of a careful and time-consuming
process. Composing, a process that produces such effects,
among others, through an evolutionary method, was mostly
ignored; only a handful of teachers during this time
appear to have even toyed with the idea of composing as
process. On the contrary, students occasionally wrote
their compositions, sometimes as seldom as once a month,
submitted them to their teacher who then "evaluated" the
writing by correcting the errors, and then returned the
papers, usually requiring students to recopy (sometimes
called "rewrite") the corrected version, occasionally to
submit the paper again for more teacher corrections.

All of this was usually preceded by instruction and
drill in grammar, usage, and punctuation, for what one can
only guess was a matter of weeks, months and years.
George Pyn Quackenbos, an early author of nineteenth

century composition textbooks, explained such an approach



in the preface to his 1862 edition of First Legsons_in
composition:

In the first fifty pages, by means of

lessons on the inductive system, and

copious exercises under each, he [the

student] is made familiar with the nature

and use of the different parts of speech,

s0 as to be able to recognize them at once,

and to supply them when a sentence is

rendered incomplete by their omission

(page 4).
Quackenbos then continues to explain that once students
have successfully completed this study, they are ready to
begin the more "difficult" study of grammar, clauses,
sentences, punctuation, capitals, rules, explanations,
examples, and spelling. Quackenbos concludes his outline
of procedure by stating: "This done, the scholar is
prepared to express thoughts in his own language."

Such an approach characterizes the teaching of
composition during the time. Quackenbos' conclusion that
students are finally ready to express themselves in their
"own language" only after such a prolonged and deadly dull
marathon study of the mechanics of language, is probably
more revealing than he ever meant it to be and summarizes
the attitudes of most composition teachers throughout the
nineteenth and, unfortunately, into the twentieth century.

Quackenbos' proceedure for teaching composition, and

most other nineteenth century approaches ignored composing

as process. Evaluation, if one could call it that, of



students' papers most often consisted of the mere
correction of superficial errors and was a method followed
by most teachers for several probable reasons: first,
because most people of the period believed in the inherent
correctness of their current standard English, they
assumed that students' writing would become more correct,
and therefore better, if students' papers were rigorously
corrected. Thus, repetition and “"frequent review," as
many nineteenth century textbook authors prescribed,
became the favored proceedure.

Second, teachers' belief in an inherently correct
standard English made them feel they were neglecting their
responsibility as teachers if they did not rigorously
correct every error in students' papers.

Third, the idea that students could only improve
their language skills if they were shown where they had
erred was, and continues to this day to be, a stubborn
myth to expel.

And fourth, teachers “"evaluated" their students'
writing in this way, and continue to do so today, because
it is easy -- easier than reading and responding to
writing as communication between people, and certainly
easier to record and measure.

Thus, composition was "taught"™ by drill and
monotonous repetition served up in grammar, usage and

punctuation textbooks. Good writing equaled correct



writing and the "evaluation" of students' writing
consisted almost entirely of the correction of errors that
stood in the way of this notion of good writing.

However, although this approach characterized the
teaching of writing in the nineteenth century, it was not
completely pervasive. Reviewing teachers' attitudes
toward evaluating writing and their attitudes toward the
nature of composing itself, as stated in textbooks'
prefaces, appendices, and pedagogical articles of the
time, reveals that while product-oriented thinking,
teaching and evaluating dominated the early years of
composition instruction, challenges to this thinking and
its methods began to surface as early as the 1880's.
Small in number and seemingly ineffective, critics of
traditional methods were nevertheless voicing their
complaints and questioning the effectiveness of the
traditional ways. This dissatisfaction was by no means a
major movement in the history of the teaching of English
and composition; in fact, most of those who seemed
dissatisfied with traditional methods of teaching
composition usually wound up supporting those same methods
by the completion of their discussions. But it was,
nevertheless, a time for discontent and perhaps even an
early sign that a progressive movement in the teaching of
English was stirring. 1In addition to this, such

discontent also represented the first changes in thinking



about the nature of composing and its teaching, and the
beginnings of a shift in concern from composing as product
to process.

The rather poor beginning in the early attempts in
the nineteenth century to teach writing springs, in a
large part, from an historical conflict about language
itself. This ancient conflict about the nature of
language, usage and what, if anything, makes certain
language "right or wrong,"” is at the heart of the
nineteenth century product-oriented approach to teaching
composition. For it was prescribers of "correct"
language, such as Robert Lowth (1710-1787), who first
attempted to teach people about their English by writing
books that heavily relied on the methods of teaching Latin
because of the supposed "universal grammar" Latin was
thought to embody. Consequently, Lowth, and others who
followed his lead, established the precedent of teaching
the effect of correctness rather than any sort of process
that would, more realistically, produce such effects. In
short, the way to learn Latin was believed to be the way
to learn English and soon other textbook authors, like
Lowth, were producing such books.

Lindley Murray (1745-1826), another author of rule
mastery texts, merely "borrowed" Lowth's format and in
1795 published English Grammar: Adapted to the Different
Classes of Learners, first in England and then published



five years later in the United States. Since Murray had
borrowed Lowth's format, and Lowth had borrowed the Latin
textbook's format, the new English grammar texts were very
similiar to the old Latin textbooks: based upon the study
of the inflected Latin language and the notion that
pointing out and studying errors is more instructive than
actual practice. 1In addition to this influence, Lowth and
Murray, both religious men, regularly emphasized in their
books their belief that "correct"™ language was a symbol of
morality and indicative of a moral and respectable way of
life; this instilled the belief that those who used such
language were somehow better than those who did not use
such language.

This belief, imbued in both Lowth and Murray's books,
established a powerful link between correctness and good
living and righteousness that to this day is still seen in
the pedantic interest and teaching of correctness.
Murray's book sold over two million copies in England and
the United States, with a life spanning over three hundred
editions and so obviously had profound influence upon the
teaching of composition. With such a prolific and
influential history, it is no surprise that books such as
Murray's had this affect on the teaching of English and
the infant subject composition. Textbooks claiming to
instruct students in composing were little more than

grammars served up in old formats. As in the study of



Latin, students were to become error hunters and faulty
syntax correctors of their own compositions, only after
having studied textbook situations which were quite often
unrealistic, invented examples that had little similarity
to their own writing problems.

An early text of this kind is Richard Parker's
Progressive Exercises in English Composition, published in
1849. The majority of the book is, of course, the study
of grammar, usage, and punctuation, but a section titled
*"Suggestions with regard to the mechanical execution of
written exercises, and the mode of correcting them,"
provides an implied attitude toward composing and
revision:

The pupil should be required to leave the

alternate pages of his paper blank; either

to make room for the corrections, or to

make a clear transcript after the

corrections have been made. The original

and the corrected exercises will then face

each other, and the writing over there a

second time will imprint the corrections in

the pupil's mind (141).
Parker's approach was the traditional one of correcting
only, proposing that students leave room on the opposite
page of their notebooks for the "rewritten," or corrected
version to appear; the idea being that the corrections
would be more easily imprinted in the students' minds if

students recopied the corrected version and could compare

the versions side-by-side. This approach, and others like
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it, flourished during this time. The hope always being
that through enough repetition and recopying of papers the
teacher had corrected, students would sooner or later
catch on to the correct forms; to "imprint the
corrections,” always the primary goal as Parker put it,
*"in the pupil's mind." The idea that students should
leave their opposite pages blank so that corrections could
appear adjacent to the original writing, was only another
attempt to try to make the doctrine of correctness work.
Parker's suggestion number four then states that

"neglect of punctuation and errors in spelling should be
particularly noticed,"” and then concludes:

He [the teacher] should accomodate his

corrections to the style of the pupil's own

production. An aim at too great

corrections may possibly cramp the genius

too much, by rendering the pupil timid and

diffident, or perhaps discourage him

altogether, by producing absolute dispair

of arriving at any degree of perfection.

For this reason, the teacher should show

the pupil where he has erred, either in

thought, the structure of the sentence, the

syntax, or the choice of words (141-142).
So it was that with "arriving at any degree of perfection"
in mind that most teachers of composition during the
nineteenth century set out to teach their students how to
write.

Harvard's entrance examination, first given in 1873,

also revealed an attitude toward composing and its

teaching by emphasizing correctness in the writing of an
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entrance examination essay and by including incorrect
sentences for students to correct. This, of course,
influenced other colleges and sent a clear message to
secondary schools about how Harvard thought English and
composition should be taught.

The test was originally designed by Harvard's own
Adams Sherman Hill, Boylston Professor of Rhetoric and
Oratory. Hill, and his successor, Lebaron B. R. Briggs,
spent much time reporting and justifying the entrance
exam. For example, an article in The Academy in 1890
called "The Correction of Bad English as a Requirement for
Admission to Harvard College," written by Briggs,
attempted to justify correctness as an important aspect of
composing. Briggs wrote: "Make a boy test every sentence
of his theme, and make him rewrite every sentence that
does not stand the test. . ." (312). Briggs, however, is
not specific about what sort of "test" he means, but the
implied meaning is, of course, the test for correctness;
while the directive telling teachers to make their
students "rewrite" sentences most certainly means to make
sure the sentences are correct.

Product-oriented thinking and teaching of composition
lasted, and continues to persist, into the twentieth
century. In fact, with the publication of Teaching
Epglish in High Schools in 1924, the author, Russell
Sharp, appears to be taking steps backward into the past.
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Sharp, like the others, repeats for his readers in a
section called "The Problems in Teaching Composition," the
doctrine of correctness and product-oriented thinking
about writing: "The value of written composition is
dependent upon what disposal is made of the composition
after it is written."™ Or in other words, and as Sharp
goes on to try explain one more time, students would learn
to write better only if their writing was regularly and
rigorously corrected. Then Sharp takes his readers
backwards even further when he wrote that
"Rewriting...causes poor students to feel that care in the
first theme is not worthwhile, since they will certainly
have to rewrite." Finally, Sharp sums up the nineteenth
century approach nicely:

The teacher of composition soon realizes

that excellence in theme-writing is

dependent on two distinct kinds of

performance: first, the composition must

be mechanically satisfactory; second, the

content must be worthy (92).

Composition then, was thought of as being made up of
distinct qualities; correctness was of prime importance,
with no thought about how good writers achieved
correctness, or that possibly the effort writers put
forth, in order to communicate their content, was a means
that would foster correctness. On the contrary,

correctness was taught and monotonously reviewed and

repeated and recopied. Most teachers' attitudes toward
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composing as a process left much to be desired, in fact
everything to be desired. However, the final years of the
century would begin to show the signs of altered thinking;
a few teachers would begin to question product-oriented
thinking, teaching, and evaluating.

Adams Sherman Hill, Professor at Harvard, was one who
questioned the concern with correctness above all else,
and in an article in Harpers, June 1885, expressed the

dilema other compositions teachers found themselves in:

A sound method would teach a young writer
that he should not, on the one hand,
purchase correctness of expression by
dullness, and should not, on the other
hand, be interesting at the cost of
accuracy in the use of language. Many
teachers, however, act as if they thought
it more important that a boy should spell
and punctuate correctly than that he should
write an essay which is a pleasure to read.
Others, in the fear of killing the life out
of a composition, pass lightly over errors
in grammar, and leave the spelling and
punctuation to take care of themselves.
Others still--and this I believe to be the
most numerous class--try to achieve both
objects at once, and fail of achieving
either (122).

Hill's solution though, was that teachers who were afraid
of "killing the life out of a composition,® and ignored
errors were wrong; he "would not frighten a boy with

‘compositions,' so called, till he could form sentences

with tolerable correctness. . ." (124). ,

Hill, however, was not entirely alone in his

criticisms. As previously mentioned, a few other teachers
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of the period were expressing similar reservations about
the emphasis placed on correctness in the teaching of
writing. And while these discontents were not yet
specifically advocating process teaching, their
dissatisfaction with established approaches was an
important development. Some showed signs that interest in
a process approach was forthcoming.

J. Clark Scott, Professor of English at Syracuse
University, was one such critic. In an article titled,
"The Art of English Composition," published in The Academy
in 1889, Clark began by asking questions about the
then-current approach to teaching writing: "“What are the
methods of teaching English Composition now generally
employed? What results are obtained? What are the
difficulties and the needs?"

His answers to these questions then followed: the
methods he found, through the study of several secondary
schools' curricula, and from his own observation of nearby
schools, consisted mostly of the study of rhetoric (the
memorization of definitions and examples), the memorizing
of usage, and "little if any composition. . ." (369).

Next Clark described how most schools evaluated
students' writing:

. « .wading through essays assigned to him,
correcting misspelled words, punctuating,

erasing, combining, rewriting, and turning
the whole into as nearly good English as
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the circumstances admit. . . .Then at some
appointed time, these "corrected" essays
are returned to the writers, who tear them
up or burn them at the first opportunity
(370).

The results, as Clark discovered and just about
everyone knew all too well, were not satisfactory:
"fruitless or altogether too meagre in results.” His
discussion then took the complaint a step further into
teachers' attitudes toward composing itself:

. . .teachers have too generally forgotten

or ignored the fact that iti

i . We have

forgotten that, while this and all arts

rest upon certain scientific principles, no

man can become an artist by merely studying

those principles (371).
Clark's discontent prompted him to suggest that "revising
be required as a regular class exercise. . .in place of a
regular textbook lesson in grammar or rhetoric. . ." and
that students read their essays to each other in pairs or
small groups, mixing good writers with poor writers.
However, his ultimate goal is mostly the same as before:
to get students to write correctly in one draft.

Samuel Thurber, Master of the Girl's High School in
Boston, and chairman of the committee that would study the
teaching of English for the NEA's "committee of ten" in
1892, described in his article "Elementary Composition in
High Schools," one of the most explicitly stated process

approaches to the teaching of writing during this period.
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After initially explaining that responsible teachers
"would examine their students' work carefully, to see in
what stage of development they are, in order that his own
procedures may be rightly adjusted to the actual
conditions" (421), Thurber then outlines his approach to

the teaching of composition:

Announce to the class two or three days in
advance that on such a day they will write
a little composition. . . .

In short, the material for their exercise
must be got from their own experience. . .

. « .explain to the class that they will
have a certain number of minutes. . .in
which to write the composition. . . .

[at home] they must rewrite their draft and
view it from every possible standpoint,--
spelling, punctuation, capitals,
paragraphing, expression.

When the hour comes for the school
exercise. . .you set them writing by your
watch, and you see to it that no pupil can
possibly practice the dishonesty of using
the home draft from which to copy. Each
writes from the prepared state of mind
which your directions should have secured.
When time is up. . .you give give five more
minutes for revision of the work (424-25).

Although rigid and more like a test than a composition,
this assignment must, nevertheless, be recognized as an
early process approach to the teaching of writing.
Thurber, as with other discontents, is concerned with

correctness as well, but shows a more realistic
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understanding of it as one aspect of good writing, rather

than the single goal.

Other teachers of composition, writing at about the
same time, were beginning to question the product approach
and its concern with correctness as well. Reviewing
several other articles found in the journal The Academy,
between 1889 and 1890, reveals the following statements
displaying dissatisfaction with the teaching of writing at

the time:

Of course, pupils ought to punctuate with
tolerable correctness when they enter the
high school, but obviously they do not.
Shall we, then, begin with this subject,
and keep the class three or four weeks on a
steady diet of commas and colons and
interrrogation points? Let the subject of
punctuation be taught incidentally, a
little at a time. . . .Let us treat it as a
side issue and not as if it were the chief
end all of education to make every pupil
punctuate like a printer (Lockwood, p. 262,
1889).

In correcting exercises the aim is helpful
criticism by the teacher, and intelligent
remodelling by the pupil. Both are equally
important unless the latter takes
precedence. It should not be forgotten
that criticism includes encouragement as
well as fault-finding since it is better
not to correct everything at once than to
discourage the pupil. The best results
come from reading each essay with the
pupil, explaining the reasons for changes
(Emerson, p. 235, 1889).

Criticism is not only unnecessary but
injurious. . . the errors of early
composition are soon naturally and
spontaneously outgrown through the constant
effort at clearness of expression and
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through the rapidly increased power over
language gained by this continuous work
(Johonnot, p. 319, 1889)
Thus the seeds of dissatisfaction with product oriented
approaches had been sown, and some indications that an
interest in composition as process were appearing.

After 1892, when the NEA's "committee of ten" report
established English as a recognized subject in secondary
school, a professionalism concerning the teaching of
English began to emerge as displayed by the appearance of
methods books and periodicals, and of course, the creation
of the NCTE in 1911. Faculty pyschology and the philosphy
of mental discipline were on their way out of favor, and

John Dewey's influence was beginning to be felt.

Another sign of early process approaches came from a

methods book titled The Teaching of English in the

E ds S by George Carpenter,
Franklin Baker, and Fred N. Scott. For one thing the

authors proposed conferencing besides mere correcting of
papers; and, in a small section titled "The Process of
Essay Viriting," they suggested a process approach to the
teaching of writing:
It is a mistake or a misfortune to think of
the teacher's work as beginning only when
the essay is handed in. It may, indeed, if
his method has been well thought out, and

his counsel good, be almost wholly
completed (241).
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Some student textbooks about this time were beginning
to include "revision" under its own heading, and while it
usually referred to revision in terms of correcting
mechanics, a few authors were literally presenting
revision in real writers' terms. One such text, E ive
English by Philander Claxton and James McGinnis, published
in 1917, presented a chapter called "Effective Revision"
within the first third of the book (unusual because of the
texts to include anything on revision, such a section
would be found nearer the end than the beginning). The
chapter begins by explaining that "omitting® is
important to revision, and then advises:

Revising-- There is no practical English
work more constantly applied in the
business world than restating or reshaping
material. Nearly all successful writers of
English have perfected their style by
constant revision. Many have told how they
went to work, and you will find their
statements in the following pages (120).

The chapter then presents about four pages of quotes
from writers like Robert Louis Stevenson, Guy de
Maupassant, and Benjamin Franklin on their writing
processes.

Another text, Self-improvement in English, by H.W.
Davis, published in 1925, first discussed revision in a
section called "Writing and Revising"™ on page 32 (the

whole book is about 300 pages). In this section the

author explains:
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Three processes in composition.--For the
young writer, the whole process of writing
involves, or should involve, three separate
and distinct kinds of work. The first is
the work of collecting and organizing
information; the second is the making of
the first draft, or the original, rapidly
written copy; the third is
revision--correction along the lines laid
down by the principles of Good English.

The author then continues to explain how one should
go about revising: first revise spelling errors, second

sentences, third paragraphs, until:

If revision reveals to the writer that he
ought to take a new viewpoint and re-write
entirely, well and good. He should go at
once and do so. Then he should revise
again, and perhaps again. Too many have
the idea writing is a gift, that some
people always could write and others never
can. We have confused the making of the
first draft with the whole process of
composition. The first draft is only a
portion, perhaps one-third, of the whole
process. The good writer is the one who
turns out a good composition after he has
carefully revised it, not the one who
dashes off a first draft with comparative
ease. Revision is the basis of most
self-improvement in writing (44).

Most textbooks, however (high school and college),
even into the 1950's, 1960's, and early 1970's, continued
to describe revision, primarily, as a chance to correct
mechanics, or improve "imperfections," as they are often
described. For the most part, questions and discussions
of revision and composing as process were to be found in

the developing professional literatures beginning, as
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previously mentioned, in 1911 with the establishment of

the NCTE.
D ment Revisi d C in P
P i c 912-196

As previously shown, discontent with the teaching of
writing had surfaced, at least in professional literature,
by the 1880's. Much of the discontent concerned the
overemphasis of the teaching of the products of composing
such as rhetorical forms and correctness. With
discussions around the turn of the century questioning
whether or not English teachers were even necessary, it is
surprising to see that the teaching of English, with
specific recommendations for the teaching of writing, had
been reviewed twice before 1920: first by the NEA's
*committee of ten" in 1892, and again in 1917 by the
*Reorganization Committee®™ comprised of the NEA and the
NCTE.

A review of NCTE professional literature, between
1912 and 1970, shows that a concern for revision and
composing as process existed almost from the beginning of
the literature's creation. What was to become the
profession's established concern about teaching writing as
process in the 1970's, seems to have resulted from various
concerns over the last fifty years. First, there was the

continued discontent of some teachers about the
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overemphasis of mechanics; second, there was a continuing
development of concern for composing as process, with
discussions of process growing more and more sophisticated
through the years; and third, there was a growing concern
for composing as a means of thinking.

Complaints concerning the overemphasis of mechanics
in the teaching of writing were some of the first
criticisms of the profession, and have already been shown
here as beginning in at least the 1880's in the
professional literature. These complaints continued in
the literature into the twentieth century, and even
continue to this day in the form of discussions of the
role of "grammar," (often a misnomer for correctness), in
the teaching of writing. Even as early as 1923, research
published in an article in Engligh Journal titled "How
English Teachers Correct Papers,” had shown that "many
teachers do constantly and seriously miscorrect"” students'
writing, and that “"teachers who try to correct everything
are certain in their strenuous effort and inevitable
fatigue, to overlook more essential matters," (518-20).

In fact, so much had been written on the overcorrection of
papers, that by 1965 Paul O'Dea would refer to it in his
*Five Myths in the Teaching of Composition," as the myth
that "students learn to write better by taking into

account extensive teacher criticism® (330).
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It is not my intent to chronicle this debate here;
suffice to say that the argument concerning the correction
of papers and the idea that overcorrection inhibited
students from becoming really engaged in their own
revisions, contributed to the profession's growing
interest in composing as process and revision, as teachers
explored new more efficient ways to teach writing.

The second primary concern out of which interest in
process and revision developed, was from literal
discussions of process itself. These articles usually
consisted of one, or a combination of two approaches:
first, descriptions of published writers' accounts of
their processes; and second, writing teachers' accounts,
descriptions, and speculations of writing process in the
classroom. These articles appear in the NCTE's journals
as early as 1918.

In an English Journal article titled, "The Philosophy
of Real Composition,® Homer A. Watt describes his teaching
of writing to businesspersons, and uses this experience to
infer about the ways real writers write:

A real writer does not write upon a subject
in which he has no interest. . .or upon a
subject which he knows little or nothing
about. . . .But in college composition
courses student writers are frequently

asked to violate this practice (155-56).

And on the writing of a paper:
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Even the general conditions under which
themes are written are far from real. The
student is often given only a day or two in
which to write a presentable paper on a
subject which he has not thought about
before. What opportunity does he have for
gathering evidence or even allowing this
ideas to ripen and adjust themselves one to
another? The papers of real authors are
usually the products of long experience
which has been steadily growing into
conviction and crystallizing into form.

The practice of allowing students to
express hasty judgments based on little or
no evidence and unripened by any real
reflection results in their acquiring wrong
conceptions of how real papers are
constructed. . . (160-61).

In "A Lesson from the Masters of Prose," published in

English Journal in 1921, R.W. Cowden suggests that

teachers of writing had much to learn from the ways

authors wrote:

The great writers of prose bear varied
testimony on the question of actual
composition. They may be most readily
classed in two groups, those who depend
wholly or partially upon inspiration and
those who depend upon unremitting toil.
Such a classification need not overlook the
fact that many of those who wait for the
inspired moment before writing labor
diligently afterward in revising nor that
those who usually labor in the first
writing occasionally have an inspired
moment (132).

Cowden then spends pages quoting various writers including
Thackeray, Eliot, Thomas Macaulay, Henry James, Thomas
Huxley, Cardinal John Henry Newman, Lafcadio Hearn, and
Dostoevsky on their writing processes. His conclusion

after all the references is that:
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Perhaps the first possiblity that occurs to
one is that of giving the student the idea
of the way in which lasting composition has
been written. There is a vast deal of
skepticism on the part of most students in
regard to this matter. They form the idea
that the great work needs have been done in
the great way, and that they themselves
are, therefore, shut away from the final
attainment of any sort by the difficulties
in the method (139).

The process, Cowden concludes, by which most writers
write is revision: "The student needs to see how rare is
the method of inspiration and how common the method of

hard work." And that:

If the suggestions of Hearn were followed,
the student upon receiving his manuscript
with critical comment would be expected to
work his material over with the criticism
in mind, return the new manuscript for
further criticism, and continue this
process just so long as he was capable of
improving distinctness of outline of his
idea or the form of words for the
expression of the idea. Surely such a
practice is not impossible at least once or
twice during a term in any class in English
composition. . . .If one is to follow the
teaching of James and Hearn, of Huxley and
Macaulay and Newman, he will give his
students an opportunity to face the problem
of composition as it exists for most normal
men, and to find their way to clear ideas
and satisfactory form through rewriting

Surely this is an article that was ahead of its time. 1If
the authors whose processes were investigated were changed
to Hemingway, Faulkner, and Porter, it might easily have

been written in the 1950's or 1960's.
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One of the problems with early attempts to teach
rewriting was that students usually handed in their papers
for teacher to correct, then the papers were returned and
the students were then expected to incorporate the
teacher's corrections; in short, teachers were doing part
of the work of revision for the students (proofreading,
not to mention any other more complicated revisions the
teacher may have suggested the student make in the paper).
An article in English Journal in 1922 by Allan H. Gilbert,
addressed this problem:

The laborious and minute correction of

a great number of papers is so commonly
admitted to be injurious to the teacher
that his position need hardly be discussed.
But is it good for the student--if anything
injurious to the teacher can be good for
the taught? Overworked teachers of English
are likely to fall back on a general
feeling that it should be done, or be
content with saying that the head of the
department requires it. Yet it is true
that the teacher who carefully revises, and
in effect rewrites a student's paper, is
doing the student harm rather than good,
for he is flying in the face of the
principles of all good teaching (393).

Gilbert's concern was that in their haste to teach,
and their desire for students' writing to improve,
teachers were short-circuiting the learning process by
doing too much of the work of rewriting for their
students:

Much of the good derived from English
composition comes from the doing and not
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from the being corrected. . . .We all know
that a student who is corrected, no matter
how thoroughly, does not at once become a
satisfactory writer. The process of
improvement is a slow one, and goes on
within the student's own mind. The
teacher's power to bring about a change in
the writing of students is limited by their
minds and only what springs from within
them counts in making good writing. It is
of no consequence that the revised copy of
the theme the teacher corrected is better
than the first copy. The important thing
is that the student has gained power within
himself to make a theme better than its
predecessor. A teacher must not ask, How
much more to my taste is this theme than
the other? but, Does this theme more
adequately express the student's own
genius? If we see on the pages the marks
of a growing man, we can afford to forgive
many crudities (396).

Thus Gilbert was proposing that "the slight improvement in
a halting theme that results from a student's own efforts
is better than all the polishing of the most zealous
teacher"™ (403).

By the 1930's and 1940's articles in English Journal
and its companion journal College English, quite regqularly

refer to process and rewriting, although as previously
mentioned the references usually describe revision as
"correction®™ and little more. However, there were some
authors whose insight deserve some mention in the
development of the profession's interest and expertise in
revision and composing as product.

In 1934, as the result of some informal classroom

research using his own students as subjects, Ernest G.
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Bishop published a brief description of his "informal
talks on composition method"™ that he had with several of
his better student writers. Students' processes were

described as follows:

« « shaping up material by first making a
rough outline; beginning the first draft,
paying no attention to sentences or
punctuation at this time; going over this
rough draft critically--changing, adding,
deleting, and inserting the simpler
punctuation marks; putting the work aside
for a time, and then another revision for
the improvement of spelling, punctuation,
usage, and sentence structure; testing for
clearness and directness of expression;
reading the revised copy to some family
member for constructive criticism; and
making final corrections before copying on
theme paper (767).

Although still concerned with correctness, or at least
confusing the word "correcting”™ with the more meaningful
changes a writer makes during revising, this teacher
displayed an interest in the actual composing processes of
his own students.

By the 1950's, articles by authors whose gole concern
was composing as process were relatively common in NCTE
college and high school journals. In 1951 Ken Macrorie,
in an article in English Journal titled "Words in the
Way," asked:

How does a writer ordinarily communicate
his ideas? First of all, he writes only
about what excites him or what has

repeatedly forced itself into his
consciousness. As Samuel Butler put it, he
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lets his subject choose him. Second, he
agonizes over at least five drafts before

he has a final one. 1In this revising he
may rewrite the article completely

or cut it in half, until the cutting
sprouts new sentences and new ideas.

Third, he reads his writing aloud to
himself after letting it cool for a while.
He reads it to another person. He has a
friend read it to him. He and several
others painstakingly proofread it before it
sees type. . . .But do our students write
through this process? . . .If we are
teachers who want to teach, we should take
every possible step toward insuring some of
these conditions for our own students when
they write (382-83).

Barris Mills, writing in College English, in 1953 in

an article titled, "Writing as Process," might probably be

credited with being the first to literally suggest the

advantages of teaching writing as "process" rather than

product:

I believe the basic failure in our teaching
centers, in my judgment, in our
unwillingness or incapacity to think of
writing in terms of process. Too many
teachers, in spite of new developments in
pedagogy, still think of communication in
terms that are static, atomistic,
nonfunctional (19).

By the mid 1950's enough references to teaching

rewriting had occured in publications that some

teacher/writers were realizing that many others were

confusing rewriting with proofreading. 1In a 1954 College

English article titled "Some Facts on Revision," Herman

Struck attempted to differentiate between the two:
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I mean revision not to improve mechanics

but to improve such qualities of writing as

coherence, clarity, and exactness (279).
Struck had studied various professional writers' drafts of
articles and classified changes in terms of words added,
deleted, substituted, and transposed. Revisions were also
classifed according to the quality of writing they
affected such as coherence, emphasis, tone, and meaning.

His conclusions were made with the freshman composition

teacher in mind:

The foregoing material indicates the
persistent effort that accuracy demands
from even practiced writers. Their work
on other qualities such as concision,
emphasis, and coherence, could further
illustrate the essential role that revision
plays in writing. With such evidence, it
seems foolish for instructors to demand
clear and effective writing from students
while at the same time permitting them
little or no time to revise (283).

Up until this time, teaching composing as process was
for the most part only a phrase, with very few writers
actually attempting to describe or outline the process.
However, in the 1960's, descriptions of writing as a
process began to appear. One of the first was described
by Helen F. Olson in a 1961 English Journal article titled
*What Is Good Teaching of wiitten Composition?":

Good teaching of written composition
requires regular use of an established
routine, or basic composition process.

This statement does not imply that all
writing done moves through every step of
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the entire process. . . .Carrying through
such a process may require a class period

or two, a week, or two weeks or more.

Young persons need to know how to think
through a subject and develop it logically.
They profit by establishing a routine of
planning, writing, and rewriting. The
steps of a basic composition process

or routine are these:

l. Reading and thinking together

2. Discussion and planning of the
writing to be done

3. Writing, proofreading,
revising, sharing, and
rewriting

4. Evaluation of the writings and
preservation in the individual
student folders

5. Direct teaching, testing, and
reteaching of needed language
skills to see that the
students have acquired the
ability to use them (242).

Another model of the composing process appeared in a
1965 English Journal article by Louise Smith titled
"Composition Teachers: Pick Up Your Pens and Write."
Smith explained that she was taught to writing as process
by a former college teacher who used to outline the
*writing process” on the board. 8Smith then continues to

explain what learning writing as a process meant to her:

What js the writing process? I found out
by doing, and I would have found out

no other way. But I didn't know this as

I sat down at my desk to write. . .Finally
I was back at my desk writing out the first
draft -- the second draft -- the third
draft -- the fourth draft, each time
clarifying my ideas by refining my words.
Each succeeding paper that I wrote required
hours of agonizing and frustrating
re-writes (870-871).
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However, as previously mentioned, the development of
interest in teaching writing as process was also directly
influenced by a "writing is thinking"™ movement or "thought
approach," (as it was labeled in the 1930's).

At first it seems that this concern for writing as a
way of thinking was a result of some of the complaints
teacher/writers had against the dominance correctness and
rhetorical modes had had for decades in the teaching of
writing. Teachers, reacting against this dominance, were
suggesting that besides writing correctly, or writing in a
certain mode, one of the more important reasons someone
writes is to make sense. The early 1930's seem to have
been a period when interest in writing as thinking first
appeared reqularly in the professional literature.

Whether this interest was directly influenced by Piaget's
1926 study Langquage and Thought of the Child is difficult
to say; there are no direct references to it in any of the
articles of the period addressing writing as a way of
thought.

The May, 1932 English Journal contained three
separate articles on "writing as thinking." The first, by
Luella B. Cook, titled "Reducing the Paper Load,"™ warned
against allowing technical matters to overshadow the
thinking that should have been taking place:

But accuracy is only one composition aim;
it is not the only composition aim. Yet it
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is frequently allowed to obscure all other
aims. In our zeal to be practical we

mistake the obvious function for the
important function. . . .There is a time
and place, surely, for accuracy, but no
adult setting his thoughts down on paper
would tolerate the continuous interruptions
with which we harrass our students in the
name of duty. He would sweep aside
ruthlessly the carping criticisms about
syntax and usage, buzzing about in his ear
like a gadfly, and say, "Wait! Wait until I
have pinned down my thoughts!™ (365).

Cook's concern for writing as a way of thinking does not
just express concern for the process of composing, but an
interest in teaching writing with some understanding of
why writers write and how writers actually use writing to
make sense.

Helping students use writing to make sense was also a
concern of George Johnson, author of the second article on
writing as thinking in the May, 1932 English Journal.
Johnson was also interested that teachers understand that
students' ideas "may be meager; they may be immature; but

from these, and these only, will he write." And that:

The ability to think and write effectively
cannot be developed entirely by analysis of
somebody else's sentences; it must begin
with what the Freshman knows best =-- his
own ideas, whatever they may be. Only when
the student has tasted the labor and ardor
of setting his own thoughts in order can he
7§pi?ciate the flavor of matured skill

9 L]
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And Rachel Salisbury's article "Themes Again," was

the third piece in the same issue of English Journal to

directly address the issue of writing and thinking:

Language, then, is the servant of thinking.
May it not be that in our zeal for service
we have magnified expression at the expense
of what is being expressed? . . . Not that
correctness and originality are not
important parts of the composition course,
but are they rightfully given in turn, or
together, more emphasis tkan is given to
the thinking which is to make use of them?

(381)
Salisbury would refine her own thinking on the subject and
later in 1936 publish another article in English Journal,
"The Psychology of Composition,” in which she again
emphasized students' thinking over “"grammar"™ as she called
it:

Children have no natural desire to analyze

language. Until forcibly obliged to

consider parts of speech, they are ignorant

of their existence. All they want of

language is to use it. Their minds are

centered in thought, not form. . .(358).

Interest in the "thought approach® to the teaching of

writing would continue throughout the 1930's. Thus, in
the section on the teaching of composition in the 1934
report, "The Contributions of Research to Teaching and
Curriculum-Making in English, January, 1933, Through June
1934," prepared by the Committee on Research of the NCTE,
Chairman Dora V. Smith and others wrote that "the trend is

to look upon English as a tool of thought and of
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expression for use in the everyday activities of public
and private life."™ However, the report continued:
Yet the specific aims of written expression
reveal what is, perhaps, an alarming
emphasis upon mere technicalities of
expression. Results of classroom
observation throughout the country indicate
a similar preoccupation with grammar and
drill pad, with correspondingly little
opportunity for the actual expression of
ideas (718-19).
Thus, as has always been the case in the profession of
teaching English, innovations described in the literature

seldom seem to become pervasive approaches in the schools.

The "writing as thinking" movement, begun in the
1930's, directly influenced the gradual shift in the
teaching of writing from product to process by emphasizing
that writers write for more important reasons than
correctness or to master forms or modes. By attempting to
shift the focus of writing instruction from the products
of correctness and modes, to the ways writing can help
writers think, the stage was set for teachers to ask the
questions that would make teaching writing through
"process" the dominate focus of the profession in the
1960's, 1970's, and into the 1980's; and this interest in
the process of writing would eventually lead to the
interést in revision as a primary means writers use to

write and write to make sense.
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Contemporary Literature (1965-pregent)

Although such designations are arbitrary, the mid
1960's seems an especially suitable time to call the
beginning of contemporary work on revision in the
professional literature. First, the 1960's were a
relatively progressive period in education and the
teaching of language arts was no exception to this
influence. During this progressive period, models of the
composing process were created that directly influenced
interest in revision.

Second, it was a period in which it was realized that
not much was really known about the actual process of
composing; this realization helped generate two decades of
essays and research on writing process and revision until
the present (where today there is some evidence of a
backlash concerning process and revision).

The 1960's has proven to be a relatively progressive
time in American education, and this directly affected the
teaching of writing and the developing concerns of writing
process and revising. Changes in how educators were
thinking about children and language would change the
nature of teaching language‘arts forever.

What has perhaps become the quintessential statement

of this period in the teaching of language arts, is John
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Dixon's Growth through English (subtitled "set in the
perspective of the seventies"), published in 1967.

The result of what has come to be called "The

Dartmouth Conference," (a joint Great Britain--North

American conference, according to the book's cover, of
English educators held at Dartmouth in 1966), Dixon's book
sets forth the main characteristics of what would become
the major influences of this progressive movement: the
relationship between language and personal growth, and how
language is learned through operation, not "dummy-runs®;
the role of process in language learning, and how teaching
must begin from respect for children as individuals; the
harm that comes from "splitting" aspects of language
(writing, literature, reading, etc.), rather trying to
integrate them; and questioning the role and usefulness of
tests.

Other progressive statements soon followed:

Moffett's Teaching the Universe of Discourse, (1968);
Britton's Language and Learning, (1972); and Elbow's
Writi Wi T » (1973), all supported and
gnerally promoted the philosophy explored at Dartmouth.

In addition to this, Chomsky's work concerning the
nature of language, the inadequacy of the behaviorist
framework to describe language acquisition and use, and
his idea of the "creative" use of language (language is

not a "stored set of patterns"), also contributed to the
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changing understanding of the teaching of language arts
that would eventually affect the teaching of writing as
process and revision's role in it.

All these influences created a climate which promoted
the questioning of traditional approaches, and the
creation of new methods, attitudes, and models of
composing. These new approaches continue to define and

redefine composing process and the nature of revision.

Contemporary Models of Revision

Contemporary models of revision usually result from
research that investigates the writing process, or more
specifically from research on revision itself. The
literature chronicles the subject of revising from its
status as mere proofreading or correcting, to its place as
a synonym for composlng itself. How our understanding of
revision has changed so radically in the last 20 years is
the focus of this part of this review. What follows then
is a review of what seems to be the more significant
models of composing and revision, some of which have been
suggested from research.

One of the most influential models of the composing
process was published in 1965 by D. Gordon Rohman in a
College Composition and Communication (CCC), article
titled, "Pre-Writing: The Stage of Discovery in the

Writing Process." It was in this study, a result of the
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Project English program, that Rohman described the writing
process as "pre-writing," (everything done before the
writing idea is ready for words and the page); and
"Writing," and "Re-Writing," as everything done by a
writer after that point in the process. 1In addition to
this, "pre-writing" was defined as "the stage of discovery
in the writing process when a person assimilates his
'subject' to himself" (106).

In a way Rohman's work was only an extension of what
had come before him, for he too was reacting against the
tradition of teaching writing by emphasizing writing as
product: his essay began by listing several important
assumptions, one of which was that students' study of
*good prose" and "rhetoric" were only "standards to judge
the goodness or badness of their finished effort. We
haven't really taught them how to make that effort®
[Rohman's emphasis] (106).

However, it now seems that Rohman placed too much
emphasis on pre-writing, and even went so far as to write

that:

Writers set out in apparent igorance

of what they are groping for, yet they
recognize it when they find it. 1In a sense
they knew all along, but it took some sort
of heuristic process to bring it out. When
it is "out," they have discovered their
subject; all that is left is the writing of
it (107).
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However, that Rohman misinterpreted the struggle after
writers "discover their subject," (if, in fact they do),
is not important here; what is important is the use of the
labels "pre-writing," "writing," and "re-writing," to
describe the writing process and also the linear sequence
these terms implied. For this model would dominate
professional thinking on process for at least fourteen
years, until Nancy Sommer's suggestion in, "The Need for
Theory in Composition Research," that "the artificial
segmentation of the composing process into stages has
created perceptual boundaries for composition teachers and
researchers® (46).

One of the earliest and most sophisticated
descriptions of what happens when someone revises appeared
in a 1967 College English article titled "Writing as
Thinking," by Taylor Stoehr. First, Stoehr described what
it is like to be compelled to say something, yet not be
able to find the right words:

Something is on the tip of the tongue,but
they cannot say it or write it. An idea is
knocking around in the head, but won't come
out (411).
This leads Stoehr to question the assumption that ideas
sit, fully formed in writers' minds, waiting to be
written:

It is misleading to imagine that there is
an idea in the mind, for which we try in
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vain to find the appropriate words. A more
accurate way of putting it would be that

sometimes the words which express (go with,
are) our thoughts simply do not satisfy us
-- we know we can do better than that,
indeed will do better in just a minute if
we keep at it (412).

And this leads to an elaborate speculation about how

writing and revising generates and clarifies thoughts:

Although one could imagine a writer
carefully planning out an essay of this
sort, preparing an outline of themes to be
introduced and interwoven, and of effects
to be achieved, it is really very unlikely
that our student worked in this way. What
ordinarily happens is that an idea comes to
an author, and then another occurs to him,
fired off by the first, and then still
another, suggested by the last. Sometimes
the idea is a natural development of the
preceding one; sometimes it is a corollary
notion suggested by the defect noticed in
the original, or some imagined objection to
it. One thing leads to another.

At a certain point the sentences begin
to have an overall shape or pattern. The
writer sees a drift or tendency, probably
only implicit, perhaps intended from the
outset, perhaps not, but now clearer and
more obvious. It is like watching an
artist draw a picture: at a certain
moment, with the addition of one more line,
the object being represented suddenly
becomes "visible." And, just as with the
artist, at this moment a whole new range of
choices and possibilities opens up. Some
parts of the work must now be deleted, as
not contributing to the overall effect,
while others must be elaborated, since they
seem more crucial to the whole than first
appeared. Empty areas are seen, gaps in
the argument, which is fast growing to
completeness now that it can be
contemplated as a whole.

In all of this process the writer is,
in a sense, at the mercy of his thoughts.
He does not direct them at this or that
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point; instead, he follows them with more

thoughts, spontaneously, naturally. It is

hard to say whether he has the thoughts, or

they have him. In any case, at this

moment of creative activity a formal plan

or outline would only be in the way, or

even worse, it might lead the way too

strictly and narrowly, not allowing the

thoughts to move in their own direction

(420-421).
Again, the connections made between writing as a way of
thinking and revising are important: the writer writes
and rereads, over and over again, judging what has been
said and comparing it to the original notion. Sometimes
it is acceptable, sometimes it is not; when it is not
acceptable the writer changes it by deleting, elaborating,
or by striking off into new areas that were only implied
before.

Donald Murray, in the 1970's, continued to focus
attention on revision as a way writers make sense, by
creating more explicit models and descriptions of how
writers write and revise. First in "The Internal View:
One Writer's Philosophy of Composition,® in 1970, and then
made more specific in "Internal Revision: A Process of
Discovery,"™ in 1978, Murray emphasized re-writing as the
process by which writers make sense, rather than through
pre-writing as Rohman had suggested. However, both
approaches seemed to mislead the profession because they
once again relied upon a linear model (pre-write -- write

-- re-write), as it was originally described by Rohman in
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1965. Even Janet Emig's important study describing
students' writing processes published in 1971 relied to
some extent upon this liner concept of composing.

As previously mentioned, Nancy Sommers, in an article
titled, "The Need for Theory in Composition Research,"
published in 1979, was one of the first to question the
linear model of composing. Using the idea of revision as
an example of how the "segmentation®™ of the composing
process into stages had mislead teachers to teach writing
in stages she wrote:

It is not that a writer merely conceives of

an idea, lets it incubate, and then

produces it, but rather that ideas are

constantly being defined, and redefined,

selected, and rejected, evaluated and

organized. The pre-writing, writing,

re-writing model of the composing process

better describes the written product than

the process, as it identifies stages of

the product and not the operations of the

process (47).
The similarities here to Stoehr's description (1967), of
what happens as writers write are obvious. However,
Sommers then takes it a step further as she explains that
the linear model had mislead teachers to think of revision
as only "cleanliness," "to groom, to polish, to order, and
tidy-up one's writing." Describing her investigations

into published writers' accounts of their processes, and

how she began to question the linear model, she wrote:
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What was clearly absent was any discussion
of a revision or rewriting stage of the
process. What became clear to me was that
if writing itself is an exploratory and
investigative act and if as Joyce said, "It
is in the writing that the good things come
out,” we might begin to understand the
entire composing process as a process of
revision (48).

What Sommers had done was to point out that the
general stages of writing, and especially their proposed
sequence, were not quite as prominent when one writes as
many had believed. This was perhaps one of the earliest
suggestions that the stages of pre-writing, writing, and
re-writing were more recursjve, occuring more
similtaneously and overlapping amongst each other, than
the linear sequence Rohman's model had suggested.

About this same time, another important model of
composing was described, with implications regarding
process and revision. Linda Plower's article "Writer
Based Prose: A Cognitive Basis for Problems in Writing,"
appearing in College English in 1979, was in fact another
discussion following in the tradition of the "writing as a
way of thinking" theme. Flower, relying upon Lev Vygotsky
(Thought and Language), and Jean Piaget (The Language and
Thought of the Child), began by repeating the familiar
idea that writers do not simply express ideas:

An alternative to the "think it/say it"
model is to say that effective writers do

not simply express thought but transform it
in certain complex but describable ways for
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the needs of a reader. Conversely, we may
say that ineffective writers are indeed

merely expressing themselves by offering up
an unretouched and underprocessed version
of their own thought. Writer-Based prose,
the subject of this paper, is a description
of this undertransformed mode of verbal
expression (19).

What Flowers described was very similar to Sommers,
but in a much more specific way. And in addition,
Flower's speculation suggested that audience was the
primary reason writers revised writing from writer-based
to reader-based prose.

The most recent model of revision comes from the work
of Flowers, Hayes, Carey, Schriver, and Stratman in their
1986 CCC article, "Detection, Diagnosis, and the
Strategies of Revision." 1In this article the authors
first establish the theoretical perspective on revision
that it depends upon "Knowledge," or the ability to
recognize complex features of a text, and "Intention,"
whether a reviser uses that knowledge (19-20). 1In
attempting to create a guide to research in the
differences between expert and novice writers, they
describe revision as an "active interplay,” between
evaluation and strategy selection, and kinds of knowledge
(goals of the writer, the way the writer represents the
textual problem, and the strategies the writer develops).

In short then, this model proposes that revision ic a

process in which writers detect problems in a text through
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evaluation, diagnose the problem through representation,
and then select some strategy to deal with it.

This model suggests several interesting points.
First, that writers, even expert writers, do not deal with
all the problems that they might detect in a text, but
rather appear to operate under either a "precedence rule,"
that says "'If you find an important or global problem,
let it take precedence; stop the search for minor
errors,'” or a "density rule," that says "'If your see a
growing number of difficulities, stop looking for
individual problems and just write'"™ (38).

Second, this model suggests that revision strategies
often fall into one of two categories: detect/rewrite, or
diagnose/revise. The detect/rewrite strategy is where
writers detect that the text does not fit intentions and
so rereads for the gist of it, then literally rewrites the
whole thing. The diagnose/revise strategy is where
writers discover problems and, using a variety of
strategies connected to the problem as defined, revises
the original. 1In the opinion of the authors,
detect/rewrite is a limited option, usually employed by
novice writers; diagnose/revise, because it is a process
in which writers consult their own "means-end table which
offers strategies ranging from simple fix-it routines to

global planning," is usually employed by more expert



47

writers. The essential difference between detection and
diagnosis is that they lead to different actions (41-42).
Other research genérally falls into one of three
categories: studies that attempt to explain what
influences writers to revise; studies that attempt to
describe how writers write and revise; and studies that
suggest methods of analyzing writer's revisions. Of
course, I realize such categories are arbitrary, and much
overlap occurs between the research reviewed here.
Richard Beach's two studies, "Self-Evaluation
Strategies of Extensive Revisers and Non-Revisers" (1976),
and "The Effects of Between-Draft Teacher Evaluation Vs.
Student Self-evaluation on High School Students' Revising
of Rough Drafts" (1979), found that students' revisions
are influenced by their textbook's and instructor's
presentation of revision, teacher evaluations during
students' process, and familiarity and interest in the
topic. Hillocks, in "The Interaction of Instruction,
Teacher Comment, and Revision®™ (1982), attempted to take
Beach's work a step further and found that these
influences did indeed provide for significant changes in
students' writing, but was uncertain about retention of
the gains over long periods of time. Also, Hillocks was
surprised that when such influences as topic, teacher

comment, and pre-writing activities were used in
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conjunction with each other, they did not provide the
greatest gains.

Research that attempts to describe how writers write
and revise, such as Graves' "An Examination of the Writing
Processes of Seven Year 0ld Children" (1975), Calkin's
"Notes and Comments: Children's Rewriting Strategies"
(1980) , Berkenkotter's "Decisions and Revisions: The
Planning Strategies of a Publishing Writer®™ (1983), and
Hilgers' "How Children Change as Critical Evaluators of
Writing"™ (1986), usually tend to classify different kinds
of revisers among different writers, or classify different
kinds of revisions an individual writer makes.

Probably one of the earliest and most influential
taxonmies created in order to study and analyze writing
and rewriting was Emig's mode of analysis devised for her
study of composing published in 1971. 1In this study Emig
described "reformulation" as one "dimension"™ of composing,
and identified correcting, revising, and rewriting as
reformulation tasks. In addition she also identified
“*addition," "deletion,"” "reordering or substitution," and
"embedding” as "transforming operations" performed during
reformulations.

In 1980, Nancy Sommers published "Revision Strategies
of Student Writers and Experienced Adult Writers," and
basically used Emig's taxonomy, with some alterations that

included a provision for levels of change (word, phrase,
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sentence, and theme or idea). Bridwell's method of
surface, lexical, phrase, clause, sentence, and
multi-sentence level changes in "Revising Strategies in
Twelfth Grade Students' Transactional Writing®™ more
specifically defined these categories.

Faigley and Witte (1981), continued to refine the
means by which rewriting is analyzed by differentiating
between "surface changes"™ (changes that do not bring new
information to a text, or remove old information), and
"meaning changes" (changes that add new content or delete
existing content). This method, in one form or another,
has continued to serve researchers to the present, as seen
in the current issue of Research in the Teaching of
English, which contains a study of the effects on

rewriting by writers' use of computers.

Cont E Revisi

While Rohman (1965), was describing pre-writing as
the discovery stage of writing, and also stating that once
writers discover their subject all that was left to do
(writing and rewriting), was the writing of it, another
author at about the same time was suggesting a more global
view of composing; this view pre-dates Sommers and Flowers
(previously mentioned), by fourteen years.

Equating writing to revising is a notion usually

attributed to writers of the late seventies, such as
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Murray (1978), Sommmers (1979), and Flowers (1979). 1In
fact, an often quoted line is Donald Murray's "Writing is
rewriting," from his "Internal Revision: A Process of
Discovery," published in 1978.

However, the same exact line actually appeared
thirteen years earlier in Matthew F. Doherty's 1965
English Journal article titled "The Missing Link:
Rewriting."

As Cowden (1921), had done forty-four years before,
Doherty relied upon contemporary writers' testimonies
concerning the importance of revising, and then wrote that
students "are learning the wrong lesson" about composing
if they are not rewriting:

These are harsh words, perhaps, but we

would be unmercifally ridiculed if we

attempted to teach reading without books or

speech without speaking. Writing js

rewriting, and there exists no really valid

shortcut or panacea (848).
The equating of writing and rewriting is explicit, and
actually a kind of contradiction to what Rohman was
proposing. 1In fact, the next ten to fifteen years of
essays published on revision fall into two general
categories: those that seem to have adopted Rohman's
notion of rewriting as an after-the-fact, cleaning up,
kind of work; and those articles that seem to contradict

Rohman's lead and more thoroughly define the nature of

revision as it related to composing.
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Essays of the first category, such as Howard Van
Dyk's "Teach Revision -- It Works," (1967), George
McFadden's "An Exercise in Rewriting," (1976), Barbara
Hansen's "Rewriting Is A Waste of Time,"” (1978), or
George Thompson's "Revision: Nine Ways to Achieve a
Distinterested Perspective,” (1978), usually limit
"revision" to superficial operations for students to
perform such as changing verbs or transitions, revising
thesis statements, or simply equate rewriting to
proofreading for errors. Actually, of all the essays I
reviewed in Enalish Journal, College Engligh, CCC, and
Langquage Arts for this period, those that deal with
revision in such a perfunctory way are really in the
minority.

However, by the sheer number and sometimes zeal of
the sound of the writers of essays trying to combat the
perfunctory approach during this period, I have to
conclude that although the perfunctory approach to
teaching composing and revision was not pervasive in the
literature it was probably pervasive in the typical
classroom (and probably still is today). Some of these
articles take the straight-forward approach to combating
the perfunctory, and are more in tune with Doherty's
thinking than Rohman's. Bernard Tanners' "The Writer's
Paradox," (1968), is one of the earliest to subtly

contradict Rohman:
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We know that in the act of writing a gerson
is likely to discover the most significant

things he has to say. One writes his way
to clarity, both in the first flow and in
the second thoughts and revisions. As we
write, something in the written word --
both in the grammar of the language and in
the rhetoric of the situation -- insinuates
its persuasive influence on our mind even
as we seek to effect a similar influence on
the mind of our reader. As a person
writes, he looks over his own shoulder, and
not infrequently is amazed at what he sees
(858).
Notice that Tanner does not distinguish between any stages
of writing, and that in fact he goes on to contradict
Rohman's suggestion that writers discover meaning early,
and then merely write it.

Other articles such as Murray's "Why Teaching
Writing? and How," (1973), Baird Shuman's "What About
Revision?" (1975), Lee Odel's and Joanne Cohick's "You
Mean Write it Over in Ink?" (1975), and Robert De
Beaugrande's "Moving from Product Toward Process,” (1979),
all attempted to more caréfully and realistically describe
revision, not as a tidying-up process, but rather as a
means writers employ to make and clarify sense. 1In fact,
such articles have been so common in the last ten years,
that recently there has appeared a kind of small backlash:
Kaye E. Hink suggests in "Let's Stop Worrying about
Revision," (1985), that there is too much emphasis on

revision and that if students are encouraged to write



53

about topics that really interest them, revising will
happen naturally.

Others, such as Raymond Rodrigues' "Moving Away from
Writing-Process Worship," Dianne Lockwood's "An Open
Letter to Writing Conference Speakers," and Vannessa K.
Roddy's "I'm sick of Reading about Writing," all appearing
in the September, 1985 issue of Epglish Journal complain
about the emphasis placed on writing as process. However,
after reading these articles carefully, it is my
impression that most of these writers' understandings of
process teaching were misguided to begin with; and that
they, like others, had jumped on the process bandwagon
without fully understanding it, and are only now coming to
understand how it works and relates to other approaches to

the teaching of writing.

Summary

Professional interest in composing as a process did
not originate in the 1960's or 1970's. This review of
professional literature shows that concern for writing as
a process, as opposed to product, existed in professional
journals of teaching (1880's), even before the teaching of
writing had developed into a discipline of its own.

At first, the concern shown for process in the
nineteenth century seems to have grown as a reaction by

teachers against the over-emphasis of correctness, which
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was rooted in the reliance upon instruction in Latin by
early textbook authors. This reliance helped create a
prescriptive approach to the teaching of English and
writing, one result of which was the over-emphasis on
mechanics and product which continues to this day.

A second element that helped promote concern for
composing as a process was that a few teachers realized
writing as it was taught in the schools showed little
relation, if any, to the ways published writers wrote.
While this idea seems contemporary, this review has shown
that explicit descriptions of published writers' processes
(and calls to teach writing as a process) existed in
professional literature as early as 1921. This interest,
in part, seems to anticipate the models of the composing
process that began appearing in the 1950's and 1960°'s.

A third influence that helped move the teaching of
writing from product toward process, and anticipated the
new understanding of revising, is what I have called the
"writing as thinking" movement of the early 1930's. This
"thought approach,” as it was called at the time, directly
affected professional concern in writing as process
because it helped shift interest in writing as product to
writing as a way to generate and clarify thinking. This
would eventually lead to the profession's interest in

process and especially revision in the 1960's and 1970's.
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If this review has shown anything, it has illustrated
the fact that the profession has constantly struggled, and
continues to struggle to this day, with what it means for
one to write. Recent discussion about composing as
process, and confusion about the nature of revision and
how it relates to composing, while adding to that
confusion, has helped the profession expand and better
define its understanding of composing and how it may be
more effectively taught.

We have come a long way. From teaching writing as a
means to learn correct language, to teaching writing as a
means to understand and make sense. Thus, the goal of
this study is to contribute information to the discussion,
and specifically, to try to contribute to what is

presently understood about how writers write and revise.



Chapter 2
Methods

The primary purpoée of this study is to examine the
ways in which skiiled student writers write, with specific
attention paid to the revisions of their writing (the
terms "skilled student writers" and “"revision" are defined
later in this chapter). Thus, the primary questions
addressed through this study are 1): To what extent do
skilled student writers revise their writing? and 2): If
and when revising is revealed, how do these writers revise
their writing?

In addition to these questions, a secondary goal was
to attempt to identify, describe, and analyze these
writers' own understanding of their revisings (in short,
to’hea; how they revise in their own words). A third

concern was to try to reveal some information about how

they learned (or at least how they think they learned), to

revise.

Results obtained from the various approaches to the
investigation are then described and analyzed using the
the methods of analysis put forth in this chapter.

Finally, conclusions drawn from the study, and their
implications for writing instruction, are discussed in the

last chapter.

56
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Research on writers' revisions has usually focused
upon comparisons of skilled and unskilled writers --
describing the differences between the activities and
techniques of the two groups -- while other research has
described the writing processes of professional writers,
attempting to show how good, professional, writers write.

Recent research on revision that has focused on the
differences between the revisions of skilled and unskilled
student writers (Beach, 1976; Perl, 1979; Pianko, 1979;
Monahan, 1984 and others), attempts to describe revision
in terms of the different behaviors and skills that are
discovered between the two groups.

Although valuable and, of course, in many ways
necessary, such comparisons do not always thoroughly
explore the processes of one group or the other and their
revisions as much as we might wish. This research also
seems somewhat limited by the implication that the two
groups generally represent all writers, thus
oversimplifying the issue by placing all writers in one
category or the other. Such an implication can then
result in having writers of varying skills lumped into one
broad category. Other research on revision has used
professional writers as subjects, studying their drafts

and revisions.
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The present study, however, by focusing only on
"skilled" student writers and if, when, and how they
revise, attempts to more specifically explore revising as
it is learned and used by a single group of student
writers. Thus, by zeroing in on one group, namely
*skilled student writers," rather than comparing two
groups (skilled and unskilled), against each other, this
study attempts to more specifically focus on one group and
provide more information about them as writers and
revisers. Since previous research has shown that any
group of similarly skilled writers exhibit differences in
their abilities, I hope that this study will be able to
add some specific information about this particular kind
of writer.

Crucial to this study was the guiding principle that
its results were to be descriptive: as different subjects'
writing and writing processes were studied, the
expectation was that revising in some form, or in various
manners and degrees, would be revealed.

Also crucial to this study were the following
questions: How much do skilled student writers revise?
How do they think they learned to revise as they do, or in
other words, What influences to revise have they
experienced? How have teachers influenced them to revise?
Has reading about how to revise encouraged or helped them

to revise? What do skilled student writers do when they
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revise? Do they revise in similar ways or exhibit similar
stages or processes?

In order to attempt to answer these questions, I
decided to try to collect data in several different ways:
first, to directly question such writers about their
writing and processes in tape-recored interviews
(transcribed later); second, to study drafts of their
writing and analyze the revisions; and third, to videotape
the writers in the process of revising a writing of their

choice.

As the review of the literature indicates, there has
been, and continues to be, some confusion about what a
“revision" is.

Taken literally, "revision" means to see again or to
see in a new way. Thus, when applied to writing
processes, revision generally refers to changes writers
make as a result of rereading (or seeing again) what they
have written before.

This general definition of revision as a way of
seeing writing again suggests several important points:
first, that writers' revisions must depend as much on
their ability to read, as it does on their ability to
write. In fact, the word revision (or seeing again),

really seems to mean more of a reading than writing
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activity. Literal rewriting, or new written versions of
previously written material, probably cannot be
meaningfully accomplished until some rereading =-- probably
careful rereading -- has taken place.

A second point this definition raises about the
nature of revision is that of change. Change is probably
the crucial characteristic of revision, and as the review
of the literature suggests, this is probably the point
that has been most confusing about revision. For a long
time revision was associated only with changes in spelling
or punctuating (proofreading: a stage of the writing
process that was performed after everything meaningful had
been done -- a time to polish the writing, and detect and
change superficial levels of language).

However, when distinctions are made between editing
(changing content and, therefore, form), and proofreading
(changing spelling, mechanics, and usage), a more accurate
picture of revision is revealed. Revision in general
begins to encompass all changes writers make as they
reread, and involves making changes (one hopes for the
better, although it is not always guaranteed), in major
ways (editing), or in "minor" ways (proofreading).

[I hesitate to call proofreading "minor" because it
suggests that proofreading does not influence content. Of

course, that simply is not always true, as in the case of
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punctuation that, when done properly, can enhance or even

change a text's meaning.]
Wri s ied

Student writers studied for this research were picked
for two reasons: first, because they had already
published, or had expressed an interest to publish their
writing in a college publication; and second, for their
willingness and availability to participate. The
necessity of their willingness to participate is obvious;
the first reason requires further explanation.

By publishing or attempting to publish their writing
in a college publication, these students identified
themselves as skilled writers to study that bridged the
gap between studies of student writers in general, and
studies of professional writers. Thus, this group
provided some realistic and pertinent value as student
writers, but also provided some value as persons
interested in and motivated to write.

Initially, subjects were sought through the college
publication itself. Writers of previously published
material were sought, as were writers of recently
submitted material. While many were solicted, only two
responded positively. It became necessary to find other

subjects by asking colleagues to refer writers who were



62

working on writing for the college publication in their
courses.

Altogether, six writers were approached and asked to
participate. However, one had not saved any drafts and so
could not provide the valuable record of her work the
study required. A second subject decided later he could
not continue. (No compensation was involved.) However,
the writers had all expressed interest in publishing their
writing in a college literary magazine of fiction,
non-fiction, and poetry (one story was studied in this
research, no poetry was used). Students who ultimately
volunteered to participate were informed in writing of the
study's scope and purpose, and were asked to sign a
consent form as outlined by the University's Office for

Research and Graduate Studies.
W Cond

Once the group of writers to be studied had been
determined, I met with each writer individually to explain
the general procedure. At a first meeting with each, I
simply stated that I was interested in their writing, and
wished to study and talk with theﬁ??i. I also asked then
to save any and all writing they produced.

It is important to note that "revision®™ or

"rewriting” was pot mentioned at these introductory

meetings as a particular focus of the study. This was an
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attempt to not reveal to the subjects that it was their
revisions in which I was most interested. However, later,
as the analysis of drafts and interviews proceeded, and as
revisions became apparent in the writers' processes,
revision became the primary focus of the study.

Once I had met with each participant and had
established some initial procedures, I set up the first of
several interviews with each. I asked them to come in and
talk with me about what they had written or were writing
at the time, and to bring whatever they were currently
writing so we could look at it together and discuss it. I
also asked them to bring in whatever papers they had been
writing lately, such as papers written for classes or
college competitions or publications. These writings and
the drafts that were subsequently revealed in these
collections were discussed as well. The interviews were
tape-recorded and later transcribed, always with the
writers' full knowledge and permission from the very
beginning.

A field study was planned with one of the primary
subjects in order to test the methodology and refine it.
This process revealed several procedural and technical
problems. For example, from the results of this first
interview, I decided that it would be better to begin the
interview by reviewing the drafts the subject brought,

rather than by merely beginning with general questions.
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Another problem the field study revealed was that I
had placed the microphone recording the interview too far
away from the subject, which made it difficult to hear and
transcribe. This was immediately corrected.

A third problem arose when I began to analyze some
drafts using Faigley and Witte's taxonomy (discussed later
in this chapter). Some terms seemed confusing and
unnecessarily complex, so I changed the term
"permutations” to the simpler "rearrangements."” This made
it easier for me when I was counting changes because I did
not have to think so much about what "permutation" means.
I also created my own chart to refer to of Faigley and
Witte's taxonomy (included later in this chapter when the
taxonomy is discussed in detail).

Fourth, after completing and replaying the videotape
of the subject revising his paper, I realized that placing
the video camera across from the writer forced me to turn
ny monitor upside down when replaying it (if I wanted to
actually see what he was doing). I thereafter set the
camera behind and over the shoulder of future subjects.

Also concerning the video taping, I discovered that I
needed to mark off the area of the table on which the
writer worked so that the copies of the drafts and
revision remained within the camera's view. While this
was not a big problem in the field study, I realized it

could happen with future subjects.
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The problems identified in the field study were
corrected for the remaining subjects, and because I
decided that these problems were not serious enough to
discount the field study subject's results, I used these
results as the first of the four cases in the study.

The remaining interviews with each writer were
completed approximately one per week, in sessions of from
two to four hours. Subjects came to the interviews with
drafts of their writing, and in some cases provided drafts
of previously yritten papers. From each writer's
collection of drafts, the most complete series for one
paper was used and analyzed for the research.

Once the interviews were comnpleted, I also asked thenm
to participate in a video-taping of them as they revised.
By this time in the overall research, the writers had
exhibited the fact that they all revised in one way or
another, to one degree or another, so video taping them as
they revised did not unnaturally introduce the idea into
their processes.

However, I did tell the writers that while they were
revising their writing it would be helpful to hear what
they were thinking, and so did introduce at least one
unnatural element (talking aloud) into the process besides
the taping itself. To help with this aspect of the data
collection I relied upon information presented by Heidi

Swarts, Linda Flower, and John Hayes in "Designing
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Protocol Studies of the Writing Process: An

Introduction,” in the book New Djrections in Composition
Research published in 1984.

The authors describe that the process of asking
writers to say what they are thinking while writing and
then using it to help describe and understand their
writing processes, or "protocol analysis," is sometimes
criticized for interfering with, or changing, the way the
writer thinks, and thus interfering with how one writes.
However, Swarts, Flower, and Hayes argue that the
technique not only allows the researcher to observe
cognitive processes, but to also see the development of
ideas in the writing. The process also provides more data
to analyze than the mere study of writers' drafts alone.

Swarts, Flower, and Hayes' article provided several
good ideas such as making copies of drafts before and
after revising sessions, and specific information about
how to direct subjects to talk aloud as they write. The
primary purpose of this taping was to examine how they
revised first-hand, and compare it to how they gaid they
revised during the interviews.

First, I introduced the idea to them, explaining that
I wished to record whatever they did as they revised, as
the study of their drafts had revealed during the
interviews. It was then that I also told them that

actually being able to hear what they were thinking as
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they revised would be helpful, so I warned them that I
hoped they could "think it out loud” for me while they did
it.

I secured an empty classroom and video equipment for
the sessions and scheduled each for a different time,
whenever it was most convenient for them. I asked them to
bring whatever they usually used while writing and
revising, for example thesaurus, dictionary, handbook, and
any ma<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>