CHAPTER SIX

POST-TREATMENT REVISTON RESULTS

This chapter is divided into four: main sections. In the
first section, I will briefly summarize the findings
vielded by the application of ‘the three separate taxonomies
described in chapter five to the post-treatment revisions
by the participants. Cross-references between taxonomies
will be 1left to the next two sections, which focus on the
interpretation of the post-treatment revisions from the
perspective of readability and feedback-independence. The
last main section of the chapter advances some preliminary
conclusions about the relationship between readability,
feedback—independence and the subsequent diasgnosis of

writing instruction . needs.

"6.1 General Findings

My aim in this section is simply to summarize what changed
and what should have changed but did not in post-treatment
revisions. I will ©begin by reporting on the number of

changes identified in the revisions, and by describing how
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they . were distributed among the 1ndividual participants.
After that, I will describe how the changes were
distributed according to the reading process, the writing

product and the qualificatio ategories, and will comment

‘on factors which these distributions.

Although  at this to make any
cross—referencés

the revisions are
: three

taxonomies Qf%the

6.1.1 Distribution of changes

A total of U496 single changes were identified in the eilght

revisions analysed. Of these; 131 changes were made by the

participants themselves

-additional changes subs

proofreaders. Figures how tThese

changes were dist ﬁte

the group
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Figure &6.1:
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Figure 6.2:

number of changes by proofreaders
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As shown in figure 6.1, the number of changes per
participant ranged ‘fme 26 (Henrique) to 84 (Wilson), the
average being 53.9 changes, with a standard deviation of
21.3. A possible explanation for this rather large variance
is that the participants began the post-treatment revisions
at different starting points, i.e., some pre-treatment
texts needed a lot more revislon “than others. In addition
to this, it 4is also possible ‘that after instruction had
ceased some participants felt simply more critical than

otheprs about their pre-treatment texts.

Figure 6.2 ‘indicates that the number of changes a@ded by
the native speakers after the participants had finished
revising varied from 3 (Silvia and Elisa) to 17 (Dony),
with an average of 8.1 and a standard deviation of 5.1.
These differences at the "“finishing-line" can in part be
accounted for by the possibility that  some participants
left more parts of text unrevised than others. In addition
to this, the differences shown in figure 6.2 could also be
a consedquence of sdmé'bairs of pfOofreaders'having agreed
more often than others, for, as explained in chapter five,
only the changes which both natiVé4Speaker proofreaders
agreed were necessary were taken into account. It is
nevertheless worth recalling that none of the native
speakers in question disagreed with one another in general

terms, for, as said in chapter four, the accepted minimum
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rate . of agreement between readers as to impression
Judgements on the comparative readability of Tl to T6 was a

correlation coefficient of +8.5.

To conclude this section, I should also mention that there
is no significant relationship“ between the number of
changes made by . the:participantéhand the number of changes

1shto say, the

then added by the:

or the tWo‘aiStfibutions was +@.2,

which means - that the participants WhQTIéft'many
text unrevised were not necessarily those who made the

fewest changes.

6.1.2 Distributieon of changes sccording to the reading

process categories

The distribution of the changes made by the participants
according to the taxonomy @ for deSéribing what changed in

terms of reading process ié's&mmafiZed in figure 6.3, and

figure 6.4 illust:
speaker proofreaders

reading process categories.
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Figure 6.3: Distribution of changes made from T3 to T3%
according to the reading process categories
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Figure 6.4: Digtribution of changee added by proofreaders
according to reading -process categories
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