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ABSTRACT 

This study investigated the revision patterns and purposes of forty native Urdu speaking 

English L2 writers in a computer-based academic English writing test task. The chosen writers 

were divided into a more successful and less successful group based on the score obtained in 

the given IELTS academic writing task 2. A keystroke logging program Inputlog recorded each 

writing session including all revisions, and it could be re-played after the session. From the 

recorded sessions, idea or meaning related revisions were further investigated. The writers 

were shown these revisions immediately after the session as a stimulus, and verbal protocols 

were obtained to investigate their revision purposes. The revisions obtained from keystroke 

logging program were analysed using a revision taxonomy based on Stevenson, Schoonen and 

Glopper (2006) and Lindgren and Sullivan (2006) studies. Findings suggested that in general, 

both groups focused on form revisions more than the concept revisions. But, more successful 

writers made conceptual revisions more than form revisions. Also, more successful writers 

revised larger text chunks, such as clause, sentence and paragraph. Both the groups reported 

seven revision purposes; however, eighth category 'writers did not remember' also emerged 

from the data. The seven revision purposes included clarity, explicitness or emphasis, 

coherence, hedging, modify an idea, eliminate an idea, creating a new global content unit and 

making text reader-friendly. However, more successful writers expressed more awareness of 

their revision purposes than less successful writers. 

The findings of this study have theoretical, pedagogical and methodological implications, 

particularly in the Urdu L1 context. These findings provide empirical evidence about the 

revision patterns and purposes of L2 writers which may be useful for the teachers or 
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instructors teaching English writing to L2 writers, particularly to the Urdu speaking English L2 

writers. They can use these findings to help them improve their writing skills by focusing on 

the revisions. However, future research in this area is suggested. 
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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background of the study 

1.1.1 The local context 

The use of English in the Indo-Pakistan subcontinent dated before its division in August 

1947. English was first introduced in the 16th century in local schools by the British rulers 

(Mahboob, 2009). Reading and writing were the key language skills taught to the learners, 

but the mode of assessment was mainly writing which increased the value of writing more 

than other language skills, such as listening, speaking and reading. In this way, people learned 

English through formal education in the sub-continent, and English writing attained an exclu-

sive position. It became the second language (L2) in the sub-continent. However, L2 writers' 

writing practices in the Indo-Pak subcontinent are rarely investigated. Since writing is consid-

ered an important skill in the sub-continent and limited research is found related to the writ-

ing processes, this research attempts to fill this gap to some extent. It aims to focus on the 

revision behaviour of native Urdu speaking writers when they write in English L2. Urdu is the 

national language of Pakistan and one of the national languages of India. Hence, native Urdu 

writers located in South Asia is an important linguistic group to investigate. 

Writing assessment plays a key role in the local higher education (Mashori, 2010) 

where the medium of instructions is dominantly English and English language writing tests 

are frequently used at various levels, such as in the university entrance exams and in 

undergraduate and postgraduate courses. Even admission tests in professional colleges (i.e., 

medical colleges and engineering universities) also include English language writing tests. 

English writing tests are mandatory even in getting job opportunities on the executive 

positions in the government sector, such as Central Superior Services (CSS) or Provincial 
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Management Services (PMS). Thus, high proficiency in ESL writing skills, in turn, increases the 

possibility of the writers to enter the higher education and elite job market (Anbreen, 2015; 

Rahman, 2004). In this way, English writing tests have consequences in the local Urdu context. 

However, writing remains a challenging skill for Urdu speaking writers in English L2, and 

various aspects of writing (e.g., revisions ) need an investigation to improve the situation. 

Hence, the purpose of this study is to understand the revision behaviour of Urdu speaking 

writers in English L2.  

In the local Urdu context, researchers have shown interest in English language-related 

topics, such as social and cultural features, language policy and history of linguistics (Behzad 

& Saba, 2017), but limited research related to writing aspects has been conducted in the 

recent past. Only a few studies, such as Bahzad and Saba (2017), Farooq, Uzair-Ul-Hassan and 

Wahid (2012) and Mashori (2010) focused on writing and its features. For example, Mashori 

(2010) conducted action research. He reported the problems writers face in the local context. 

He identified that the lack of  revising the drafts was one of the reasons for writers' poor 

writing skills. Mashori (2010) reported  that his participants improved their writing skill in 

English L2 when they revised their text after they were explained the importance of revision 

and the ways to revise. Mashori (2010) highlighted that revision is neither given a priority in 

teaching nor in research in the local Pakistani context and it is one of the reasons Pakistani 

learners are less proficient in writing in English L2. Though his study acknowledged the 

importance of revision in producing a better piece of writing in the Pakistani context, it did 

not exclusively focus on revision behaviour. In terms of revision, Mashori's (2010) findings 

validated Wallace, Hayes, Hatch, Miller, Moser and Silk's (1996) findings which also 

highlighted the important role of revision in producing a better piece of writing. Wallace et 

al., (1996) found that writers who were taught how to make meaningful revisions made more 
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frequent revisions at the global level than those writers who were not taught; thus, leading a 

better piece of writing. However, it seems that for better teaching of revisions, an 

understanding of writers' existing revision behaviour is necessary to make informed decisions. 

As limited research has been conducted related to the Urdu speaking writers' revision 

behaviour in English L2, the present study is an effort to investigate a locally less focused 

research area and fill the gap. 

Bhat (2017) highlighted that Urdu is the prestigious language in the local context, but 

it has not attracted the attention of software and hardware giants to develop it as a language 

of technology. However, computers are frequently used for writing in the local context, 

particularly, the use of computer-based English writing is increasing in the local Pakistani 

universities. A remarkable rise can be seen in computer-based writing in Pakistan after 

government's support to computer-based study programs, such as the Punjab government's 

distribution of laptops to the deserving university students in the current decade (Anbreen, 

2019). Computer-based writing encourages writers to revise as it gives them opportunities to 

revise without affecting the writing aesthetics which invites further research to investigate 

university writers' revision behaviour in computer-based writing mode (Brunfaut, Harding, 

Batty, 2018; Wolfe, Bolton, Feltovich & Niday, 1996). As per the researcher's knowledge, so 

far no earlier research exclusively focusing on revisions of Urdu speaking writers in English L2 

is found.   

With the rise of computer use in the local Urdu context, computer-based writing 

assessment is getting popular. Whether it is university students' assignments and tests or 

local employers' job assessments, they are conducted on computers which increases the need 

to investigate computer-based writing. Essay writing is a popular way of testing in the local 

context. However, in the local Urdu context, there is a lack of authentic language tests.  For 
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job-related assessment, employers, particularly the multi-national companies and reputed 

national businesses often demand applicants to take international language proficiency tests 

to prove their English language skills. IELTS remains a popular test in the local Urdu context 

(Memon, 2015). Urdu speaking writers  are also reported to take the IELTS test to check their 

English language skills (Memon, 2015). A large number of Urdu students take IELTS for study 

abroad in English medium universities and to provide satisfactory evidence of their English 

language proficiency to the educational institutions, particularly in the native English speaking 

countries, such as UK, Australia and Canada (Memon & Umrani, 2016). However, in 2017, the 

academic writing remained the most challenging area for the native Urdu test-takers 

(IELTS, 2018) who performed lowest scores in the academic writing test (mean score = 

5.95) in comparison with other language areas i.e. listening (mean score = 6.57), reading 

(mean score = 6.20) and speaking (mean score = 6.43). To the researcher's knowledge, there 

is no study conducted in the local Urdu context, which used a standardised test material to 

explore cognitive processes, particularly the revision process. 

1.1.2 The global context 

Research has widely recognised writing a problem-solving activity as problems and 

inadequacies in the text commonly occur during writing (Eklundh & Kollberg, 2003; Flower & 

Hayes, 1981; Kellogg, 1994; Roca de Larios, Marín, & Murphy, 2001). Effective instructional 

programs focusing on writers' revision skills to improve their writing competence showed the 

utility of revision as an important skill to be focused on (Lopez, Rijlaarsdam, Torrance & 

Fidalgo, 2018). Thus, revising the inadequacies while composing the text is an important part 

of writing (Stevenson, Schoonen & de Glopper, 2006). Revision helps writers in solving text 

problems, and this problem-solving view is rooted in the role of disagreement, i.e., 
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disagreement between the goals and the text in progress (Della-Piana, 1978; Faigley & 

Skinner, 1982; Flower & Hayes, 1981; Perl, 1980; Sommers, 1980). Important writing studies 

, for example  Flower, Hayes, Carey, Schriver and Stratman (1986)considered revision as an 

essential part of writing. However, they are mostly built in the backdrop of L1 writers. Some 

aspects of revision, such as writers' focus of revision, their revision pattern or their revision 

purposes in the computer-based mode, are not discussed in these revision models. Important 

revision taxonomies, such as Stevenson et al., (2006), Lindgren and Sullivan (2006) and Faigley 

and Witte (1981) focused on the revision behaviour of writers. However, mostly they were 

conducted in the backdrop of European languages' context, e.g., Stevenson et al.,'s (2006) 

study was conducted in the context of Dutch L1 and English foreign language (EFL), Lindgren 

and Sullivan's (2006) study was conducted in the context of Swedish L1 and English foreign 

language (EFL) and Faigley and Witte's (1981) taxonomy was developed on inexperienced and 

advanced English L1 writers. To the researcher's knowledge, no research study focusing 

exclusively on revision has been conducted on the native Urdu L1 writers in English L2. 

Keeping in view the importance of revisions in L2 writing, this study explores revision in the 

Urdu context which is a slightly less researched context. This study aims to focus on the 

revision behaviour of Urdu L1 writers in English L2 in computer-based writing mode. 

Plenty of evidence is found that writers with different levels of L2 proficiency differ 

considerably in their writing processes, such as revision (Barkaoui, 2015; Cohen, 1994; 

Cumming, 1989; Hall, 1991; Plakans, 2009; Raimes, 1987; Roca de Larios, Manchon & Murphy, 

2008; Sasaki, 2000, 2002; Whalen & Ménard, 1995). For example, Raimes (1987) found that 

high proficiency writers engaged more in planning, rescanning and revising as compared to 

the less proficient writers. Whalen and Ménard (1995) also argued that L2 proficiency has an 

impact on the planning, evaluation and revision processes of L2 writers. Similarly, Roca de 
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Larios et al. (2008) found that more proficient writers devoted more time in planning, 

evaluation and revising the texts while spent less time to formulate. Sasaki (2000, 2002) found 

in his studies that L2 proficiency impacts L2 writers' writing processes. He argued that 

proficient writers spend more time in planning before they start writing, they take various 

steps, e.g., plan overall text organisation in detail, how to write faster and more lengthy text, 

re-read or refine their expressions more frequently than less proficient writers. Unlike 

proficient writers, less proficient writers make less detailed plans, they stop and plan for 

writing next and so on. With the improvement in their L2 proficiency, writers revise less at 

the local level, they make more global revisions using online planning and re-reading 

strategies (Sasaki, 2002). Sasaki's (2002) research is still of some relevance to understanding 

that both skilled and less-skilled writers differ in writing processes. But, in the intervening 

years, L2 writers' handling or development in understanding with academic writing norms, 

revision focus and awareness with the reasons behind the revision, particularly in L2 contexts 

in computer-based writing demands an understanding of writing processes, such as planning 

and revision. Thus, to fill this gap, this study will mainly focus on revisions. Availability of some 

useful programs, such as keystroke logging which record the whole writing session including 

revisions further increase the interest in conducting revision research in a computer-based 

writing mode. 

Some important revision studies in the past (e.g. Faigley & Witte, 1981; Lindgren & 

Sullivan, 2006; Stevenson et al., 2006) did not explore the revisions using writing test tasks 

and there is limited evidence of the studies which used the test tasks (e.g., Barkaoui, 2016). 

It is expected that the current study will contribute to the existing knowledge of the revision 

process by exclusively investigating it in the academic English writing test task in the 

computer-based mode. According to the researcher's teaching experience (i.e., personal 
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experience) , revision is commonly seen as an error correction activity in the local Urdu 

context and is often perceived as a negative activity linked with limited language proficiency 

and low scores. With the use of the computer in academic writing and assessment might have 

changed Urdu writers' behaviour towards revision which needs research evidence.  

Earlier research suggested that while revising, skilled and less skilled writers' focus of 

revision is different as skilled writers are aware of the global text content (Fitzgerald, 1987; 

Flower et al., 1986; Stevenson et al., 2006). They reflect such awareness by making revisions 

that impact the overall text, such as by addressing its organisation or informational content. 

On the contrary, less-skilled writers predominantly focus on local revisions of the text which 

are low level, conventional and rule-governed changes (Fitzgerald, 1987; Flower et al., 1986), 

such as they tend to revise more on word level instead of focusing the larger chunks of text 

(Fitzgerald, 1987). When writers compose in a second or foreign language, lack of their 

language proficiency or limited writing skills may likely affect their revising processes and may 

be reflected in the type of revisions in their texts (Stevenson et al., 2006). However, so far, 

the evidence exclusively focusing on better performing and less performing Urdu writers' 

revisions does not exist  in the local and global literature. The current study aims to investigate 

the difference in the more successful and less successful Urdu writers' revisions. It is expected 

that the current study will be a guide for Urdu writers and their teachers to explain their 

revision behaviour, i.e., highlighting what do Urdu writers revise and why do they revise. 

Using the current study's findings, teachers will understand writers' problems and will be able 

to plan how to help less successful writers to improve. Besides, the current study will be 

helpful in throwing light on how Urdu writers perceive revision.  

As earlier discussed, English is a second language in Urdu context and is referred as L2 

or ESL in this thesis while most key studies discussing revision taxonomies are either 
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conducted in English L1 or English as a foreign language context. For example, Faigley and 

Witte (1981) conducted their study in an L1 context, Stevenson et al., (2006) study focused 

on Dutch L1 and English Foreign Language and Lindgren and Sullivan (2006) conducted a study 

in the backdrop of Swedish L1 and English Foreign Language. Comparison of the current study 

findings with the findings of other important EFL studies may also portray how far Urdu 

writers are the same or different from EFL writers in their revisions. It is essential to 

differentiate between English L2 and EFL. Collins dictionary (2018) distinguishes between the 

second language and a foreign language by highlighting that the second language is a 

language which is not one's native language but the one which someone uses at work or 

school while a foreign language is a language used in the countries where English is not an 

official medium. In the subcontinent Indo-Pak, English is the second language. The distinction 

of English L2 and EFL can be further explained using Kachru's (1985) three concentric circles 

model. This model defines the second or foreign language by referring to the spread of 

English. Kachru's (1985) model included the inner circle, the outer circle, and the expanding 

circle. The inner-circle consists of the native English speaking countries, such as USA, UK, 

Canada, Australia and NewZealand. "The Outer Circle represents the institutionalised non-

native varieties (ESL) in the regions that have passed through extended periods of 

colonisation" (Kachru, 1985, p.366) such as Pakistan and India. The expanding Circle includes 

the countries, such as China where English is used as a foreign language (EFL). According to 

this division, Pakistan and India stand in the countries located in the outer circle where English 

is used as a second language and is one of the official languages along with the national 

language (Urdu in this case). Based on Kachru's (1985) division, this study considers native 

Urdu writers as second language users and are termed as L2 or ESL writers after this.  
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1.2 Motivation of the study 

This study was designed because of the researcher's experience in Pakistan and UK. In 

Pakistan, she worked as an English writing teacher in renowned English medium colleges and 

a university of the country including Aitchison College Lahore, Lahore College for Women 

University, Leadership College and Army Public School & College. During this period she 

taught English language writing to native Urdu writers. She realised that essay writing was a 

challenging skill for many writers. Since the focus of the local teaching was on grammar and 

accuracy, ignoring the argument development and handling the content, students faced 

problems in building an argument and write a good essay. Teaching them good writing skills 

requires a teacher's focus on revisions as revision may prove an opportunity to improve the 

text quality and correction of errors. Later she read Wallace, Hayes, Hatch, Miller, Moser, & 

Silk, (1996) study which suggested that writers who were taught how to make meaningful 

revisions made more frequent revisions at the global level than those who were not taught. 

But, the researcher could not find any literature on revision which focused on Urdu writers' 

cohort. Thus, when she planned her PhD, she recalled her teaching experience and reviewed 

the revision related literature which showed her that it is an important topic in the writing 

research. However, Urdu linguistics group related studies were rare. So, she realised the 

needs to explore revision practices of native Urdu writers. Furthermore, this study could be 

beneficial once she returns to her native linguistic context (Urdu context) and resumes her 

work as an English writing teacher. 

Another reason to undertake the current study was the researcher's experience in the 

UK. She assisted in an IELTS related project which investigated the cognitive processes in 

computer-based and paper-based writing modes. She assisted some senior researchers in 
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various stages of the projects, such as developing the instrument, data collection using 

computer-based mode as well as the paper-based mode and conducting participants' 

interviews and data analysis. During this project, she noticed that some students revised 

extensively in computer-based writing mode, whereas the same students did not revise much 

when they wrote another essay on the paper. Thus, she learned from this practical experience 

that computer-based writing might promote revision. She also recalled a similar experience 

earlier in Pakistan where she also noticed several times that native Urdu writers frequently 

revised when composing in computers. Thus, she developed an interest in revisions in 

computer-based writing and read the literature related to various dimensions of revision; for 

example, what triggers revision? (Hayes, 2004), surface level and global revisions (Breetvelt, 

van den Bergh & Rijlaarsdam, 1994), revision taxonomies (Faigley & Witte, 1981; Lindgren & 

Sullivan, 2006; Stevenson et al., 2006). After reading the literature, the researcher understood 

that revision practices of Urdu writers could be of interest as a PhD project. So, she was 

motivated to work further on this project.   

1.3 Aim of the present research 

It is generally believed that revising in the second language is more challenging than 

revising in the first language (Kellogg, 1994; Levy & Ransdell, 1995). Studies (e.g., Barkaoui, 

2016; Lindgren & Sullivan, 2006; Stevenson et al., 2006) suggested that writers revise more in 

the second language (L2) than their first language (L1). Understanding of in-depth revision 

behaviour of L2 writers may help improve their academic writing skills as revision is an 

important part of writing which can help novice writers becoming expert writers (Bereiter & 

Scardamalia, 1987). In the present era where computers are frequently used for academic 

writing/assessment in universities (Chan, Bax & Weir, 2018), a computer-based revision study 
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in a less researched L2 writing context may underpin a thorough understanding of various 

aspects of revision, such as the revision patterns and purposes. .  The findings of this study 

will help Urdu speaking English L2 writers develop better revision skills or writing skills in 

general, necessary for them to succeed in their respective university course and in the job 

market after leaving the university when employers invite them to take a writing test.  

This study seeks to get empirical evidence of the revision patterns and purposes of the 

more successful and less successful native Urdu writers in English L2 when they write an 

academic writing task in the computer-based writing mode. In this study pattern refers to the 

ways in which writers frequently revise when they compose a text; a pattern is a balance of 

different revisions writers make when they compose a text. This study aims to get an in-depth 

understanding of Urdu writers' revision patterns in terms of their linguistic domain, 

orientation, location and action. Purposes of revision refer to writers' intentions or reason for 

revision, i.e., why did they revise a text. 

1.4 Overview of the thesis  

This study investigates the revision patterns and purposes of native Urdu writers in 

English L2. The revision patterns are explored under four main categories, including domain 

(linguistic), action, orientation and location. This study uses two main research methods, 

keystroke logging and stimulated recalls. An overview of all the chapters is presented in this 

section. 

Chapter 1 

This introductory chapter has provided the aim of the study after highlighting the importance 

of the topic in the local Urdu context as well as in the global context. Aim of the study is explained and 

the motivation of this study is included. 
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Chapter 2 

Literature Review starts with an overview of the early literature on revision. It traces 

how different researchers defined revision, followed by providing a working definition of 

revision as it is used in this study. Researchers defined revision by using one of its 

characteristics or by either describing it as a process or a product. The literature review 

chapter explains revision and its aspects as discussed in process models, followed by the 

revision taxonomies which view revision as a product. This chapter also elaborates the 

differences between the revision of skilled and less-skilled writers. e.g., how they diagnose a 

problem or what is their overall strategy to revise. It also overviews the general methods of 

investigation used in revision studies as well as keystroke logging method, followed by the 

revisions in test and non-test conditions. This chapter ends with the two research questions 

emerging from the literature. Seven hypotheses are presented to address the first research 

question. 

Chapter 3  

Chapter three describes the research methods of the current study in detail. This chapter 

firstly describes keystroke logging as a quantitative method highlighting the background and relevance 

of the keystroke method in the present study, followed by the stimulated recall as a qualitative 

research method. It explains participants, materials, such as the writing task and observation sheet. 

The data collection procedure is also elaborated, highlighting the research ethics followed in 

conducting this study, pilots to decide the suitability of the procedures and the task administration for 

the main study. As this study compares the revision patterns and purposes of more and less successful 

Urdu writers when they write a test task in the computer-based study, this chapter also describes how 

the whole Urdu cohort was divided into the more and less successful writers after carefully rating their 

written tasks and conducting the rater reliability.  
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Chapter 4 

This chapter addresses the first research question. The keystroke logging program recorded 

all writing sessions. This chapter first explains the data analysis procedures followed by the results of 

the main study. Seven hypotheses were chosen to address the first research question (RQ1); all 

hypotheses' results and findings are presented in this chapter explaining the differences between 

more successful writers' revisions and less successful writers' revisions.  

Chapter 5 

 This chapter addresses the second research question which explores the revision 

purposes of L2 writers when they write an academic English writing test task in a computer-

based mode. This chapter first presents the analysis method and then reports the findings 

concerning revision purposes of the more successful writers and the less successful writers. 

The results are explained with the writers' comments mentioning the differences between 

both the participating groups. It ends with a summary of key findings/ results. 

Chapter 6 

Discussion chapter elaborates the results obtained from both the research questions. 

It highlights the findings obtained in  Chapter 4 and 5. This chapter tries to critically evaluate 

the findings obtained by comparing it with other studies in a closer area, as reviewed earlier 

in the literature review chapter to see where the current findings set in the existing literature. 

It discusses the revision behaviour of the more and less successful writers e.g., their focus of 

attention when they make revisions . This chapter also highlights the probable reasons for the 

findings and how these findings have implications in various fields, such as teaching. 

Chapter 7 
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Conclusion chapter highlights the limitations of the study, followed by the summary 

of the main results/ the key findings of both the research questions under investigation in this 

study. The contribution of the current study, as well as implications, are also explained. It 

ends with describing the areas for further research. 
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CHAPTER 2 LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Introduction 

Writing is a set of complex cognitive processes and revision is one of the key processes 

along with others, such as planning, translation or execution (Hayes & Flower, 1980; Roca de 

Larios, Manchon, & Murphy, 2006; Xu, 2017; 2018). The use of computer in writing may affect 

the part played by the revision in the writing processes, such as revision (Kim, Bowles, Yan &  

Chung., 2018; Lee, 2002; Owston, Murphy, & Widerman, 1992; Xu, 2018). By using computers 

as a writing tool, writers can produce a clean text even if they revise anywhere, any time 

during writing (Xu, 2018). Revisions can be tracked with the help of some programs, such as 

keystroke logging (Xu, 2018). More successful and less successful writers' revisions when 

writing on computers may give us new insights (Barkaoui, 2016; Ganem-Gutierrez & Gilmore, 

2018; Xu, 2018) and invites new research, particularly of less explored contexts. This research 

has the potential to provide insights into L2 writers' handling of the revisions in a computer-

based writing mode (Xu, 2018). This chapter reviews the relevant literature, and it is divided 

into ten sections. Following this introduction, Section 2.2 reviews the definitions present in 

the literature and how it is defined in the current study. Section 2.3 elaborates the role of 

revision in writing studies focusing on the process models highlighting the important features 

as described by various researchers, such as that revisions occur at multiple levels, revision is 

a problem-solving activity, the cognitive cost of revision processes and the effects on the 

revision of the computer use. Section 2.4 explains the revision taxonomies pointing out the 

strengths and limitations of each taxonomy. Section 2.5 explains the differences between the 

revisions of skilled and less-skilled L1 writers as found in the literature, focusing particularly 

on diagnosing the global vs local, the overall revision strategy and the type and the number 
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of revisions. Section 2.6 discusses the revision of skilled vs less skilled L2 writers. Section 2.7 

focuses on the methods used to investigate revisions in L1 and L2. The use of keystroke 

logging to investigate revision is discussed in section 2.8. Section 2.9 discusses  revision in test 

and non-test conditions. The last section deals with the research questions.   

2.2 Defining revision in writing 

Aristotle called revisions as alterations in the text which were limited to sentence-level 

improvements that are just like today's editing, i.e., the text improvement without creating 

the new text (Fitzgerald, 1987). The revision was considered an activity in a composition which 

was used to correct errors (Lyman, 1929 as cited in Fitzgerald 1987). Murray (1978) re-named 

the three traditional writing stages (i.e., pre-writing, writing and post-writing) as prevision, 

vision and revision. This renaming highlighted the vital role of revision in writing. It was after 

Murray (1978) that researchers focused on revision as an essential research area and made 

significant efforts to define and describe it. 

For a long time, a difference of opinion exists among researchers on how to define 

revision. Fitzgerald (1987) stated that a detailed definition of revision does not exist in the 

writing literature. It seems that various definitions found in the literature are based on 

researchers' understanding and views about revision as they defined it by describing some of 

its aspects. For example, Murray (1978, p.87) explained revision as "what the writer does after 

a draft is completed to understand and communicate what has begun to appear on the page". 

Some researchers consider revision as "any evaluation and change made at any point in the 

writing process" (Piolat, 1997, p.189) or some researchers consider it as "seeing again" (Reid, 

1993, p.233). Researchers defined and explained revision from the angles they investigated 

it, such as the revision of concept related content or revision related to linguistic form 
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(Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987; Whalen & Ménard, 1995) or as clean up changes or structural 

changes (Stallard, 1974) dividing (coding) revisions into categories ranging from cosmetic 

revisions to informational and organisational revisions. Bridwell (1980) focused revisions as 

they appear on various stages of writing, such as in-process revisions when writing the first 

draft, between-draft revisions and in-process revisions while writing the last draft. Popular 

revision taxonomies are also presented by the researchers, such as Faigley and Witte's (1981) 

taxonomy which focused on revisions related to the semantic structure of the text; they also 

distinguished some revision characteristics, for example, surface and meaning related 

revisions, microstructure and macrostructure features. Also, six types of operations (including 

addition or deletion ) and six linguistic levels (for example, graphics or lexical changes) were 

focused on. Some scholars used the term 'revision' for the cognitive processes, while the term 

'transformations' is used for the actual changes (Allal, 2004). It may be a process to evaluate 

the already written text while the evaluation of plans and sentences during drafting were the 

part of planning and formulation (Rijlaarsdam, Couzijn and Van den Bergh, 2004).  

Technically, revision is evaluation or change at "any point in the writing process" 

(Piolat, 1997, p.189). MacArthur (2012, p.462) called revision as the "changes or consideration 

of changes at any point in the composing process to text or plans". Field (2004, p.330) 

highlights that "revising is a feedback process which can impact upon any of the previous 

stages, causing the writer to revise a macro-plan, to reword translated text or to correct an 

error of execution". Thus, revision is linked with other processes, such as planning and 

translation and to do a revision, a writer is simultaneously reading, evaluating and deciding 

about the unsatisfactory text aspects. These definitions also highlight that researchers define 

revision depending on the aspects they found necessary.  
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A common feature of almost all these definitions is evaluation and the choice of 

alternatives as a result of the evaluation. Thus, the term revision as used in this study is 

defined as a process of evaluation and as a result making appropriate changes which are 

meant either to fix the mistakes or to improve the quality of the text (see examples of changes 

as they appeared in the current data in Chapter 4). 

Researchers have different views on whether the term revision refers to the product 

or process. The term product refers to what actual changes have been made, and the term 

process refers to what goes through the minds of the writers to make a change (Fitzgerald, 

1987). However, Sommers (1980) suggested that revision is both a product and a process, or 

in simple words, revision means aligning writing with writers' intentions. Using a similar 

approach which caters both product and process approach, Beach's (1984 as cited in 

Fitzgerald 1987) model focused on the problem-solving nature of revision and Bridwell's 

(1980) model of revision suggested that it is a mixture of both processes and actual changes 

brought into the text. In later models and revision taxonomies, particularly in computer-based 

studies, researchers (e.g. Stevenson et al., 2006) combined both product and process 

approaches and investigated the actual changes made to the text and using think-aloud 

protocols investigated the process. Following previous studies, the current study also uses 

both product as well as process approach because it is helpful in understanding revision 

phenomenon thoroughly though it is somewhat different as it does not aim to focus on the 

revision sub-processes exclusively using verbal protocols. Instead, it will probe the revision 

purposes, i.e., what causes writers to revise. The current study takes external revisions as an 

opportunity to explore the purposes of revision by showing them as a stimulus to the writers 

(see details of the method in section 2.7). 
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2.3 The Role of revision in writing studies 

The role of revision has been investigated in various writing studies. This section discusses 

its role as discussed in various process models. 

2.3.1 Revision in process models of writing 

Writing process models represent revision as a fundamental process (Chenoweth & 

Hayes, 2001; Hayes, 1996; Horning & Becker, 2006; Kellogg, 1994, 1996). It is a complex 

activity involving various sub-processes, such as reading or evaluation (Alamargot & 

Chanquoy, 2001; Broekkamp & van den Bergh, 1996; Chanquoy, 2001, 2009; Hayes, 1996; 

Stevenson et al., 2006). Various researchers identify different sub-processes or components 

of revision. For example, Hayes, Flower, Schriver, Stratman, & Carey (1987) suggested that 

revision may be a blend of four basic processes including task definition, evaluation, strategy 

selection, and text modification.  

Hayes (1996) found that revision is a combination of critical reading, evaluation and 

production of text following the task schema. Chenoweth and Hayes (2001) stated that 

revision is one of the four internal processing components including the proposer, the 

translator, the transcriber and the reviser. Their roles are the same as their names suggest, 

i.e., the proposer produces and arranges ideas, the translator changes the ideas into 

language, the transcriber writes this idea, and the reviser evaluates the text and if he finds 

some problem in the text which has been written (transcribed) or even not written yet, he 

makes the changes (Chenoweth & Hayes, 2001). Kellogg (1996) represented writing as an 

interactive process involving three sub-processes, namely formulation, execution, and 

monitoring.  

http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/modl.12316/full#modl12316-bib-0002
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/modl.12316/full#modl12316-bib-0009
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/modl.12316/full#modl12316-bib-0011
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/modl.12316/full#modl12316-bib-0012
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/modl.12316/full#modl12316-bib-0023
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/modl.12316/full#modl12316-bib-0049
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In almost all the studies mentioned above, evaluation is the fundamental step in 

revision as evaluation highlights the gap between the planned and the written text and 

writers often revise to bridge this gap (Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1987). Writers make a 

comparison between their intentions and the output and a mismatch between the intention 

and the output initiates the feedback; thus, revision is analogous to evaluation which detects 

problems in the text (Kellogg, 1996).  The studies mentioned above contributed to the 

development of the revision process model. Nonetheless, they mainly focused on the native 

language users' revision process in their first language (L1) writing. Limited evidence is found 

about the revision purposes of native Urdu writers in English second language (L2).  

The aims of the studies as mentioned above were different from the aims of the 

current study, for example, Chenoweth and Hayes (2001) aimed to investigate the fluency of 

revisions using think-aloud protocols or Hayes et al., (1987) conducted the study with a 

primary focus on presenting a new revision process model after the earlier Flower and Hayes 

(1981) process model of composing which (i.e., Flower & Hayes, 1981) described that writing 

processes are composed of three sub-processes including planning, translating and reviewing. 

The current study aims to investigate the revision patterns and purposes. 

2.3.2 Revisions at multiple levels 

  In theory, writers can revise ideas, organisational plans, writing goals and sentences 

heard as inner speech (pre-text) before execution (Kellogg, 1996). Also, a revision may occur 

after the text production, when a writer reads his own sentence or paragraph already written, 

and he finds some mistake or want to improve its quality. Thus, alteration or revision of text 

can take place internally or externally any time during or after text writing (Deane et al., 2008; 

Field, 2004; Fitzgerald, 1987; Kellogg, 1994, 1996; Levy & Ransdell, 1995). The text may be 
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written on paper or the computer. Internal revisions refer to the changes done inside the 

writers' mind while external changes mean the revisions visible on the paper or on the 

computer screen (Alamargot & Chanquoy, 2001; Broekkamp & van den Bergh, 1996; 

Chanquoy, 2001, 2009; Hayes, 1996; Stevenson et al., 2006). As revising can be done at 

multiple levels, it may be possible that a large amount of cognitive effort used at one level of 

revising limit the cognitive resources available to revise at other levels (Chenoweth & Hayes, 

2001; Schoonen, Van Gelderen, Glopper, Hulstijn, Simis, Snellings, & Stevenson, 2003; 

Whalen & Ménard, 1995). For example, if a novice or less skilled writer is revising spellings 

and grammar, he may have limited resources to revise at higher levels, such as ideas or 

informational content. Idea or meaning-affecting revisions are often done to modify the 

informational content of the text when required, such as by introducing a new idea or 

information or even by deleting some old information whereas language or surface changes 

can be done to errors in spelling, grammar and punctuation or the linguistic expression can 

be rephrased without changing idea or informational content (Matsuhashi & Gordon, 1985).  

Scardamalia and Bereiter (1986, p.783) suggested that "It makes little psychological 

sense to treat changing a sentence after it is written down as a different process from 

changing it before it is written." Another approach takes revision as something which is 

rooted in other writing subprocesses, for example, planning or translating; this view helped 

in expanding the value of revision by promoting the notion that revision means much more 

than editing or making lower-level minor changes (Kintsch & van Dijk, 1978; van Dijk, 1980; 

Worden, 2009). A third view of revision is looking at the process of revision exclusively, i.e. 

what takes place in the mind of a writer when revision occurs. Of these various approaches, 

limited research is conducted to find what is the purpose of revision in the mind of a writer 

http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/modl.12316/full#modl12316-bib-0002
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/modl.12316/full#modl12316-bib-0009
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/modl.12316/full#modl12316-bib-0011
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/modl.12316/full#modl12316-bib-0012
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/modl.12316/full#modl12316-bib-0023
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/modl.12316/full#modl12316-bib-0049
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when revision happens. The current study investigates the purposes of revision, that is, why 

writers revise a text or what compels them to change the text. 

2.3.3 Revision as a problem-solving activity 

Writers detect the problems as they compare their developing text with their 

intended/planned vision of text. They do so by reading their developing text. The identified 

problems may be local or global. After they diagnose a problem, they want to solve it using 

the available alternatives (Williams, 2004). This is a problem-solving view of revision which 

has been highlighted by the researchers (Flower & Hayes, 1981; Kellogg, 1994; Roca de Larios 

et al., 2001).  

Writers' awareness of disagreement between goals and the text in progress lead them 

to revise (Della-Piana, 1978; Flower & Hayes, 1981; Perl, 1980; Sommers, 1980). Writers 

identify the discrepancies and determine which revisions can be made or are needed i.e., 

which alternatives can be used to resolve the problem between the intended and instantiated 

text (Fitzgerald, 1987; Miller, Lindgren & Sullivan, 2008). The intended text refers to the text 

in writer's mind before writing, while instantiated text refers to the text in progress 

(Fitzgerald, 1987). However, the identification of discrepancies requires writers to know what 

constitutes good writing. The writer needs to remember the characteristics of good writing, 

the ability to recall and be careful of those characteristics while writing and also the ability to 

write and then read them from a reader's perspective (Abas & Aziz, 2016; Bartlett, 1982). To 

achieve the characteristics of good writing may be a revision purpose of writers which needs 

to be investigated. An understanding of writers' revision purposes may reveal the problems 

they face and also the causes of their revision.  
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2.3.4 The cognitive cost of revision processes 

Processes have a cognitive cost, but this cost may vary depending on the writers' 

expertise (Fayol, 1999). Some processes are more automatic than others (Fayol, 1999). For 

example, skilled writers' spellings/grammar is highly automatic, perhaps due to more 

experience of language and hence take less cognitive effort to write. The Kellogg (1996) model 

of writing explained that writing production comes from a single and limited pool of 

attentional resources (i.e., they have limited working memory) and in this pool, various 

cognitive processes work. When a writer uses one cognitive resource, some other processes 

will suspend to work. As text production needs to use working memory which has a limited 

capacity, the increased cognitive effort given to one component is meant to decrease the 

remaining resources available for other components (Deane, Odendahl, Quinlan, Fowles, 

Welsh & Bivens-Tatum, 2008). hence, if a writer focuses more on language accuracy, he would 

be left with a limited cognitive effort to focus on the meaning/ideas. 

2.3.5 Effects of computer use on revision 

As computer-based writing is on the rise, researchers have investigated various 

aspects of revisions in the computer-based writing mode. For example, some earlier studies 

found that, writers often move from lower to higher linguistic units for revision, such as from 

words and phrases to sentences and paragraphs (Bridwell, Sire & Brooke, 1985). Bridwell et 

al., (1985) also confirmed that computer-based writing plays an important part in writing 

processes and also encourages writers to address and pay more attention to bigger rhetoric 

and text problems when they see their writing being refined in the computer process 

environment. Lutz (1987) showed that in the computer-based mode of writing, even skilled 

or experienced writers often take more time to produce texts as they make many revisions, 
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no matter their revision is minor, (i.e., a surface-level revision). Skilled writers are expected 

to undertake revisions which are likely to affect informational or idea related content whereas 

less skilled writers are expected to undertake revisions related to rule-governed aspects, such 

as spellings or grammar (Barkaoui, 2016). 

Computer-based writing mode not only impacts the adult writers but also influences 

young L1 writers' processes, such as revision because word processors provide an interactive 

environment for revision and writers can freely move back and forth to revise in the previous 

text or at the point of inscription (Owston et al., 1992). Writers can even bring structural 

changes to their work (Owston et al., 1992). Some other studies-earlier and latest (e.g., 

Daiute, 1985, 1986; Jin & Yan, 2017; MacArthur, 1988; Xu, 2018) found that the facilities 

available to writers in computer-based mode help in reducing physical and psychological 

constraints and as a result, help revisions. Flexibility, neat work presentation and change of 

physical process to compose text (i.e., replacing handwriting text with the typed text) are 

some of the key features of computer-based writing text (Daiute, 1985, 1986; Jin & Yan, 2017; 

MacArthur, 1988; Xu, 2018) which are possible due to the flexibility in the computer.  

Some earlier studies also focused on the quantity of revisions in computer-based 

writing mode. For example, Kurth (1987) investigated whether high school students using 

word processors would do more revisions than those writing without it, i.e. writing with pen 

and paper. In a later study, Russell and Haney (1997) also supported  this finding of some 

other studies (e.g. Kurth, 1987; Joram et al., 1992; Wolfe, Bolton, Feltovich, and Welch, 1993; 

Powers, Fowles, Farnum, and Ramsey, 1994) that computer-based mode encourages more 

revisions. They conducted a textual analysis of Ll sixth, seventh, and year eight writers' essays 

by calculating the average number of characters, words and paragraphs in a computer and a 
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paper-and-pencil based group. The results indicated that students who used the computer-

based mode wrote almost twice in terms of characters, words and paragraphs than the ones 

written in pen and paper-based mode.  

There are contradictory views found regarding the text quality, e.g., Collier's (1983) 

case study of four college writers indicated that the use of computers enhanced the number 

of revisions but did not lead to the enhanced quality of the written products. Hawisher (1987) 

study again confirmed that there was no positive relationship between extensive revision and 

quality. Joram, Woodruff, Bryson and Lindsay (1992) also reported that the papers produced 

in the computer-based writing mode were not of as higher in quality as the papers written on 

paper with a pen. But in a later study, Chambers (2008) found results opposite to some earier 

studies mentioned above (i.e., Collier, 1983; Hawisher, 1987; Joram et al., 992) that 

computer-based writing mode provided her participants a better opportunity to revise and 

show a higher level of lexical variation, but the sentences and paragraphs included were fewer 

than those written on the paper. Similarly, Jin and Yan (2017) found that essays written in 

computer-based writing mode had fewer language errors perhaps because students could 

revise the text using computer features supporting revisions (e.g., cut, copy, paste etc).These 

results further confirmed the view that computer-based writing mode promotes fluent 

writing which may lead to frequent revisions.It might be because with the development of 

computer-based writing as well as writers’ increased familiarity with this writing mode, these 

findings did not stay the same, i.e., there might be the changes in the way they were found in 

earlier studies (Brunfaut et al., 2018). Barkaoui and Knouzi (2018) also highlighted that there 

might be variations in the findings across various linguistic contexts, tasks, writers' 

characteristics or procedures; thus, researchers should carefully develop computer-based 

studies. 
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2.4 The revision taxonomies 

Since revision received attention as an important cognitive process, writers have 

focused on the distribution of various types of revision and analysis frameworks (Faigley & 

Witte, 1981). Sommers (1980) divided the revisions of skilled and less skilled writers based on 

the length of their changes as well as the type of operations, such as delete, addition, 

substitution and rearrangement. Later, Faigley and Witte (1981) presented a revision 

taxonomy intending to develop a robust and straightforward analysis method to analyse the 

effect of revision changes on meaning. This taxonomy was formulated after getting evidence 

from English L1 writers. 

 

Table 2. 1 Faigley and Witte's (1981) revision taxonomy 

 

Revision Changes 

Surface Changes Text-Based Changes 

Formal Changes 
Meaning-Preserving 

Changes 

Microstructure 

Changes 

Macrostructure 

Changes 

Spelling Additions Additions Additions 

Tense, Number, 

and Modality 
Deletions Deletions Deletions 

Abbreviation Substitutions Substitutions Substitutions 

Punctuation Permutations Permutations Permutations 

Format Distributions Distributions Distributions 

 Consolidations Consolidations Consolidations 
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This taxonomy divided revisions into the surface and text-based changes (see Table 2.1). 

Surface changes were further divided into the categories of formal changes and meaning 

preserving changes. Text-based changes were divided into microstructure changes and 

macrostructure changes. Table 1 reflects the sub-categories of meaning-preserving changes 

(i.e., additions, deletions, substitutions, permutations, distributions and consolidations). The 

same sub-categories can be seen under mico and macrostructure changes. This taxonomy 

was of great value in the study of revisions in writing because it was an effort to distribute 

revisions as per their function or as they appear in the text. However, repeated overlapping 

of the sub-categories was a problem which needed a solution. Faigley and Witte (1981, p. 

412) acknowledged the "multi-dimensional nature" of revisions and expressed the 

importance of understanding it to teach revisions as a rhetorical concern and make less skilled 

writers realise that revising does not mean error correction, but much more than that. 

Stevenson et al. further investigated Faigley and Witte's (1981) idea of a multi-

dimensional revision taxonomy (2006). They also presented a multi-dimensional revision 

taxonomy which was related to foreign language but was also relevant for L1 (see Table 2.2). 

In this taxonomy, the revisions were divided into four key dimensions, including orientation, 

domain, location and action. 
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Table 2. 2 Stevenson et al., (2006) taxonomy 

 

Multi-dimensional revision taxonomy 

Dimensions Main Categories 

1- Orientation Content, Language, Typing 

2- Domain 
Clause & above; Below-Clause; Below-

word 

3- Location 
Pre-text, Point of inscription, Previous 

text 

4- Action Addition, Deletion, Substitution; Other 

 

Orientation refers to whether revisions are oriented towards content (concept), lan-

guage or typing related. As characterised by Stevenson et al., (2006), content revisions mainly 

affect the meaning (i.e., the informational content) whereas language revisions are related to 

the accuracy of language. Typing errors take place when a writer hits the wrong key on the 

keyboard by mistake, but he knows how to spell a word correctly (Kollberg, 1998).  

This taxonomy also viewed revisions in terms of Domain. Domain included changes 

made at clause and above level, below-clause level and below word level. This taxonomy also 

divided revisions in terms of Action. The action was viewed as a mechanical operation which 

a writer carries out to bring changes in the document. Stevenson et al., (2006) taxonomy sug-

gested the operations, such as addition or deletion of text, the substitution of a word or sen-

tence, changing the order of words or any similar operation as mechanical actions.  

Stevenson et al., (2006) also viewed revisions in terms of Location. Location refers to 

the fact that revision may take place at any point in the text, such as at the Point of inscription 
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which is the current end of the text being produced or in the Previous text which is the text 

already transcribed (see Fitzgerald, 1987; Witte, 1985). Pre-textual revisions refer to the 

changes made to mentally prepared formulations which are not transcribed in the text. Pre-

textual revisions may affect the language or may also affect the conceptual content of the 

formulation (Murray, 1978). 

This study (Stevenson et al., 2006) viewed revisions as occurring at and above clause 

level or below-clause level and below-word level, but considering linguistic revision as 

occurring at various levels from smaller linguistic units to higher/bigger linguistic units, such 

as from letter to paragraph levels may give a more thorough picture. Similarly, it is meaningful 

to identify the patterns of revisions for L2 writers in terms of action, orientation and location. 

Thus, the current study aims to explore the revision patterns using all the four dimensions 

mentioned by Stevenson et al., (2006).  

Another revision taxonomy known as the LS taxonomy, presented by Lindgren and 

Sullivan (2006) was related to L2 writers but it was also relevant to L1 writers. It also classified 

revisions in terms of their positions in the writing process and according to their effect on the 

text which is being composed. LS taxonomy categorised revisions in terms of pre-contextual 

and contextual revisions. Pre-contextual revisions refer to the changes made "before an 

externalised context is completed or contextual that is those revisions made within a 

completed externalised context" (p.159). Both pre-contextual and contextual revisions are 

further divided into the form or conceptual revisions which depend on the revision's effect 

on the text composed until then and/or the participants' reflections and explanations. In 

several ways, LS taxonomy resembles Chanquoy (2001) and Stevenson et al., (2006), but it 

differs in that revisions are first divided in terms of their location and then according to their 

effect on the composed text. Form was more focused in LS taxonomy whereas, the current 
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study focuses more on concept revisions (meaning/idea related revisions). This study intends 

to explore the revision patterns of writers in which form vs concept revisions are limited only 

to investigate Urdu writers' focus of attention when they write in L2. In the current study, 

form is only limited to spelling/typing, grammar and lexis. 

LS taxonomy suggested that form revisions are less challenging than concept revisions 

(Lindgren & Sullivan, 2006) if writers are fluent in the language. If writers compose a text in 

another language, e.g., in a foreign language (FL) or second language (L2), they may be less 

fluent in grammar and punctuation rules; thus, in that case, even form revisions such as 

grammar or typing may be challenging for them. The LS taxonomy suggested that revisions 

may have several functions and can represent low-level processes (e.g., spelling or typing 

corrections) as well as the high-level processes (e.g., reading and evaluation of the already 

written text).  

Both Lindren and Sullivan (2006) and Stevenson et al., (2006) studies presented their 

taxonomies comparing young writers when writing in their L1 and the foreign language. Both 

the taxonomies used keystroke logging program to record the whole writing event so that 

they could access revisions later. Stevenson et al., (2006) and Lindgren and Sullivan (2006) 

helped in establishing a more detailed route to explore the revision behaviour of writers 

comparing L1 revisions with EFL. These taxonomies can be used to identify the revision 

behaviour of L2 writers. Though meaning or idea related changes were not the main focus of 

Stevenson et al., (2006) and Lindgren and Sullivan (2006) (i.e., these taxonomies focused on 

form more than concept), but they can be used to identify both form and the meaning/idea 

related revisions. The current study will use these taxonomies to identify the revision patterns 

of Urdu writers when they write in English L2.  
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The use of a multi-dimensional revision taxonomy helped in giving a detailed account 

of revisions in four dimensions including orientation, action, location and domain. The 

participating writers in both these taxonomies (i.e., Stevenson et al., 2006; Lindgren & 

Sullivan, 2006) were young school children, and they had limited writing experience. There is 

a possibility that in their limited writing experience, they did not learn how to focus on 

meaning or ideas in the composition, and how to bring changes. Thus, they could not make 

many high-level revisions. In the context of a study with adult L2 writers, it is likely that less 

successful writers are also less able to make several higher level revisions in L2 because they 

also might have limited linguistic resources in L2. However, this needs to be further 

investigated.  

2.5 Differences between the revisions of skilled and less skilled L1 writers  

A large body of the literature suggested that revision is an important part of writing 

which differentiates between skilled or less skilled writers (e.g., Barkaoui, 2016; Cresswell, 

2000; MacArthur, 2012; Raimes, 2001; Sengupta, 2000; Chen & Zhang, 2019). As just 

mentioned that less successful writers are more frequently able to identify surface level text 

problems, their revisions occur at smaller linguistic levels, e.g., they revise at letter or word 

level. They are more focused on text production instead of taking into account the goals and 

rhetorical needs of the text. On the contrary, skilled writers focus more on larger chunks of 

texts, such as sentence or paragraph (Breetvelt et al., 1994). It is so because less skilled writers 

usually do not have access to the resources and experience necessary to revise at a higher 

level (Myhill & Jones, 2007); they allocate their cognitive resources to other low-level tasks, 

such as spelling and typing, leaving little resources for higher-level tasks. On the contrary, 

skilled writers' systems regarding surface features are more automatic and require less 



32 
 

attention than less skilled writers; hence, they revise larger chunks in the text (Breetvelt Van 

den Bergh & Rijlaarsdam, 1994), such as clause, sentence or paragraph. It may be that the 

linguistic level of revisions is different between more and less successful Urdu writers. 

However, this aspect needs attention and there is a need to get evidence about Urdu writers' 

levels of revision.    

2.5.1 Diagnosing a problem: global vs local 

Skilled and less-skilled writers differ in identifying the text problems (Breetvelt, van 

den Bergh & Rijlaarsdam, 1994). The ability to detect or diagnose a problem depends on the 

writer’s expertise and the nature of the problem, e.g., style or spelling problems (Hayes et al., 

1987). Evidence from literature suggested that successful or skilled writers are aware of the 

global text content, such as text , reader, content and coherence, i.e., skilled writers diagnose 

problems in the text which affect the textual meaning as a whole. Their revisions reflect this 

awareness as they frequently address the overall information content or text organisation for 

making their arguments more explicit by making changes (Fitzgerald, 1987; Flower et al., 

1986). Thus, skilled writers' revisions generally apply to paragraphs or larger sections of the 

text (Breetvelt et al., 1994). Very commonly, their revisions are more related to text 

improvement. 

Unlike skilled writers, novice or less skilled writers' revisions reflect the local text 

content, such as low level and rule-governed changes and their revisions are mostly error 

corrections, e.g. spelling/typing, grammar or syntax error corrections (Fitzgerald, 1987; 

Flower et al., 1986). Less skilled or novice writers “pay less attention to the higher level 

operations” (Field, 2004, p.331), such as planning/monitoring of the text. Following the earlier 

studies and views of the researchers mentioned above (e.g., Hayes et al., 1987; Field, 2004; 
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Fitzgerald, 1987; Flower et al., 1986), it is likely that less successful Urdu writers are also less 

frequent in handling higher level revisions than more successful Urdu writers in English L2, 

e.g., content or idea related revisions. Nevertheless, this aspect needs research as it is a less 

explored area in the case of Urdu linguistic group. 

2.5.2 Handling the revision process 

Since revision is considered a problem-solving activity (Fitzgerald, 1987; Flower, 1993), 

it is often used to correct inadequacies in the text. Skilled writers are more proficient in 

handling a problem than less-skilled writers (Hayes et al., 1987). However, revision sometimes 

goes beyond error correction (Myhill & Jones, 2007) as skilled/ expert writers revise to 

develop the text, and their revisions are more widely distributed throughout the entire 

writing process.  

Earlier researchers, such as Hayes et al., (1987) highlighted that both skilled and less-

skilled writers consider task definition and evaluation when writing and it leads them to think 

about goals, criteria and difficulties about their text and plans. It also determines their way to 

compose text and the type of revisions they do. However, skilled writers' processes, such as 

the task definition or goals setting, are more organised and elaborated than less skilled writers 

because they are more experienced in handling them. They can generally read to evaluate 

the already written text using their better language skills (Hayes et al., 1987). Differences in 

the task definition may contribute notably to the differences between skilled and less-skilled 

writers. An important aspect of this difference in task definition is that skilled writers "see 

revisions as a whole-text task" (Hayes et al., 1987, p.233) while less skilled writers see it at 

the sentence level. Hayes et al., (1987) highlighted that skilled writers' better handling of 
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processes than less skilled writers is not because some of their skills are better than less skilled 

writers, but it may be because their task definition is better.  

In general, less-skilled writers do not spend much time in making detailed plans before 

writing, and when challenged with the need for revision, they consider any rewriting as a 

negative aspect (e.g. Barkaoui, 2016; Butterfield, Hacker, & Albertson, 1996; Fitzgerald, 

1987). This negative attitude toward correction or revision in their text often lead them to 

focus on surface errors only; if they do global revisions, they are usually less effective than 

their original text (Horning & Becker, 2006). One reason might be that they are not clear about 

the revision goals. In contrast, skilled writers have been shown to take revision as an 

opportunity for discovery and an opportunity to reflect and clarify their thinking to improve 

their text, so they write and rewrite to incorporate revisions wherever needed (Calkins, 1991; 

Corden, 2002; Dix, 2002, 2006; Fitzgerald, 1987, 1988; Graves, 1975, 1979, 1983; Murray, 

1982). However, in some education contexts writers seldom revise, even if they revise, they 

do it for proofreading (Flower et al., 1986; Dix, 2006). The research (e.g., Flockton & Crooks, 

1999) reported that even when writers were given time for planning, writing and rewriting a 

text over three consecutive days, and also they were given specific instructions to check their 

writing to make improvements, they found that little revision was done than expected, except 

for punctuation. Porte (1996) highlighted that writers' beliefs play a vital role in the type of 

revisions. Porte's writers reported believing that the most important thing for their intended 

reader/ rater was the textual accuracy. Thus, they focused more on form revisions.  

Huang (2015) posits that revision purposes or goals decide the type of revision, so, to 

understand writers' purposes of revision is important. As revision involves evaluation of the 

text (Flower & Hayes, 1981; Flower et al., 1986), during evaluation writers set their goals and 

http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/modl.12316/full#modl12316-bib-0010
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these goals sometimes keep changing if their intended plan changes (Stiggins, 2005). Thus, to 

understand the revision purpose is crucial as it will inform us why do writers revise. The 

investigation of revision purposes may be possible using verbal protocols. Learners should 

focus on developing goals as well as to plan how to achieve these goals (Chappuis & Stiggins, 

2002); these goals may be the purpose of their revision. Despite important insights regarding 

the revision strategies of writers, limited evidence is found for how writers arrive at a specific 

text and what concrete problems they face while composing (Eklundh & Kollberg, 2003). 

Research within cognitive tradition has focused on the processes/sub-processes employed by 

writers to revise while it has less investigated with what purposes writers revise a text.  

Eklundh and Kollberg (2003) viewed the text as an object of the writer's concern, 

where he sets and amends his goals to address the problems related to text production. The 

text development in a writing session can be seen in a computer-based study where it is 

possible to record the whole writing session which will also record revisions using keystroke 

logging program. The recorded session helps to locate and identify which revisions occur at 

which place in the text. By looking at the revisions in their context (i.e., with their surrounding 

text), writers' text problems can be seen. Thus, there is a possibility to interpret these 

problems as writers' concerns and purposes of revision.  

The location of revision within the text has been given an important place in 

determining the writers' focus of attention, e.g., Barkaoui (2016) found that most revisions 

occurred at the point of inscription (he called them pre-contextual revisions). Stevenson et 

al., (2006) also found more revisions at the point of inscription. Point of inscription as a main 

location of revisions in these studies indicated that writers' focus was on formulating the text 

at the current sentence level instead of considering the overall text planning and revision 
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(Stevenson et al., 2006; Whalen & Ménard, 1995). This pattern suggested that perhaps writers 

were more inclined to formulate and type the text simultaneously, instead of planning their 

texts before typing. However, a further investigation which exclusively focuses on writers' 

revision purposes is needed. The current study also aims to investigate the revision purposes 

of L2 writers. 

Williams (2004) described that revision is a goal-oriented as well as a problem-solving 

process. She recommends three linear stages of revision including, (i) 

detection/evaluation/comparison (ii) diagnosis/identification (iii) operation / execution / 

correction. Writers need two types of abilities, such as they should evaluate the quality of 

their composition and identify the areas which require improvement. At this point, when 

writers acknowledge the possible problem, the desired improvement constitutes the purpose 

of revision. Writers from various linguistic groups may show different purposes of revision, 

but it needs empirical evidence. Skilled writers often take text creation as a recurring activity, 

and their revisions are generally global in scope (Hayes et al., 1987). However, the purpose of 

their revision is less explored. To execute their purpose, writers need to have access to the 

skills necessary to revise the text in which a problem is found. Since low and high performing 

writers' language skills are different, their purposes of revision are likely different.  

Writers approach high-level revision goals (meaning or idea related goals) in different 

ways. For example, Eklundh and Kollberg (2003) suggested that high-level revisions in a text 

often occur in the form of revision episodes. A revision episode refers to "a sequence of two 

or more revisions, which is preceded and followed by text production" (Eklundh & Kollberg, 

2003, p.872). Revision episodes present a detailed picture of the structure of writers' activities 

as a sequence of revision is often done to accomplish a high-level goal (Eklundh & Kollberg, 
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2003). In other words, revision episodes can help in understanding and directing what areas 

in the text were important for the writer's attention where he is occupied with making high-

level revisions or attending the concerns (Eklundh & Kollberg, 2003) and in doing so, he sets 

and re-sets his purposes. Eklundh and Kollberg's (2003) conducted revision episodes' analysis 

and focused on the text's discourse structure. They used ten student writers' revision 

episodes in a recorded writing session. However, their method had some limitations, such as 

identifying a revision goal looking at the changes in the discourse structure needs human 

interpretation which can bring subjectivity.  

Dix (2006) investigated the revision purposes of young school writers using interviews 

based on their written work, in the context of New Zealand. She reported that the complexity 

of revision process and writers' ability to review and revise is important as it helps writers to 

reflect and clarify their thought to improve the quality of the text (Calkins, 1991; Corden, 

2002; Dix, 2002; Fitzgerald, 1987, 1988; Graves, 1975, 1979, 1983; Murray, 1982). As part of 

her study, Dix (2006) explored why did writers revise and what was their purpose in revising. 

In her study, changes were divided into surface changes and text-based changes. Text-based 

changes were the changes which affected the meaning at the concept and whole-text level. 

Writers reported three main reasons for additional changes, i.e., ‘‘to add more description 

making it sound better’’, ‘‘to make the writing more precise’’ and ‘‘to add in more 

information’’ (Dix, 2006, p. 6 & 7). Writers gave two reasons for deleting the text, i.e. ‘‘it was 

unnecessary information’’ and ‘‘I changed my mind’’ (Dix, 2006, p. 7). The learners in Dix 

(2006) study were young school children writing in an L1 context. There is a need to 

investigate this area by recruiting adult writers. Moreover, it has a scope in an L2 context. 

Lindgren and Sullivan (2006, p.184) also highlighted that during the evolution or generation 

of text, its various aspects, such as form, content and discourse structure represent the 
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intention of the writer. Thus, in the process of making revisions, writers intentions or their 

purposes to revise are important. However, it is a  less researched area, particularly in the 

native Urdu context. This study aims to fill this gap by investigating the revision purposes of 

the native Urdu writers. 

2.5.3 Representing problems 

As skilled and less-skilled writers are different in handling the revision process, 

similarly, there are differences in their evaluation and problem representation. Using think-

aloud protocols to collect data, Hayes et al., (1987) discussed the earlier revision theories first, 

then described their model and finally their data on which this model is presented. This model 

is divided into two main sections. One, processes in which reviser is engaged including task 

definition, evaluation, goal setting and modify text or plan. Two, the categories of knowledge 

(including goals, criteria and constraints for text and plans, problem representation and 

procedures for improving text) that influence these processes. Throughout their discussion, 

Hayes et al., (1987) kept comparing novice writers (less skilled) with experts (skilled). They 

recruited fourteen writers in total; seven undergraduate students, three professional writer-

editors who frequently did revision but they did not have to diagnose and explain problems 

in the text and four experienced writing instructors who also had experience as editors. They 

distinguished between skilled and less skilled on the basis of their writing experience. They 

called undergraduate students as a novice while expert writers included professional editors 

and writing instructors. 

Though Hayes et al., (1987) study was a new conceptual elaboration of the cognitive 

processes involved in revision, yet it was not developed in relation to L2 writers. The current 

study is taking into account writers' actual test performance for dividing them into more and 

less successful writers. Hayes et al., (1987) model investigated processes based on think-aloud 
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protocols, and their research did not see the linguistic level (e.g., word, phrase, clause or 

sentence) at which writers revised, the action (e.g., delete, insert and substitution) to make 

the change, the location of revision in the text and the writers' revision orientation. Moreover, 

they did not compare the revision patterns or the purposes developed based on think-aloud 

protocols. Also, it was conducted in a paper-based writing mode. Thus, these are important 

gaps, and there is a need to conduct research focusing on various less explored L2 writing 

contexts. 

2.5.4 The overall revision strategy 

Galbraith & Torrance (2004) highlighted that major differences may not be due to the 

difference in writers' basic revising skills or to how they define revision; rather it may be due 

to the differences in their overall revising strategy. They (i.e., Galbraith & Torrance, 2004) 

discussed two approaches to writing, i) a planning approach and ii) an interactive approach. 

The role of revision is different in these two approaches. In the planning approach, as its name 

suggested, writers first plan about what to say, followed by how to express it effectively. The 

role of revision is continuous in this approach as writers keep on evaluating the text to see 

how far it satisfies the already set goals (i.e., the goals they set when they were planning). In 

case of any problem, they revise the text to achieve the set goals. In the interactive approach, 

writers produce an initial draft with their thoughts about the topic, and they do not need to 

focus on the rhetorical constraints. According to Galbraith and Torrance (2004), the role of 

revision is proactive, and writers can develop more ideas in subsequent drafts. They 

highlighted that the important point was not the difference in writers' revision definition, but 

their overall strategy to revise the text. In their view, the planned draft may essentially require 

less revision than the unplanned draft. Thus, the difference in the amount of revision between 
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novice and experienced writers may be to some extent, a result of the difference in the 

manner they produce the initial text drafts as well as their overall concept of text composing 

instead of only the difference in their basic revising skills. By using these two approaches, 

Galbraith and Torrance (2004. p.84) study importantly highlighted the flexibility of revision 

and explained that it "is not a fixed component of the writing process" instead its 

effectiveness depends on how it is carried out. Their study focused on the interactive 

approach by focusing on a multi-draft writing strategy. The drafts were mainly written on 

paper and provided useful insights about the revision patterns of writers, e.g., the patterns of 

idea generation in the preliminary draft phase.  

2.5.5 The type & number of revisions 

The amount of revision is of considerable importance. Skilled and less-skilled writers 

revise different kinds of changes with strikingly different frequencies. Typically, less skilled 

writers focus on convention and rule-governed features. Earlier studies (e.g., Flower et al., 

1986; Hayes et al., 1987) suggested that skilled writers revise more. However, all studies do 

not verify the same results, e.g., a report by the NAEP (National Assessment of Educational 

Progress) published in 1977 (as cited in Fitzgerald, 1987) suggested that generally, students 

do not revise and even if they revise, their text quality may worsen. In a later study, Breetvelt 

et al., (1994) study in which writing process was divided into three episodes found that there 

was a negative relationship in the revision frequency at the beginning as well as in the middle 

of the writing process while there was no relationship found in the last part of the writing 

process. However, this study was a study of L1 writing using think-aloud protocols, but it did 

not explore the purposes of writers' revisions.  
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Stevenson et al., (2006) explained that text quality and revision frequency are not 

necessarily related. Instead, revisions may indicate that a writer might have been successful 

in producing text and fewer revisions needed fewer changes in the text. Another reason for 

fewer revisions means that the writer was perhaps unable to detect the text problems or 

maybe he/ she could not succeed in bringing the solution to the text problems. The important 

aspect is whether or not revisions could improve the text quality. Stevenson et al., (2006) 

viewed that the revision frequency of the particular type of revisions is important.  

Van den Bergh, Rijlaarsdam, and Breetvelt (1994) explored that word-level changes 

were negatively related with the text quality, while revisions to a sentence or parts thereof 

were positively related with text quality and these relationships were consistently found 

throughout the writing process. Revisions of larger chunks of text may be considered higher 

level revisions. Stevenson et al., (2006) hypothesised that it is likely that there might be a 

positive association between higher level revisions and the text quality. Ganem-Gutierrez and 

Gilmore (2018) highlighted that the research about writing processes in L2 contexts is mostly 

built on the writing models developed within L1 writing context (e.g., Bereiter & Scardamalia, 

1987; Flower & Hayes, 1981; Hayes et al., 1987). It raises the need to conduct further research 

on various less explored L2 contexts. Thus, the current research focuses on Urdu writers 

revision behaviour when they address a test task in English L2. 

Faigley and Witte (1981) showed that less skilled writers' changes have little effect on 

the text's meaning and they made local revisions more than meaning related revisions (i.e., 

the frequency of local revisions were more than global revisions). Skilled writers are more 

likely to make meaning related revisions as they are believed to adopt a knowledge 

transformation unlike less skilled writers' knowledge telling (Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1987) 
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and their spelling/grammar are more automatic than less skilled writers. Scardamalia & 

Bereiter (1987) described knowledge telling as a relatively simple and straightforward process 

where writers follow content and text related needs to generate ideas they find suitable and 

write them. This process is repeatedly done until the text is judged to be complete. Knowledge 

telling model works well for less-skilled writers as it is reasonable for the knowledge that is 

well organized in the writer's mind. It simplifies the overall writing process and revision is kept 

to simple evaluation to check the appropriateness of text and surface revisions and writers 

write on memory. Hence, doing error corrections to maintain the text appropriateness. 

On the contrary, Scardamalia & Bereiter (1987) described knowledge transformation 

as a problem solving and goal-oriented activity in which writers come up with content and 

rhetorical problems, write the text, evaluate and revise it if needed. The knowledge 

transformation model is suitable for skilled writers as it provides writers with an opportunity 

to discover something new about the idea they already wrote; hence, making more 

meaning/idea related revisions. 

Though some earlier studies (e.g., Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1987; Butterfield, Hacker & 

Albertson, 1996; Fitzgerald, 1987) have examined the revision behaviours of skilled and less-

skilled writers and talked about the frequency of local and meaning related revisions, but they 

did not explore revision the patterns based on the frequency of various type of revisions. The 

earlier studies were developed in various linguistic backgrounds, mainly in the European 

languages' context, such as English, Dutch, French, Swedish. However, limited evidence is 

found about the revisions done by Urdu writers in English L2. Thus, the current study focuses 

on the revision patterns in which the number of various types of revisions is of considerable 

importance. 
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2.6 Skilled versus less-skilled L2 writers 

Writing in the first language (L1) or second language (L2) also affects revisions (van 

Weijen, 2008; Xu, 2018). Thorson (2000) highlighted that writers transfer their writing 

processes from L1 to L2. Lack of full proficiency in L2 or foreign language (FL) is likely to mean 

that writers put a greater amount of attention to the lower level processing in that language 

than their L1. It may restrict the amount of attention given to higher-level processes, such as 

generating ideas or content and manage its effective discourse (Chenoweth & Hayes, 2001; 

Schoonen et al., 2003; Whalen & Ménard, 1995).  

Research reveals that revising in L2 is even more effortful than revising in L1 (Kellogg, 

1994; Levy & Ransdell, 1995). L2 writers who spend greater attention to the lower level 

revision may have an inhibitory effect on revising at higher levels (Broekkamp & van den 

Bergh, 1996). This inhibitory effect may be reflected in the frequencies of different kinds of 

revisions, e.g. compared to L1 writing, in L2 a greater number of lower-level revisions (i.e. 

local surface revisions) might be accompanied by a smaller number of global content 

revisions. Also, a limited number of studies have compared the kinds of revisions made by L2 

writers with different proficiency levels. A small number of studies have compared the kinds 

of revisions made in L1 and FL writing and even smaller in L2. Some studies have limited 

themselves to viewing revisions in terms of a single dimension, e.g. Thorson (2000) examined 

online revisions in terms of location, i.e. how far the computer cursor moved to make the 

revisions. Broekkamp and van den Bergh (1996) examined the revisions that native Dutch 

students made in an experiment in which they were required to improve English L2 texts 

containing problems that were manipulated by the experimenters. Their study suggests that 

due to the participants' limited knowledge about the text and linguistic conventions in FL or 
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L2, less proficient FL writers may experience conflict between attention to various text-

related aspects when writing in FL or L2 and to produce texts having more linguistic problems. 

As the results suggested that there may be some degree of inhibition of pragmatic revising in 

FL, it is important to note that this study did not examine online revising processes and it was 

concerned only to the revisions made to the final version of texts written by some other 

people, not by the participants themselves. Evidence from earlier studies (e.g., Fitzgerald, 

1987) suggested that writers do a different type of revisions when they revise the text written 

by themselves than when they revise texts written by others. 

Roca de Larios et al. (2008) found that writing processes are distributed across the 

writing session and this distribution depends on writers' L2 proficiency. More proficient or 

skilled writers devote more time to planning, evaluation and revising their texts and less time 

in the formulation. Less skilled or low proficiency writers maintained the same pattern of time 

allocation throughout the writing process. High-proficiency students presented a more 

diversified time allocation to different processes at different writing stages in the writing 

session, such as more formulation in early stages and more revision in later stages. The 

current study mainly focuses on two revision locations in the text namely, point of inscription 

and previous text 

Literature suggests that writers make more revisions when composing in L2 than in 

their first language (e.g., Barkaoui, 2015; Chenoweth & Hayes, 2001; Silva, 1993; Thorson, 

2000). Skilled or high proficiency writers are more likely to revise large chunks as they are 

believed to adopt a knowledge transformation unlike less skilled or low proficiency writers' 

knowledge telling (Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1987). Scardamalia and Bereiter (1987) suggested 

that knowledge telling describes writing a relatively simple and straightforward process 

where writers follow content and text related needs to generate ideas they find suitable and 
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write them; this process is repeatedly done until the text is judged to be complete. Skilled 

writers are also careful for their audience (Graves, 1975; McNamara, 2013; Ransdell & Levy, 

1994; Zainuddin & Moore, 2003; Cho & Choi, 2018). On the contrary, less successful writers 

do not have a clear purpose of revising, and they are not careful of their audience (Graham, 

MacArthur, & Schwartz, 1995). 

In L2 writing, revision largely depends on the language proficiency of writers 

(Barkaoui, 2015; Chenoweth & Hayes, 2001; Roca de Larios et al., 2008; Roca de Larios et al., 

2001). According to the Scardamalia and Bereiter (1987) model, writers having different 

expertise levels may approach the writing tasks differently. Similarly, many studies suggest 

that writers having different proficiency levels in their L2 differ greatly in their L2 writing 

processes (Raimes, 1987; Roca de Larios et al., 2008; Roca de Larios, Murphy, & Manchón, 

1999; Sasaki, 2002; Whalen & Ménard, 1995). Raimes (1987) explored that high proficiency 

writers were more engaged in various processes, such as planning, rescanning, revision and 

editing as compared to the less proficient writers. Sasaki (2002) also found that L2 proficiency 

affects L2 writers' processes significantly. For example, more proficient L2 writers in her study 

spent more time planning before they started to write, and they did so to plan overall 

organisation in more detail, to write quicker and detailed, to evaluate their text by rereading 

and refining their expressions more often, as well as to pause to think less frequently after 

making their global plans as compared to the less proficient writers. 

Unlike proficient writers, less proficient writers make less detailed plans. They usually 

follow stop and plan a strategy when they write and complete one coherent text chunk which 

suggests that perhaps they used what next strategy. As their L2 writing proficiency increases, 
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writers make less local and more global planning and evaluation of their text which led them 

to revise more (Sasaki, 2002).  

More proficient writers are reported to devote more time in planning, evaluation and 

revision of their text as compared to text formulation (Roca de Larios et al., 2008). Moreover, 

the low proficiency writers showed the same patterns of time allocation throughout their 

writing while high proficiency writers showed a diversified time distribution to various 

processes at different stages of the writing session, for example, they showed more 

formulation in the early stages while more revisions in later stages. These findings reflect that 

with the increase in writers' language proficiency, their strategies to decide how much 

attentional resources should be allocated to which activity/process. Low L2 proficiency may 

lead writers to pay more attention to language aspects of the text which hinders attention to 

other high-level activities, such as generating new ideas or coherence (Broekkamp & van den 

Bergh, 1996; Chenoweth & Hayes, 2001; Whalen & Ménard, 1995). 

Fewer studies (e.g., Alamargot & Chanquoy, 2001; Stevenson et al., 2006) investigated 

the effects of L2 proficiency on L2 writing processes by exploring the relationship between 

the L2 writers' processes and the quality of their texts measured in terms of their scores 

obtained. Findings of these studies are mixed mainly because of two reasons, i.e., first, scores 

and writing processes are linked indirectly as writing processes affect text characteristics, and 

the text characteristics affect the scores obtained. Secondly, because the relationship 

between cognitive processes and text quality depends on when the process is used during the 

writing process (Breetvelt, van den Bergh, and Rijlaarsdam, 1994; Roca de Larios et al., 2008; 

Van Weijen, van den Bergh, Rijlaarsdam, & Sanders, 2008).  
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Teaching and learning of English is an important aspect of education in the native Urdu 

context as it is the official language along with Urdu. In schools, colleges and universities, 

English is taught as a compulsory subject until undergraduate level (B.A/ B.Sc) (Fareed & Khan, 

2015). Without passing compulsory English examination, learners cannot proceed from one 

academic level (year of study) to another. English language writing is one of the most 

demanding language skills for ESL Urdu writers because most academic examinations are 

writing based tests. Haider (2014) found that Urdu L2 writers often follow their L1 writing 

discourse which is very different from the English language in many respects and which 

requires extensive revisions to develop suitable English discourse. For example, the structure 

of Urdu paragraph is different as it supports long introductions at the beginning of an essay 

which may not be a nice way to engage the readers in English in the first instance. Urdu 

discourse accepts parallel ideas in a discussion while the English language may not approve 

of this style of writing. Urdu writing appreciates "ornamentation" (Haider, 2014, p.201) which 

is highly selective while the English language mainly focuses on functionality. As both 

languages operate in two different societies, the expectations of readers are different 

(Haider, 2014). Thus, due to many differences in the language discourse, structures and 

readers' expectations in Urdu and English writings, there is a possibility that Urdu writers are 

challenged when writing in English L2 and hence they need to make several global or text 

level revisions. However, to the researcher's knowledge, so far, there is no revision study 

conducted to explore the revision behaviour of native Urdu writers. A limited number of 

studies conducted in native Urdu context revealed that Urdu writers face many challenges in 

writing, such as limited grammar and punctuation, vocabulary, sentence structure and 

organising ideas logically and coherently (Farooq et al., 2012). A few studies (Fareed, Ashraf 

& Bilal, 2016; Farooq et al., 2012; Shahzadi & Janjua, 2016) reveal the reasons or factors 
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behind these problems, such as lack of resources including suitable books and e-resources to 

develop writing as well as writers' limited writing experience in various text types, such as 

descriptive, argumentative or instructional writing. However, limited research is found 

investigating the writing processes of Urdu writers (e.g., Haider, 2012) and to the best of 

researcher's knowledge, there is a lack of research focusing Urdu writers' revision process 

when they respond to an academic English writing test task in computer-based writing mode.  

2.7 General Methods used to investigate revision in L1 and L2 

Historically, ways to investigate revision as a process, product or as a writing sub-process were 

emphasised, and five fundamental research methods emerged which are as follows: 

• Process tracing methods 

Process tracing methods, such as verbal protocols or think-aloud technique, 

interviews, and taped self-evaluations were frequently used in earlier studies (Fitzgerald, 

1987; Hayes et al., 1987; Stevenson et al., 2006; Lindgren & Sullivan, 2006). The current study 

plans to use this method. The type and the details of the method would be discussed in 

Chapter 3. 

• The coding systems for revisions' categorisation  

Coding systems and the associated procedures for collecting evidence of revisions 

developed during the 1970s and 1980s. The key purpose of developing the coding system was 

to categorise revisions from a theoretical perspective, i.e., when and what revisions occur in 

a text. However, earlier studies mainly focused on the written products, revealing about when 

and what revisions were made and there was little focus on the revision process. Stallard 

(1974) and a National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) (1977, as cited in Fitzgerald 

1987) report were the notable works which introduced the coding schemes. Faigley and Witte 
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(1981) taxonomy was the first revision taxonomy that coded revisions based on the 

characteristics of change, e.g., surface and meaning related changes. It also coded six types 

of operations (e.g., adding or deleting) and six linguistic levels (e.g., graphics or lexical 

changes). Stevenson et al., (2006) and Lindgren and Sullivan (2006) also developed the 

taxonomies which are discussed earlier in detail in this chapter (see Section 2.4). This study 

plans to use this method as a method of data analysis (see details in Chapter 4). 

• A participant-observer method 

Fitzgerald (1987) highlighted that the researcher observes the writers, such as in-class 

observations. He/she records the data, sometimes records through videotapes and taking 

notes. Sometimes, the researcher observes the writers by helping the teachers. Their 

observations recorded in videotapes or the narratives of the writers constitute their main 

data which they analyse to get findings. In the present study, the researcher plans to observe 

the writers' revisions when they write. However, the modalities will be discussed when 

devising a methodology (see details in Chapter 3). 

• Two other methods  

A simulation by intervention method was designed to explore the composing 

strategies of writers by arranging various tasks to simulate ordinary writing situations 

(Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1983). Although it was sometimes challenging and demanding for 

the writers, yet it had the potential to shed light on the new perspectives about how the 

writers think about revision (Fitzgerald, 1987). Fitzgerald (1987) highlighted that Hull (1984) 

and Lehrer and Comeaux (1987) used an error-detection and error correction method. They 

asked writers to read their own written or a rigged passage which had surface-level errors 
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(e.g., incorrect spelling) or global level errors which writers needed to correct, delete or move. 

The current study does not expect to use these two methods. 

2.8 The use of key-stroke logging to investigate revision 

Computer-based mode enabled researchers to record the whole writing session using 

programs like keystroke logging. Keystroke logging makes it possible to see where writers 

moved the cursor and where he/she made the changes. Moreover, writers can see their 

writing behaviour after they finish writing which means they can reflect how they revised. 

Researchers (e.g., Allan & Driscoll, 2014; Helberg, Poznahovska, Ishizaki, Kaufer, Werner, & 

Wetzel, 2018) highlighted that reflection to one's writing is a useful strategy because it 

provides writers with an opportunity to think about their own decisions while writing and 

they can learn from their own mistakes. These reflections help improve the existing level of 

students and can be used in the writing programs. Thus, the use of keystroke logging may be 

helpful for various stakeholders including researchers, teachers and writers themselves. In 

another keystroke logging study, Thorson (2000) compared online revisions made by 

undergraduate writers in English L1 and German foreign language when composing their 

texts. This program recorded the complete writing session including all revisions made 

throughout the text. Thorson (2000) investigated in terms of location only, i.e., how far the 

cursor moved to make revisions. He expected that writers would perhaps make more distant 

revisions in a foreign language. However, results suggested that writers made both immediate 

and distant revisions in a foreign language more than their first language and there was no 

significant difference in the amount of two types of revisions in two languages (i.e., English 

and German). As discussed earlier, Stevenson et al., (2006) and Lindgren and Sullivan (2006) 

studies also used keystroke logging to compare writers' L1 and EFL revisions. The results from 
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their studies suggested that language revisions were more frequent in the foreign language 

as compared to L1. With the use of keystroke logging program, the current study aims to 

investigate the revision patterns and purposes of native Urdu writers in English L2. The details 

of keystroke logging program will be discussed in the next chapter as a research method. 

This section reviewed some old and latest studies though it is understandable that 

rapid access to computers and computer-based writing in various contexts can make earlier 

studies a bit less relevant, yet they are still important to develop an understanding how 

revision research in computer-based writing mode reached to present. Literature also 

suggested that there is limited evidence found regarding the revision patterns and their 

purposes. Hence, the current study aims to address this area but will only limit it to the native 

Urdu linguistic context. 

The use of keystroke logging programs in computers also promises fine-grained and 

detailed investigation of the writing process, such as revision (Abdel Latif, 2008; Leijten & 

VanWaes, 2013; Xu & Qi, 2017). Moreover, as computer keystroke logging program helps in 

recording and sorting various writing activities automatically with high accuracy, enlarged 

samples can be accommodated in online revision studies to understand the L2 writing 

processes, such as revision better. 

As just mentioned, keystroke logging has several advantages, such as it can record the 

session and track the changes done in a writing session but it has some drawbacks, such as it 

cannot tell what is happening in the mind of the writers; so human side of the data is missing. 

This problem can be solved by getting verbal reports/interviews from the writers. Secondly, 

a large amount of keystroke logging generated data may be challenging to handle as well as 

time-consuming. 
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2.9 Revision in test and non-test conditions 

Some previous studies have investigated the cognitive processes of writers using 

various writing tests, e.g., Barkaoui (2015) investigated test takers' writing activities when 

they are engaged in a TOEFL iBT test. He examined the effect of test-takers' language 

proficiency and the task types as well as their keyboarding skills on the distribution and 

frequency of these activities. The findings suggested that writers were engaged in various 

activities, including planning, generating, evaluation of the written text and revision. Thus, 

revision was one of the activities, but it was not the main focus of that study. In another study, 

Barkaoui (2016) explored revision behaviour of L2 writers using two TOEFL iBT test tasks (one 

independent and one integrated) in a timed writing test task and recruiting writers coming 

from 17 different L1 backgrounds. However, studies (e.g. Hamp-Lyons & Condon, 2000; 

Weigle, 2002; Wolcott, 1987) highlighted that time is an important factor to influence revision 

and the data collected under timed writing conditions showed that perhaps writers pass 

through different stages/processes as compared to the untimed writing conditions because 

they curtailed some processes, such as revision or planning. L2 writers often expressed that 

they do not show their writing abilities to its full in proficiency tests due to the timed/test 

conditions' constraints (Polio & Glew, 1996). Some later studies, such as the revision 

taxonomies related studies (e.g. Stevenson et al., 2006; Lindgren & Sullivan, 2006) or even 

the studies focusing on the online revisions (e.g., Thorson, 2000) did not collect the data under 

timed conditions. Literature also suggested that various revision studies have been conducted 

using different types of tasks in various linguistic contexts (e.g., Hall, 1990; New, 1999; 

Stevenson et al., 2006; Thorson, 2000) and that task type is an important factor to impact 

revisions (Eklundh & Kollberg, 2003). Most L2 writing in Urdu context takes place in the formal 

academic environment e.g., in assessment, this study plans to use an academic English writing 
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test task. As far as time limit is concerned, the current study follows the researchers e.g., 

Hamp-Lyons & Condon (2000); Weigle (2002); Wolcott (1987); Stevenson et al., (2006); 

Lindgren and Sullivan (2006) and Thorson (2000) and plans to investigate the revision 

behaviour of native Urdu writers without time restriction. 

2.10 The research questions 

Studies frequently viewed revisions as a product and explored the aspects related to actual 

changes, particularly in the computer-based studies (e.g., Barkaoui, 2016; Lindgren & Sullivan, 2006; 

Stevenson et al., 2006). Some studies also viewed it as a process and investigated the issues, such as 

the stages of revision, particularly evaluation, identification and execution (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 

1987; van Gelderen, 1997; Williams, 2004), fluency of revisions using verbal protocols (Chenoweth & 

Hayes, 2001) or the development of the revision process models (e.g., Hayes, 1987). However, limited 

studies have investigated the revision patterns based on the actual changes in the text or the purposes 

of writers' revision. In the native Urdu context, there is a gap in the literature focusing on the revision 

behaviour of native Urdu writers in terms of the revision patterns and purposes. Revisions also distin-

guish novice writers from expert writers (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987). A study based on more and 

less successful writers may be of interest, particularly in a less explored L2 linguistics context. The 

current study attempts to fill this gap by exploring the revision patterns and purposes of more suc-

cessful and less successful Urdu writers. This study will investigate the following two research ques-

tions: 

RQ:1 What are the revision patterns of more successful & less successful Urdu L1 writers in 

terms of orientation, domain, location and action when they respond to  an academic 

English writing test task in a computer-based writing mode?  
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Just to remind the readers, in this study, revision patterns refer to the designs or ways in 

which writers frequently revise when they compose a text. Drawing upon the writing 

literature, the researcher formed some hypotheses about the likely keystroke behaviour of 

more successful writers and less successful writers and these hypotheses will be tested 

against the keystroke evidence observed in the Urdu L1 writers' data when they write in 

English L2. These hypotheses are listed below:  

Hypothesis#1 

Less successful writers will do more revisions (changes) which involve corrections at the 

level of spelling and typing.  

Hypothesis#2 

Less successful writers will do more grammar revisions, and more successful writers will do 

fewer grammar revisions. In the case of lexical changes, more successful writers will do more 

changes than less successful writers.  

Hypothesis# 3 

In general, both the groups will do form revisions more than concept revisions. But, less 

successful writers will do more form revisions than more successful writers, whereas more 

successful writers will do more concept related revisions than less successful writers.  

Hypothesis#4 

It is not likely that form revisions take place at a higher linguistic level (e.g., sentence-level), 

but frequent concept revisions will take place at the same linguistic level (e.g., sentence level).  

Hypothesis#5 
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Insert and substitution actions are more frequently used by the more successful writers to 

make concept revisions, e.g., sentence-level revisions whereas less successful writers make 

limited concept level changes using these two actions as inserting or substituting the text is 

often related to text-level changes which may require more cognitive effort.  

Hypothesis# 6 

Less successful writers generally make smaller/ local substitutions (e.g., word or phrase). 

More successful writers substitute higher linguistic units (i.e., clause, sentence and 

paragraph) more than less successful writers. 

Hypothesis# 7  

Less successful writers mostly operate at a local level, making small revisions when they write, 

such as correcting grammar and spelling when they write at point of inscription (POI) whereas 

more successful writers carry forward an awareness of what they have written so far and 

regress when making revisions i.e., make revisions in previous text (PT). 

More successful writers will do more conceptual revisions than less successful writers, 

whereas less successful writers will make more form revisions than the other group.    

 Understanding of Urdu L1 writers' awareness about their revision purpose was found 

imperative after reviewing the related literature as it would highlight whether they made a 

revision with a goal (i.e., with understanding) or they made random revisions. Limited studies 

(e.g., Dix, 2006 for L1 English writers) investigated writers' awareness with their goals. 

However, this area was least explored in the native Urdu context. Thus, the second research 

question is set to fill the existing gap in the L2 Urdu context, and it states as follows: 
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RQ: 2 What are the revision purposes of more and less successful Urdu L1 writers when they 

respond to  an academic English writing test task in a computer-based writing mode? 

The next chapter will explain the methodology to address the two research questions 

identified in this chapter.  
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CHAPTER 3 RESEARCH METHODS 

3.1 Introduction 

This research aims to investigate native Urdu writers' revision behaviour in English L2 

in terms of their revision patterns and purposes when they respond to an academic English 

writing test task in a computer-based writing mode. Just to remind the readers, this study set 

out the following two research questions to address: 

RQ1 What are the revision patterns of more successful & less successful Urdu L1 writers in 

terms of orientation, domain, location and action when they respond to an academic 

English writing test task in a computer-based writing mode?  

RQ: 2 What are the revision purposes of more and less successful Urdu L1 writers when they 

respond to an academic English writing test task in a computer-based writing mode?  

This chapter explains and justifies the research methods used in the current study (e.g., 

keystroke logging used as a quantitative research method, stimulated recalls as a qualitative 

research method), a data collection instrument (e.g., the IELTS academic writing task 2), the 

participants and the step by step procedures. It explains for what reasons these choices were 

preferred over the others. Brief information about piloting and as a result, the steps taken to 

design the main study are also explained in this chapter. However, the details of data analysis 

for RQ1 and RQ2 would be explained in Chapter 4 and 5, respectively. As both the research 

questions compare more and less successful Urdu writers, this chapter also explains how the 

writers were divided into more and less successful groups. In this study, more successful 

writers refer to those writers who obtained band score 6.5 or above in the given academic 

writing test task whereas, less successful writers refer to those writers who obtained band 

score 4.5 to 5.5 in the given task. Section 3.2 explains the research paradigm. Section 3.3 
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elaborated keystroke logging and stimulated recalls as the key research methods. Section 3.4 

describes the participants, section 3.5 materials and section 3.6 discusses the procedure. 

Section 3.7 explains the distribution of the recruited Urdu writers in more successful writers 

(MSWs) and less successful writers (LSWs) focusing on the measures taken to ensure 

reliability in the groups. This chapter ends with a summary. 

3.2 Research design  

Generally, there are two conventional approaches adopted in language research 

called positivism and constructivism. The positivist approach takes an objective view, and the 

research findings are usually observable and quantifiable (Crotty, 1998). On the contrary, 

constructivists perceive reality as subjective, socially constructed and mainly associated with 

qualitative methods (Crotty, 1998). The current study used both these approaches to answer 

the identified research questions and hence, followed a mixed-method research design. 

However, it is more influenced by the positivist approach (i.e., quantitative methods). 

Creswell and Plano Clark (2007) argued that mixed method is considered a pragmatic way to 

meet the aims and objectives of a study.  The current research defines mixed methods as 

‘research in which the investigator collects and analyses data, integrates the findings and 

draws inferences using both qualitative and quantitative approaches or methods in a single 

study’ (Tashakkori & Creswell, 2007:4). Mixed method approach was found necessary in the 

current research to capture the revision behaviour of the L2 writers as either a qualitative or 

a quantitative approach alone could only provide a limited picture of their revision behaviour. 

The fundamental principle followed in designing the current research was that the revisions 

made in the writing text should be recorded so that they can be replayed even after the 

writing session. The revision data obtained was quantifiable, and hence, a quantitative 
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approach was suitable. Since it was a computer-based study, recording of the revisions could 

be possible by using a keystroke logging program. Keystroke logging program can capture a 

computer screen to record all writing event (including revisions) in the form of a video. Many 

earlier studies have also used keystroke logging and found it a useful method to capture 

revisions (e.g., Kollberg, 1998; Lindgren & Sullivan, 2006; Stevenson et al., 2006). Keystroke 

logging data was mainly used quantitatively in this study. However, the keystroke logging data 

did not give insights into the writers' mind. So, verbal reports in the form of stimulated recall 

as a complementary method (i.e., a qualitative method) was found essential to get 

participants' insights about their purposes to revise. Stimulated recall as a qualitative method 

was used together with keystroke logging (which is a quantitative method in this study) for 

two, reasons: 

• Keystroke logging video clips could be used as a stimulus to get participants' 

insights 

• the keystroke logging video was available to replay immediately after the writing 

session. This way, the time between actual revisions taking place and reporting 

the purposes could be minimised to avoid participants' short term memory 

decay.  

However, making a choice of specific revision clips from the recorded keystroke logging video 

which could be used as stimuli for verbal report data collection needed careful observation 

using suitable criteria. The participants were observed for this purpose, and the stimuli were 

identified, which will be discussed later in this chapter.  
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3.3 Methods 

Since the first research question aimed at investigating the revision patterns, it was 

deemed necessary that the revisions are recorded. As the current study was computer-based, 

recording of revisions could be possible by recording the whole writing session. For this 

purpose, a keystroke logging program was used to record. The second research question 

aimed at exploring the revision purposes of the writers, verbal protocols could be a possible 

method. Earlier studies used think-aloud protocols (e.g., Stevenson et al., 2006) or stimulated 

recalls (Lindgren & Sullivan, 2006) to gain insights into the writers' revision processes. To 

decide about the suitability of the methods, pilots were conducted (see pilot details in section 

3.6.2).      

The following key methods have been chosen in this study: 

3.3.1 Quantitative method: keystroke logging 

Keystroke logging is a program which is used in a computer-based writing 

environment to capture mouse and screen movements and records the whole writing event 

including revisions in the form of a video (Barkaoui, 2016; Leijten & Van Waes, 2006, 2013; 

Lindgren & Sullivan, 2006). This program provides researchers with an opportunity to record 

and observe real-time writing, including revisions (Latif, 2008). Generally, the real-time 

computer-aided writing process can be observed using two methods a) by using a camera to 

record computer screen activities and b) by using a computer program to record keystroke 

logging (Latif, 2008). Of these two methods, the use of a keystroke logging program is more 

widely used due to its user-friendliness and for practical reasons (Latif, 2008). There were 

some other screen recording tools available in the market, such as Camtasia or morae, but 

the researcher found that they were more commonly used either for gaming or for 
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business/marketing research. So, the researcher preferred to use keystroke as a research 

method over others because it was a simple program to understand and use in a writing study. 

Moreover, keystroke logging is regarded as an unobtrusive way to collect data about the 

writing processes, such as revision (Abdel Latif, 2008; Leijten & Van Waes, 2006, 2013). Also, 

there was evidence from the precedent revision studies (e.g., Barkaoui, 2016; Leijten & Van 

Waes, 2006, 2013; Lindgren & Sullivan, 2006)  that keystroke logging is a useful method to 

capture revisions and by using this method, the whole session can be recorded, and revisions 

can be replayed post writing session. By replaying keystroke logging program, revisions can 

be viewed in the context where they occur. Thus, just like some other revision studies (e.g., 

Barkaoui, 2016; Bowen, 2019; Lindgren & Sullivan, 2006; Stevenson et al., 2006), keystroke 

logging is a key research method in this study to address the research questions.  

This study used keystroke logging's version named Inputlog 7.0.0.11 because Inputlog 

can perform some very important functions using different in-built modules, such as record, 

analyse and play. So, Inputlog 7.0.0.11 was a good choice as a single program which could be 

used at different stages of this project from session recording to replaying and analysing.  

The record module recorded all the keystrokes of the writing session and was saved 

to watch for later use. The play module helped the researcher in replaying the video time and 

again after the writing sessions ended. The analyse module in the Inputlog was used to 

conduct a revision analysis, and the revision logs were obtained (see the inputlog's revision 

analysis details in section 4.2).  

3.3.1.1 The Interface 

Inputlog 7.0.0.11 gives ‘Session Identification’ at the very beginning of each session in which 

basic information (e.g., biodata) about a participant is entered. On the completion of each 
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writing session, the file is saved with participant’s name automatically. Moreover, it has 

‘Record’ and ‘Stop Recording’ options which make it easy for practical use. 

The interface has five key modules, including ‘Record’, ‘Preprocess’, ‘Analyze’, ‘Postprocess’ 

and ‘Play’. In the background of current study, ‘Record’, ‘Play’ and ‘Analyze’ modules are very 

useful as this study can use them for recording, playing and analysing the data.  

3.3.1.2 Advantages and limitations of keystroke logging 
Some advantages of this method which were noted during piloting (see the details of pilots 

in section 3.6.2) are as follows: 

• Keystroke logging records and saves the complete writing event including all revisions. 

• It gives an opportunity to write in MS word like writing environment and the partici-

pants of the current study were familiar in using MS word for writing purposes, so 

keystroke logging was the most suitable option to use.  

• It generates the data in the form of a video for each writer and records the screen and 

mouse movements. This video can be re-played, so the entire writing session including 

revisions can be accessed post writing. 

•   The in-built ‘Analyze’ option can be used to do revision analysis. 

• It is generally an undisturbed method of data collection. 

• Keystroke logging method is instrumental in computer-based writing research be-

cause it helps in identifying the cognitive processes and the writing strategies (Leijten 

and Van Waes, 2013). 

Despite several strengths of keystroke logging as a revision research method, it has some 

limitations like any other research method, such as: 

• Though it records data in natural/real time setting, yet to connect the fine-grained 

logging data with writers’ cognitive processes is still a challenge (Leijten and Van 

Waes, 2013). However, the researcher had the opportunity to re-play the video sev-

eral times, hence, it was overall a helpful method for meeting the research goal.  

It only records and gives information about the actual revisions taking place on the 

computer screen and does not tell what is going on inside the head of the writer or 

which revision processes were used inside the mind of the writer while writing. 
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3.3.2 Qualitative methods: observation and stimulated recalls 

Since the current study was a computer-based writing study, it was easier to capture revisions 

by recording the computer screen with the programme like keystroke logging.   

Despite several advantages of keystroke logging as a key research method, there were 

some limitations of this method, such as it does not tell what is going inside the head of the 

writers. Eklundh & Kolberg (2003) also highlighted this problem and stated that keystroke 

logging data remains silent about the aspects of revisions which need the knowledge of 

writers' purposes i.e., the notation is computer-generated which lacks the human side. Thus, 

to understand RQ2 which aims to investigate the purposes of revision, understanding of what 

was going inside the writers' head (i.e. what made them revise a particular content) was 

important. To address this limitation, a qualitative method was deemed necessary to couple 

with the keystroke logging method to get writers' reflections on the purposes or intentions of 

revisions to come to the informed conclusions. Following precedent studies (e.g., Mackey, 

2002; Swain & Lapkin, 2002), the researcher decided to choose one qualitative method out 

of the two most possible methods i.e., think-aloud protocols or stimulated recall method. To 

see the most suitable method out of these two methods, pilots were conducted (see section 

3.6.2). The series of pilots showed that stimulated recall was the most suitable method out of 

the two as it was a less reactive method for Urdu writers than think-aloud protocols and -they 

could report their purposes of revisions without being interrupted. An assumption underlying 

stimulated recall method is that by using a stimulus, people 'have access to their internal 

thought processes at some level and can verbalise those processes' (Gass and Mackey, 2000; 

p.1).  After piloting,  the researcher decided to use stimulated recall method in this study 

because it fulfils three important criteria that support accurate retrospective recall. One, it 
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follows directly upon the writing session (Greene & Higgins, 1994). Two, it re-creates the 

original writing session by replaying the text (Levy et al., 1996). Three, it includes carefully 

chosen prompts (Gass & Mackey, 2002; Greene & Higgins, 1994). Some earlier studies (e.g., 

Gas and Mackey, 2000; Lindgren and Sullivan, 2006; Mackey, 2002; Swain & Lapkin, 2002) 

also evidenced the use of stimulated recall along with keystroke logging method. 

As the current study already decided to capture revisions using keystroke logging, the 

keystroke data could be used to decide about the suitable stimulus. Three pilots  were 

conducted to decide about the stimulated recall's criteria e.g. timing/selection of the 

recorded revision session to be shown to the participants as a stimulus (see section 3.6.2 for 

details).   

3.4 Participants 

The researcher herself was an English language teacher in the native Urdu context for 

around a decade. Her priority was to undertake the Urdu linguistic group in this study because 

of her familiarity with that context. Thus, all native Urdu writers were recruited in this study 

(i.e., Urdu was their first language (L1)) and they were educated in the Urdu medium 

institutions in their home country. The selection of a single linguistic group was also done to 

avoid inconsistency in the data because cognitive processes may be affected as a result of the 

social or educational background of the participants (Magnifico, 2010). Since this study 

focused on Urdu writers' revisions in English L2, it was necessary that the participants have 

reasonable English writing proficiency; to ensure this, a UK based cohort of native Urdu 

writers was recruited who were 1st-year undergraduate students in various UK universities. 

Earlier, all participants had at least 12 years of English writing experience in their home 

country as it is a compulsory subject in Pakistan until undergraduate level and without passing 
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it, students cannot proceed to the next level. A UK based cohort was found suitable to recruit 

in this study for two reasons:  

(a) because they all had at least a minimum English language level needed by their respective 

UK university to join as full-time international students in an undergraduate or a foundation 

course.  

(b) The researcher could easily access then in their current locations inside the UK.  

The participants came to the UK in the last three months either to immediately start 

their course or to attend a short foundation course before starting the main course. For 

recruitment purposes, the researcher visited the intended participants in person in their 

respective universities and spoke about her project (see Appendices 2, 3 & 4 for the ethical 

procedure forms), seeking their help by agreeing to participate. To ensure that they come 

from the same background, interested participants were asked some relevant personal 

information before recruitment, e.g., their year of study, first language (L1) and IELTS writing 

band score. They were also asked about how long they had been writing on computers since 

this study was focusing on the computer-based academic writing, so it was essential to ensure 

that they had proficiency in the computer use and can write in a computer-based mode. On 

average, participants had five years of writing experience on a computer. They had minimum 

70% marks in their first language (Urdu) writing at FA/FSc level examination (F.A/F.Sc is 12 

years education in their home country); this criterion was set in order to ensure that they 

have reasonable academic writing skills in their first language as well. Students' language skills 

are frequently assessed through writing examinations in native Urdu context. The participants 

mentioned all these details on a form provided. Fifty-one (N=51) students agreed to 



66 
 

participate. However, 11  were excluded from the study later on (see section 3.7.1 for details). 

Finally, forty (N= 40) students were included in the study in total. 

3.5 Materials 

3.5.1 Task  

The current study needed only one task for the participants to write to collect revision 

data. To choose the task, suggestions were asked in a focus group at CRELLA. Five staff 

members and 6 PhD students were present in the focus group. Three out of six PhD students 

were from Pakistan and had the experience of teaching to native Urdu students in Pakistani 

universities. The focus group agreed that  the independent writing task should be given to the 

participants to  respond due to their familiarity with that task type. The focus group also 

suggested that IELTS academic writing test task 2 which is an independent writing task may 

be helpful for this purpose in this study because of all the participants' familiarity with it i.e., 

all of them had experience of taking IELTS academic writing test as a mandatory test to take 

before joining a UK university. Thus, IELTS academic writing task 2 was considered a suitable 

material for data collection in this study. 

The current study adapted some IELTS Task 2 prompts, which were used in Chan et 

al., (2017) study and where the researcher was the research assistant. Permission to use the 

task in this study was obtained from the Cambridge English Language Assessment. The current 

study needed only one task out of the five available tasks. participated in this focus group. All 

five tasks were presented to the focus group for their comments on the suitability of the tasks 

to be used in the current study. The main criteria in making a selection of one task among all 

the five IELTS tasks was participants' familiarity with the given topic and the topic's closeness 
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with their native context. Table 3.1 gives an overview of all the tasks presented to the focus 

group for their comments and suggestions on why or why not a task should be chosen.  
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Table 3. 1 An overview of the preliminary step in making a task choice 

 

# Prompts Why/why not a prompt should be chosen 

(Focus group members' comments) 

Decision taken 

by the 

researcher 

1 In many countries, schools have severe problems with student behaviour. What do you 

think are the causes of this? What solutions can you suggest?   

Avoid giving a topic asking them to comment on 

a negative perspective. 

discarded 

2 Some people think that a sense of competition in children should be encouraged. Others 

believe that children who are taught to co-operate rather than compete become more 

useful adults. Discuss both these views and give your own opinion.  

A complex topic, abstract knowledge is required 

to argue, difficult for undergraduate students to 

differentiate between a sense of competition 

and cooperation. 

discarded 

3 “Prevention is better than cure.” Out of a country’s health budget, a large proportion 

should be diverted from treatment to spending on health education and prevention 

measures. To what extent do you agree or disagree with this statement? Discuss both 

these views and give your own opinion. 

Not much relevant to the participants' context 

keeping in view the health and education policy 

of their govt.  

discarded 
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4 In many countries, children are engaged in some kind of paid work. Some people regard 

this as completely wrong, while others consider it valuable work experience, important for 

learning and taking responsibility. Discuss both these views and give your own opinion.  

Good for Urdu writers. They are expected to be 

familiar with this topic. No subject-specific focus 

and needs common sense to follow. 

can use 

5 Some people believe that visitors to other countries should follow local customs and 

behaviour. Others disagree and think that the host country should welcome cultural 

differences. Discuss both the views and give your opinion. 

Good for Urdu writers.No subject-specific focus, 

need common sense to follow.  

can use 
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The next step after the focus group was conducting a pilot with three writers; all were 

undergraduates, coming from Urdu L1 background who wrote both the tasks. They were 

interviewed about the suitability of the task. Based on their comments, one task was chosen 

finally. The details of the task and students’ brief comments are shown in Table 3.2. 

Table 3. 2 The final task selection 

# Prompts Pilot participants' 

comments 

Decision 

taken by the 

researcher 

1 In many countries, children are engaged 

in some kind of paid work. Some people 

regard this as completely wrong, while 

others consider it valuable work 

experience, important for learning and 

taking responsibility. Discuss both the 

views and give your opinion.  

Easy to follow 

because of their 

familiarity with this 

topic and day to day 

experiences in the 

local Pakistani context 

Chosen for 

the main 

study data 

collection 

2 Some people believe that visitors to other 

countries should follow local customs and 

behaviour. Others disagree and think that 

the host country should welcome cultural 

differences. Discuss both the views and 

give your opinion. 

The topic was not 

easy for every student 

to make arguments. 

They lacked in the 

experience of visiting 

many countries.  

discarded 
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As a result, the prompt on children's paid work (prompt#1 in Table 3.2) was chosen (see 

Appendix 1 for the task instructions). In this study, participants were not restricted to 40 

minutes time limit, and they did not complete the task under test conditions so that their 

revision processes must not be affected due to time constraint. Some earlier studies, (e.g., 

Hall, 1991; Khuder & Harwood, 2015) showed that writers' handling of various processes is 

different under timed (test) and non-timed (non-test) conditions. In test conditions, Khuder 

and Harwood's (2015) participants made more surface revisions while in non-test conditions, 

they made more meaning or idea related revisions. Thus, to avoid the effect of time on 

participants' writing, the current study collected data in non-test conditions. However, 

despite no time restriction, all writers took within 40 minutes to complete their writing task. 

3.5.2 Observation form 

As meaning or idea related revisions were focused in the RQ2, it was important for the 

researcher to familiarise herself with each participant's all meaning or idea related revisions 

at the same time when they occur, so that she could choose/replay those revisions 

immediately after the writing session as a stimulus to collect the stimulated recalls. It could 

be possible to do by simultaneously watching a participant's text when he/she was writing 

and keep a record of the meaning/idea related revisions as and when they occur during the 

writing session. Since the identification of meaning/idea related revisions needed accuracy as 

well as quickness, an observation form was needed to list down all the meaning/idea related 

revisions which were otherwise not possible for the researcher to remember. The format of 

the observation form was decided after a few pilots (see section 3.6.2 for pilots' details). 

Figure 3.1 presents the final version of the observation form. 



72 
 

 

Figure 3. 1 The Observation form 

 

This form was helpful as it could show at every minute whether a writer was writing the text 

(i.e., without revisions) or revising. Some quick keywords were used for a different type of 

revisions, such as S for spelling, G for grammar, F for format and I for an idea. Where a writer 

was revising an idea, a quick note of that particular revision was taken on the form in remarks 

column for the researcher's later use at the time of replaying revisions.  

With the help of the observation form, the researcher could successfully familiarise herself 

with the idea related revisions to be shown to the participants as a stimulus for the stimulated 

recall data, soon after the writing session. In this way, a list of all meaning/idea related 

revisions could be prepared. 

3.6. Procedure 

3.6.1. Ethics 

Research ethics were a very important step in conducting this research. The researcher 

had to take some steps to confirm the University of Bedfordshire's ethical criteria; she had to 

complete the required documentation and forms. Ethics forms included (a) a volunteer 
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recruitment form (see Appendix 2) (b) an information sheet' (see Appendix 3) and (c) a 

consent form (see Appendix 4). 

a) The Volunteer Recruitment Form 

This form was used as a first step to identify the right participants. It asked the proposed 

participants about certain information, including the following: 

• their year of study in their respective university, their first language spoken at home, 

• time duration (in months) spent in the UK,  

• their grade in the native language in Intermediate FA/FSc (12 years of education) 

examination,  

• their latest IELTS writing band score, date IELTS examination taken to see whether or 

not their IELTS test was valid. 

Writers were also asked about the day, date and time available for participation in order to 

collect data without overlap or time waste. As this is a computer-based study, so, knowing 

about writers’ ease and familiarity with computer use and more particularly about computer-

based writing was important. Thus, they were also asked about the computer-based writing 

experience in several years. Their experience range was between 3 years to about 15+ years. 

The researcher contacted various acquaintances in different universities around the UK and 

sent them a copy of 'Volunteer Recruitment Form' to help her recruit suitable candidates.  

b) The Information Sheet & Consent Form 

The suitable individuals meeting the set criteria were chosen and were given the 

'Information Sheet' and 'Consent Form' to read and sign, if happy to participate. The 
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'Information Sheet' described this project to the participants briefly. They were free to ask 

any questions or queries from the researcher if liked.  Fifty-one (51) participants gave their 

informed consent to participate as volunteers.  

c) Data Security & Safety 

As per University of Bedfordshire's ethics, the soft data obtained was kept in a password 

protected computer while the hard data was kept in a locked drawer; only the researcher and 

her supervisors had access to the data. Most participants were concerned about the 

anonymity of their writing; even many of them were reluctant to give their e-mail or contact 

details; they were not asked to fill this column compulsorily. Some asked the researcher 

whether this writing would be assessed to be included in course marks/grades. Their queries 

and concerns were handled satisfactorily, and they were ready to participate. They were 

ensured complete anonymity. Furthermore, to maintain the complete anonymity of the 

writers, each of them was allocated with a unique reference number (Ref #). The same 

reference number was used when scripts were sent for rating to the two experienced and 

trained raters recruited in this study (see raters' details in section 3.7). 

3.6.2 Pilots 

Pilots were conducted to fix the following issues aroused while designing the methodology 

of the current study: 

a) To find the suitability of think-aloud protocols or stimulated recall method  

As earlier mentioned, keystroke logging was used as a key method in this study to 

record the whole writing session, but a qualitative method to collect participants' verbal 

reports was considered necessary because keystroke logging cannot tell what is going inside 
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the head of the writers. Hence, verbal reports were a possible way to understand revision 

purposes. Following the precedent studies which used either think-aloud protocols (e.g., 

Stevenson et al., 2006) or stimulated recalls (e.g., Lindgren and Sullivan, 2006) two pilots were 

conducted, one with think-aloud protocols and another with stimulated recall finding the 

suitability of these qualitative methods in this study. The first pilot was conducted using think-

aloud protocols. Four undergraduate students coming from a similar linguistic group were 

recruited for this purpose. Participants were briefed and demonstrated how to do 'think-

aloud protocols'. They followed the same procedure while writing an IELTS academic writing 

task 2. Their reflections on think-aloud protocol revealed that they could not focus on their 

writing and found this method reactive, i.e., they found think-aloud protocols disturbing, and 

could not write and report (revision purpose) simultaneously.  

The second pilot was conducted using stimulated recalls. Four writers coming from 

the same linguistic background were recruited. Participants wrote the task undisturbed. After 

writing was completed, revisions recorded in the keystroke logging video were replayed as 

stimuli to collect verbal reports. It was shown to each participant soon after his/her writing. 

The participants reported that by looking at the stimuli, they recalled why did they revise. 

Thus, reporting the reasons for revision by looking at the stimuli was easier. 

Based on the above two pilots, it was decided that stimulated recalls would be used instead 

of 'think-aloud protocols' in this study. 

b) Which revisions should be used as a stimulus to investigate the purposes? 

The stimulated recall was found a suitable method. During the pilot, all revisions were 

replayed for each participant, and the purpose of revision for each one was investigated. To 

gather participants’ responses about each revision took a more extended time. Sometimes, 
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towards the end of the video, participants forgot the reason for revision due to a long time 

lapse between the actual revision and reporting. In this pilot, the researcher learnt that 

showing all the revisions consumes the longer time of the participants. Thus, It was decided 

that only meaning/idea related revisions should be shown as a stimulus, (leaving aside the 

spelling/ typing or grammar revisions, i.e. local revisions) to gather their responses regarding 

the purpose of their revision. However, segregating only the meaning or idea related revisions 

from all revisions needed close observation of the participant's text without time waste to 

conduct stimulated recalls based on only meaning or idea related revisions immediately after 

the writing session. 

A more focused observation of writers’ computer screen was needed when they were 

writing, identifying and choose the meaning or idea related revisions. For this purpose, the 

participants' computer screen was attached to the researcher's computer screen so that she 

could observe them writing from the session's start to end. The researcher was physically 

present in the same room when each participant wrote their response to the test task. She 

used quietly observed each participant's computer screen using the program 'Teamviewer'. 

In this way, she could observe the whole writing activity, including all revisions. 

c) The use of 'observation form' 

Since it was difficult for the researcher to remember all the meaning or idea related 

revisions accurately, it was decided that observations would be recorded in a simple log on a 

paper. A pilot was done with four participants. Their computer screens were attached to the 

researcher's computer screen, and the researcher observed their writing closely, taking note 

of each revision in a log. While doing this, the researcher found that the revisions were 

sometimes many and appeared in quick succession, and it was difficult for her to take a note 
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of each revision and prepare a log. She could not note some of the revisions. From this pilot, 

she learnt that an observation form needs to be developed for showing a clearer picture of 

writing behaviour, including meaning or idea related revisions. Thus, an observation form was 

developed for recording the writing behaviour minute by minute in a grid to make it more 

systematic, user-friendly and quick.  

Another pilot with four participants was conducted to see the suitability of the new 

observation form and the researcher took note of their writing behaviour minute by minute. 

To make better use of this form, only meaning or idea related revisions were noted in the 

Remarks column. For surface-level revisions, only key letter (e.g., S for spellings, G for 

grammar) were written in the respective column instead of writing their details which were 

time-consuming (see Figure 3.1). The observation form proved good in indicating the content 

of the idea revision. Amended observation form helped the researcher in building her 

impressions about data, particularly about the type of revisions and she could use these She 

was able to choose which meaning of idea related revisions to be shown to the candidate as 

a stimulus and record the participant's response. Thus, by using this observation form, the 

researcher identified the targeted revisions (i.e., meaning or idea related) which were 

replayed after the writing session to conduct stimulated recalls. In this way, the time lapse 

between revision and stimulated recall was reduced, and the participants were successfully 

interviewed, showing them meaning related revisions done by them. The stimulated recalls 

in collaboration with observation forms proved a useful method of data collection and gave 

ample insight into the writers' purposes. Thus, validity of data was increased by identifying 

the required revisions from the whole writing session as a stimulus as well as by reducing the 



78 
 

time lapse between revising and reporting which could otherwise cause memory decay 

(Mackey & Gass, 2016; Schepens, Aelterman, & Van Keer, 2007; Seung & Schallert, 2004). 

The pilots conducted helped the researcher in taking some important decisions and 

shape this study well. The decisions taken as a result of each pilot mentioned above were 

incorporated in the main study to collect data. 

3.6.3 Task administration and data collection 

The writing task for each candidate was conducted in a quiet room in writers' 

respective universities after following formal procedures. The data from each participant was 

collected one by one as the researcher observed each participant's computer screen 

uninterrupted. Each writer's computer screen was attached with the researcher's computer 

screen (using Team Viewer program) to observe each writing session throughout. Writers 

were given the prints of the test task with instructions; instructions included the word limit 

and task specification. However, they were not given a fixed (limited) time to write as it could 

affect their revision process. Inputlog was already installed on the writer's computer and 

switched on to record the writing session before a writer started writing and switched off 

after they finished writing. Inputlog recorded all the keystroke and mouse movements. 

Writers took up to 40 minutes to complete the task 

To understand participants' revision purposes, their reflections were required. At the 

time of recruitment, they were invited to take part in the interview soon after the writing 

session. The participants who volunteered to do so were taken further (see the details of 

participants in section 3.4). The researcher was observing the writers' computer screen 

throughout and without disturbing them. After carefully watching each revision, she had to 

decide the meaning/idea related revision and also noting down them on the observation form 
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which was going on almost simultaneously. So, she did not have long time to wait and write 

the complete revision on the observation form, particularly when a meaning/idea related 

revision occurred in an episode and writing whole revision text could take longer time and as 

a result, the researcher could lose her focus from the computer screen/losing sight from any 

upcoming revision. As the observation form in Fig 3.1 showed that there was a revision key 

to distinguish various revision types e.g., whether a revision was a spelling revision, grammar, 

format or idea revision, the researcher followed this key and in case of an idea related 

revision, she took a quick note of the revision for herself to recall it later. Due to the time 

limitation, the researcher could only note down these idea related revisions as hints (i.e., 

mostly the starting words of an idea, not the complete ) on the observation form. At the end 

of each session, a list of revisions was created for each participant who agreed to respond 

about the purposes. Stimulated recalls were conducted immediately after the writing session 

to get the first-hand information from the participating writers without wasting time, i.e., 

ensuring that there is a minimum time lapse between revisions and reporting. The stimulated 

recalls were conducted in either English or Urdu language as per the participants' 

convenience. The researcher did not restrict them to speak in any one language. 

After the stimulated recall session, the researcher again watched the keystroke 

logging video along with the observation form to check if all meaning/ idea related revisions 

were marked correctly and for each of the participants' responses are collected. This checking 

showed that almost all the meaning/idea related revisions were covered, and participant's 

explanation about the revision purposes was gathered. It might be due to the fact that the 

researcher did ample practice to do so before the main study data collection.  

An example of the observation form from the current data is shown in Table 3.3  
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Table 3. 3 An example of the Observation Form 

 

Time in 
minutes 

Planning & 
Pausing 

Writing Revision Remarks 

00:01  ✔    
00:02   ✔   
00:03  ✔   
00:04   I There are many reasons for child 

labour..... 
00:05   G  
00:06  ✔   
00:07   I aiding them for their learning..... 
00:08   I It is also considered beneficial to 

develop..... 
00:09   ✔   
00:10    G  
00:11 ✔    
00:12   S  
00:13  ✔   
00:14   I By involving them in paid work 

can also help...... 
00:15   I earn independently and plan...... 
00:16   I issue of involving chid 
00:17  ✔   
00:18  ✔   
00:19  ✔   
00:20  ✔   
00:21   I countries wherer parents have to 

force their childen.... 
00:22   I education where parents think 

that spending on education·is 
not..... 

00:23  ✔   
00:24  ✔   
00:25  ✔   
00:26   I So they tend to invlove the 

young.... 
00:27  ✔   
00:28  ✔   
00:29  ✔   
00:30   I have a negative affect on 

health.... 



81 
 

00:31  ✔   
00:32   G  
00:33 ✔    
00:34  ✔   
00:35   I In my opinion 
00:36  ✔   
00:37   I By involving them in paid work can 

help......... 
00:38  ✔   
00:39  ✔   
00:40  ✔   

 

The writer started writing at 00:01 and she kept writing until 00:40 pm. The researcher 

observed her writing in the entire session. The tick in planning and pausing column and in the 

writing column reflect her writing behaviour noted in that particular time. The researcher 

noted her first meaning or idea related revision in the eighth minute of writing which is 

mentioned by "I" in the revision column (see Table 3.3) following the key for revision. In the 

remarks column, next to revision, the researcher took a quick note of what she observed; 

these notes further explain "I" (which stands for idea related revision).  

The researcher replayed these identified revisions to the writers immediately after the 

session as a stimulus using forward, rewind and play functions available in the recorded 

keystroke logging video. She asked the writers the purpose of those revisions and gathered 

their responses. 

The writers were told to report only the purpose of each revision shown to them one 

by one from their writing session video. All the participating writers were recorded for the 

stimulated recalls. The writers responded in either their L1 (Urdu) or (L2) English language, 

i.e., as per their convenience and the researcher did not restrict them to use Urdu or English 

language when reporting the revision purposes. Writers were told only to report the purpose 
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or reason for what they revised; they were advised not to comment on how/why it should be 

done. Moreover, they were advised if they did not remember a purpose, they can straight 

away tell this to the researcher, and she will not enquire about it.  

Using the stimulated recall method proved a good choice because the writers' 

responses reflected the reasons or purposes of revision. In other words, the stimulated recall 

method helped in getting more in-depth insights into the second research question. Following 

Lindgren (2005), only open prompts were used, such as writers were shown an idea revision 

and asked what are you doing now? Or what was your purpose of revision here? If the 

participant could not recall/respond to the item, no further questions were asked (Lindgren, 

2005). The data were collected one by one from each writer due to practical reasons.  

3.7 More successful writers (MSW) and less successful writers (LSW) 

This entire study relied on the two groups of writers called more successful writers 

(MSW) and less successful writers (LSW). This section reports how the recruited writers were 

divided into these two groups. Since the entire study relied on the comparison of these two 

groups, ensuring the transparency of this grouping process was very important. As earlier 

mentioned in section 3.4 that writers reported their IELTS writing band scores verbally, it was 

deemed necessary to confirm their current/ latest writing level. Some studies evidenced that 

writers' test data is rated and used by the researchers to divide their participants into high 

and low performing groups (e.g., Barkaoui, 2014; Breeze & Miller, 2008). After taking 

evidence from these previous studies, it was decided that the writers would be divided into 

two groups on the basis of their score attained in the given task in this study. Thus, a rating 

of students’ performance on the IELTS Academic Writing Task 2 was done by two trained 

raters to know the existing writing skills of the participants. IELTS official raters are not 
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permitted to marking scripts in any private study. Thus, in the absence of trained IELTS raters, 

two DELTA level trained experienced raters were recruited in this study to rate the writers' 

performance. One rater was a faculty member in the Department of English Language at a 

Saudi Arabian university and holds around 15 years of teaching and rating experience. The 

second rater has served an Iranian university for around ten years, and currently, he is 

working in Pakistan. Both of them agreed to mark the scripts. IELTS Academic Writing Task 2 

band descriptors' (public version) document was used as a marking criterion (see Appendix 

5).  

Before marking, raters were given necessary training, such as they were explained the 

rating criteria and were asked to conduct the analytical marking, following all four sub-

categories mentioned in the band descriptors. These categories included 'Task Achievement' 

(TA), Cohesion & Coherence' (CC), 'Lexical Resource' (LR) and Grammatical Range and 

Accuracy' (GRA). Both the raters were given sample writing scripts to mark (3 to each rater) 

following the given criteria; these scripts were written during piloting and were not included 

in the main study. Later, the raters explained to the researcher how and why they gave a score 

to each sample text. In the discussion, the issues were addressed by understanding and 

following the band descriptors (statements). Both the raters were unrelated, and marking 

was done independently.  

The score was given to each writer based on their performance in the chosen task they 

wrote for the current study (see Appendix 6 for a sample of final scores given by a rater); 

more successful writers and less successful writers' groups were formed based on this score. 

Each rater was given 51 scripts to mark. It took about three weeks to a month in the whole 

process. It is important to mention that the scores obtained by each writer do not determine 
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the overall writing skills of the participants, but only indicative to their performance in a 

particular academic writing test task used in this study. Hence, the writers are not labelled as 

skilled and less-skilled writers in this study. 

To ensure the transparency in the group formation process, some important steps 

were taken, such as two trained independent raters did analytical marking, inter-rater 

reliability was checked (see the details of inter-rater reliability in section 3.7.2), and after 

finding the marking reliable, the average for each marking category was calculated, and 

groups were formed on the basis of the overall scores obtained by the writers. These details 

are discussed in this section. Group 1 included less successful writers (LSW) and group 2 

included the more successful writers (MSW). In the context of this study, less successful 

writers' group represented the writers whose writing ability at the time of writing the given 

task (i.e., at the time of data collection) was not enough to achieve a band score 6.5 or above. 

On the contrary, more successful writers' group represented the writers whose writing ability 

at the time of writing the given task was sharp enough to achieve a band score 6.5 or above. 

Out of 51 total participants, 22 obtained the band score 6.5 or above, 24 obtained the band 

score between 4.5 to 5.5 and five students obtained score between this range (i.e., 5.625 to 

6.25). Six participants withdrew from the study; five students whose obtained score was in 

between the set criteria were excluded from the study to keep groups consistent. Thus, in 

total, 40 participants were included in this study (see Table 3.5 for the final grouping or 

writers).  Just to remind the readers, these groups were considered more successful writers 

or less successful writers only for this study, i.e., at the time of data collection, it does not 

claim/determine their overall writing skill. 
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3.7.1 Writers' test performance 

Few important statistical measures, such as the Pearson Correlation coefficient and % 

of Absolute Agreement and disagreement between both the raters were conducted to check 

the raters' reliability further. Results of Pearson Correlation coefficient 'r' for each category 

and overall band scores showed that there is a strong positive relationship between the 

marking of Rater 1 and Rater 2 across all four rating categories. In other words, the reliability 

of both the raters' marking was good and could be used to make inferences about 

participants' writing skills in that particular task as well as for forming the two groups. Finally, 

two groups with 20 more successful writers (mean=6.86, SD=0.29, see Table 3.4) and 20 Less 

successful writers (mean=5, SD=0.26, see Table 3.4) were included in the current study.  

Table 3. 4 Group-wise performance of more and less successful writers' groups 

 

Less successful writers (N=20)   More successful writers (N=20) 

 Mean SD  Mean SD 

Overall Band 
Scores 

5 
 

0.26 
 

 6.86 
 

0.29 
 

TA 5.35 
 

0.58 
 

 6.92 
 

0.61 
 

CC 5.025 
 

0.34 
 

 6.72 
 

0.52 
 

LR 5.275 
 

0.52 
 

 7.05 
 

0.45 
 

GRA 4.35 
 

0.56 
 

 6.72 
 

0.54 
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All 'included' or 'excluded and withdrawn' writers' reference IDs are given in Table 3.5.  

Table 3. 5 Final groupings of writers in less successful & more successful groups 

Groups Writers' ID# 

Less successful writers   

(N=20) 

#1, #2, #3, #5, #6, #8, #16, #11, #13, #17, #18, #19, #34, 
#21, #24, #27, #39, #43, #48, #50 

More successful writers  

(N=20) 

#4, #7, #9, #12, #14, #15, #20, #25, #28, #29, #32, #33, 
#36, #37, #38, #40, #41, #42, #46, #49 

Excluded and withdrawn 
writers 

#10, #22, #23, #26, #30, #31, #35, #44, #45, #47, #51 

 

The results of Table 3.6 show the whole group's (N=51) performance, i.e. average scores in all 

four rating categories as well as their Overall band scores. Writers attained maximum scores 

in TA (mean=6.12, SD=.95), followed by LR (mean=6.06, SD=.95), CC (mean=5.86, SD=.90) and 

minimum in GRA (mean= 5.45, SD=1.29). 

Table 3. 6 Whole group’s performance 

N=51 

 Mean SD 

Overall Band Score 5.87 0.92 

TA 6.12 0.95 

CC 5.86 0.90 

LR 6.06 0.95 

GRA 5.45 1.29 

The score range in Table 3.7 shows that most writers obtained scores between 6.5 to 

7.0 band (N=19, 37.25%) followed by 4.5 to 5.0 (N=16, 31.37%) and least in 7.25 to 7.5 (N=3, 

5.88%). However, in Table 3.6, the Overall band score (mean=5.87, SD=0.92) is not very high 

as expected because the writers who reported lowest band score (4.5 to 5.5 band) in 
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academic writing, as well as writers with comparatively higher band score (i.e. 6.5 to 7.5), 

were invited to participate in this writing task initially. Thus, an overall band score of the 

whole group shows medium level attainment of the participants on average.  

IELTS Academic Writing Band Scores were used to group writers like several previous 

studies, for example, Barkaoui (2014). Thus, writers with higher overall band score (range 6.5 

to 7.5 as shown in Table 3.7) were grouped together (excluding withdrawn ones) and named 

as More Successful Writers while writers with lower overall band scores (range 4.5 to 5.5 as 

shown in Table 3.7) were grouped and named as Less Successful Writers. The writers with 

band scores falling in between these two ranges were excluded from the study to maintain 

two distinctive groups for further investigation. In Table 3.7, overall score range is not 

rounded off in this study in order to keep the grouping consistently high and low; thus some 

IELTS Academic Writing scores in Table 3.7 may seem unfamiliar (e.g. 5.25 or 5.625 or 6.25).  

Table 3. 7 Whole group’s score range 

Overall score range Number of writers (N=51) % of writers 

4.5 to 5.0  16 31.37 

5.25 to 5.5 8 15.68 

5.625 to 6.25 5 9.80 

6.5 to 7.0 19 37.25 

7.25 to 7.5 3 5.88 

7.75 and above - - 

 

As literature (Barkaoui, 2015; Chenoweth & Hayes, 2001; Roca de Larios et al., 2008; Roca de 

Larios et al., 2001) suggests that revisions in writing largely depend on the writers' proficiency, 

it is expected that the revisions done by more successful writers and less successful writers 

will represent the revision patterns exclusive to that group.  
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3.7.2 Rater reliability 

The marking was done analytically using the public version of IELTS Task 2 Writing band 

descriptors (see Appendix 5); the whole group's (N=51) descriptive statistics (mean and 

standard deviation) were obtained for both the raters for all marking categories and overall 

band score. Overall band score was obtained by taking the average of all four rating categories 

including task achievement (TA), cohesion & coherence (CC), lexical resource (LR) and 

grammatical range and accuracy (GR&A). Table 3.8 suggests that on average, writers received 

higher scores in TA and LR than CC and GRA by both the raters. 

Table 3. 8 Analytical marking categories’ comparison between Rater1 & Rater2 

 Rater 1 (N=51) Rater 2 (N=51) 

 Mean SD Mean SD 

Task achievement (TA) 6.15 1.04 6.09 0.94 

Cohesion & Coherence 
(CC) 

5.88 0.90 5.84 0.94 

Lexical Resource (LR) 6.03 0.93 6.09 1.02 

Grammatical Range & 
Accuracy (GRA) 

5.47 1.30 5.43 1.31 

Overall Band Scores 5.88 0.93 5.86 0.93 

 

Few important statistical measures, such as the Pearson Correlation coefficient and % of 

Absolute Agreement and disagreement between both the raters were conducted to check 

the raters' reliability further. Results of the Pearson Correlation coefficient for each category 

and overall band scores showed the strength and direction of the relationship between the 

rating of both the raters. However, before obtaining the Pearson correlation, scatterplots for 

overall band score as well as for each rating category were obtained. Outliers were removed. 

The results of the correlation coefficient, i.e. Pearson Correlation 'r' in Table 3.9 shows that 
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there is a strong positive relationship between the marking of Rater 1 and Rater 2 across all 

the four rating categories as well as in Overall band scores (r=.942) while no data is missing 

(N=51). A significant correlation (p<.001) exists between the marking of both the raters across 

all these categories. 

Table 3. 9 Pearson Correlation Coefficient between Rater 1 & 2 

 Rater 2 (N=51) 

 Overall 2 TA2 CC 2  LR 2 GRA 2 

Rater1 
(N=51) 

R Sig.(2-
tailed) 

r Sig.(2-
tailed) 

r Sig.(2-
tailed) 

r Sig.(2-
tailed) 

r Sig.(2-
tailed) 

Overall 1 .94
2 

.000         

TA 1   .85
5 

.000       

CC1 .    .88
5 

.000     

LR1       .89
1 

.000   

GRA1         .954 .000 

 
 
Percent (%) of Absolute Agreement and disagreement was also calculated between Rater 1 

and Rater 2 across all the rating categories (see Table 3.10). The results in Table 3.10 highlight 

that the highest agreement is found in GRA scores, followed by CC, LR, TA and Overall band 

scores. The least agreement is found in Overall scores. Pearson correlation coefficient and 

percent (%) of absolute agreement and disagreement highlighted the reliability between rater 

1 and rater 2. 
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Table 3. 10 Percent (%) of absolute agreement & difference between the raters 

Difference b/w Rater1 
&Rater 2 

Overall 
Band 

Scores 
TA CC LR GRA 

0.25 band score 15.68% - - - - 

0.5 band score 3.92% - - - - 

0.75 band score 3.92% - - - - 

1.0 band score 5.88% 21.56% 19.60% 21.56% 15.68% 

 

More than 1.0 band score (i.e. 
2 band score) 

- 1.96% - - - 

      

Absolute Agreement b/w 
sRater1 &Rater 2 (%) 

 

%70.58 

 

76.47% 

 

80.39% 

 

78.43% 

 

84.31% 

 

3.8 Summary 

This chapter has presented the research design of this study concerning the investigation of 

the revision patterns and purposes of L2 writers in a computer-based academic English writing 

test task. It explained and justified the choice of methods (e.g., keystroke logging and 

stimulated recalls), materials used (e.g., IELTS academic writing task 2 and the observation 

form) and the procedure including the pilots, ethical considerations, administration of the 

task and data collection. The methods of data analyses for the collected data are given in the 

next chapters, along with results and findings. The next chapter reports the data analysis 

procedure for the first research question (RQ1), followed by presenting the analyses, results 

and findings of the same research question. 
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Chapter 4 THE REVISION PATTERNS OF MORE SUCCESSFUL AND LESS 

SUCCESSFUL URDU WRITERS 

4.1 Introduction  

Chapter 3 discussed and justified the data collection methods used in this study to 

achieve the set aim, i.e. to distinguish between the behaviour (revision patterns and 

purposes) of writers who handled the given task successfully and those who handled it less 

successfully when they wrote in a computer-based writing mode. Chapter 4 deals with the 

first research question which explored the revision patterns of more successful & less 

successful Urdu writers in terms of action, orientation, domain and location when they write 

an academic English writing test task in a computer-based writing mode and which patterns 

make more successful writers distinctive from less successful ones. The placement of writers 

in more and less successful writers' group depended entirely on their performance in the 

given writing task because the researcher had no external measures of the participating 

writers' writing skills, e.g., their writing scores from a prior international test (see details in 

section 3.7). Hence, the findings of this study only relate to writers' performance on the given 

writing task and the text, though they may be generalisable to other populations, tasks and 

texts. However, the revision patterns emerged after RQ1 analysis only relate to the given 

academic writing test task and the emerging patterns are meant to see the Urdu writers' 

revision behaviour, particularly what distinguishes the two groups. 

Section 4.2 presents an overview of the Inputlog data for RQ1 and the data analysis 

procedure in two steps. In the first step, the data was analysed from Inputlog's in-built 

revision analysis module using the writers' recorded writing sessions. The second step 

explains how the required data was obtained. Section 4.3 explains a dedicated revision 
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taxonomy based on Stevenson et al., (2006) and Lindgren and Sullivan (2006) which has been 

adapted to investigate the revision patterns in terms of orientation, domain, location and 

action; their sub-categories are also explained. The limitations of the taxonomy are also 

explained. This section also explains how the adapted revision taxonomy is used to code the 

Inputlog data. Section 4.4 presents the statistical analyses performed on the Inputlog's 

measures to test various hypotheses (see section 2.10 for hypotheses details) related to the 

revision patterns, e.g., form vs concept (orientation), length of the linguistic unit revised 

(domain) and the place of revisions in the text (location). In this way, the revision patterns 

of more successful writers (MSW) and less successful writers (LSW) were calculated, 

compared and contrasted to highlight their difference. Section 4.5 presents the findings and 

stating whether the hypotheses were found to be true or not. Section 4.6 presents a 

summary of the characteristics of more successful writers and less successful writers. 

4.2 Inputlog's inbuilt revision analysis: a step by step explanation 

As mentioned earlier in section 3.3, Inputlog program was used to record all the 

writing sessions. One of the Inputlog’s function modules is to provide data in the form of a 

video. All the revisions made by the writers were accessible by replaying the video post 

writing and in this way, each writing session could be reviewed even after the actual session. 

Additionally, Inputlog could also run a revision analysis (Lindgren & Sullivan, 2006; p.158) 

which generated a list of all revisions. The context in which each revision occurred could be 

watched by playing the video. So, the revision data obtained from Inputlog could be used in 

addressing RQ1. RQ1 deals with quantitative data. This section explains the steps taken to 

analyse Inputlog's inbuilt revision analysis. 



93 
 

4.2.1 Step 1: To run Inputlog's Inbuilt revision analysis 

The initial analysis for RQ 1 was conducted using Inputlog's in-built analysis tool. This 

analysis was done for each participant's writing session. The analysis generated an output 

file in html which is shown in Figure 4.1. This analysis produced the content of every revision 

done by a writer.  

 

Figure 4. 1 Revision matrix notation generated by Inputlog 

Figure 4.1 shows that some important information is generated in the output file, which is 

called revision matrix notation. It is important to note that the in-built revision analysis of 

Inputlog generates loads of data. It distributes the whole writing session into the number of 

revisions, three types of text can be seen including delete, insert and normal production. 

Normal production refers to the "new text produced at the end of the text produced so far" 

(Leijten & Van Waes, 2015, p. 80). Revisions are numbered as 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and so on while 
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normal production is indicated as 0. Also, text content, edits, starting and ending time of the 

revisions, duration/total length of the action in hours/minutes/seconds, beginning position 

of the first character of action, ending position of the last character of action, the number of 

character produced, number of character produced without space and the number of words 

produced are also included in the information generated. However, to address the RQ1, not 

all of the data points were needed. So, the next step was to segregate the required data and 

remove the non-essential data. The required data means the information (data) needed to 

answer the RQ1 in this study while the rest of the data was considered non-

essential/unneeded for this research question.  

4.2.2 Step 2: Obtaining the required data  

As Inputlog's revision analysis generated many data points as mentioned in earlier 

section (e.g., the revision number, type of revisions, content etc), each writer's data was 

imported from revision matrix file to an excel file which contained type of revision and the 

revision content and rest of the data points were removed from the file because they were 

not needed to answer RQ1 (see Figure 4.2 below).  
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Figure 4. 2 Data imported from revision matrix notation to excel file 

In the imported file (Figure 4.2 ) the type of text showed that the text was either the normal 

production (i.e., the unrevised/plain text) or the revisions taken place as delete or insert. 

Since RQ1 mainly focused on revisions, so deletes and inserts were the important data types. 

However, during observation of the writing sessions, consecutive delete-insert actions at the 

same location were noticed, and they were considered substitution following the earlier 

literature (e.g., Stevenson et al., 2006). Rows 40-41 are highlighted in Figure 4.2 to show an 

example of substitution (see details of substitution in section 4.3.1). Hence, substitutions 

were another type of revision apart from deletes and inserts, and they were not 

automatically recognised like delete and insert in the Inputlog's revision analysis. All three 

actions, i.e., delete, insert, and substitution, are discussed in section 4.3.1. Normal 

production, along with the delete and insert in the file helped the researcher in 

differentiating the revisions from normal production. Also, it helped in understanding the 

revision location, i.e., before and after which text each revision took place. As explained 

previously, Inputlog's in-built revision analysis counts revisions, and each revision is given a 



96 
 

serial number while normal production is not counted, and hence, 0 is marked with each 

normal production. 

Following Inputlog's principle and understanding (Leijten & Van Waes, 2015), one 

revision is defined as ‘the amount of text deleted or inserted by a writer using cursor/mouse 

and the keyboard at one text location which is visible on the computer screen. For example, 

a writer wrote the introductory sentence of his essay as  

"The newspaper column suggested that the study of a child is more important than his 

work."; (The sentence in the final draft) 

He made different revisions to compose this sentence. Different revision scenarios while 

composing this sentence which counted as one revision or multiple revisions are as follows: 

Scenario 1 

(Before revision sentence)" Study of a young child is more important than his work."  (a) 

The blog suggested that study of a young child is more important than his work  (b)The 

suggested that study of a young child is more important than his work."  (c) The 

newspaper column suggested that study of a young child is more important than his work. 

Scenario 1 consists of three revisions named here as a, b & c respectively. In (a) the writer 

inserted the clause The blog suggested that which is considered as 1 revision in this study, 

then he deleted the word blog and inserted newspaper column at its place. The 

replacement of blog into newspaper column is actually a combination of delete and insert 

action which is named as a substitution in this study and is considered 1 revision. In this 

way, scenerio 1 consists of two revisions (insert & substitution) which were taken place in 

three mechanical actions/steps (i.e., insert, delete and insert respectively). The level of 
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substitution is determined on the basis of the replaced text (the text of final revision); in 

this example, the level of substitution is a phrase (i.e., newspaper column). Delete, insert 

and substitution are mechanical actions and are described in detail later in this chapter. 

Scenario 2 

(Before revision sentence) "The newspaper column suggested that study of a young child is 

more important than his work.", "The newspaper column suggested that the study of a 

young child is more important than his work." 

The writer inserted "the" before "study" which is also counted as 1 revision which is at the 

word level. 

4.3 Adapting a revision taxonomy for data coding 

After obtaining the required revision data and saving it in the excel files, data coding 

was the next important step which needed a reasonable revision taxonomy. In this study, a 

multi-dimensional revision taxonomy was adapted from Stevenson et al., (2006) and 

Lindgren and Sullivan (2006) to code the Inputlog based revision data and examine the 

writers' revision patterns. It classifies revisions in terms of domain, action, location and 

orientation which are further divided into sub-categories (see Figure 4.3 for details). This 

section first explains the adapted taxonomy in detail, followed by how it was used to code 

the data. 
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inscription 
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Grammar Typing/Spelling 

Figure 4. 3 The adapted multi-dimensional revision taxonomy 
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 In other words, this taxonomy was used as a criterion to analyse keystroke logging data. The 

examples of each category or sub-category as found in the current data are presented here. 

4.3.1 Action 

This refers to the 'mechanical operations' (Stevenson et al., 2006; p.232), including insert or 

deletes, done by the writer in order to perform a revision. There are two types: 

4.3.1.1 Insert 

Revision by adding some text, at least a letter, in the already existing text. The following 

example shows insert. The text in red colour  

Before revision  After revision 

......working·for·money only....... 
 

In my opinion, working for money 

only....... 

 

3.1.2 Delete 

Revision by deleting some text, at least a letter at any point in the already existing text. The 

following example shows delete.  

Before revision  After revision 

.......Working in childhood also help  a 

child to...... 

 

.....Working in childhood help a child 

to...... 

 

4.3.1.3 Substitution 

Substitution involves delete and insert actions consecutively (i.e., one following the other 

without miss/gap in between) at the same text location. In the example below, the word 

"money" is replaced with "experience". 
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Before revision  After revision  

... Child work for the sake of 

money is approved by many 

people. 

 

Child work for the sake of  

is approved by many 

people. 

 

 

Substitution 
Child work for the sake of  is 

approved by many people. 

 Child work for the sake of 

experience is approved by 

many people. 

 

4.3.2 Orientation 

This refers to whether the revision made is a form or a concept revision. Stevenson et 

al., (2006) divided orientation category into content, language and typing as their focus was 

more on form revisions. However, in the current study, orientation is divided into two sub-

categories (i.e., form and concept) because this study mainly focuses on the conceptual 

revisions; so comparing form vs concept sub-categories seemed reasonable. Conceptual 

revisions refer to meaning/idea related changes. In this study, typing/spelling & grammar 

come under form revisions. 

4.3.2.1 Form 

This category is an indication of correctness (Allal, 2004; Lindgren & Sullivan, 2006). In 

this study form includes: i) Typographical/Spelling ii) Grammar iii) Lexis. Lexis is considered 

under form because it generally preserves a similar meaning.  

An example of grammar-related revision from the current data is as follows: 

Before revision  After revision 

It seemed that they don't learned 
 

It seemed that they didn't learn. 
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An example of lexis related revision is as follows: 

Before revision  After revision 

They can know a skill by doing some 

work. 

 

They can learn a skill by doing some 

work. 

 

4.3.2.2 Concept  

It affects the informational content, i.e. idea or meaning of a text. For example, 

Before revision  After revision 

Purpose·behind·it·is·to earn money...... 
 

Purpose·behind·it·is to learn a 

skill...... 

 

Example of concept highlights that the writer deleted the phrase 'earn money' and added the 

text 'learn a skill'. In this way, this revision affected the informational content of the text. In 

the earlier example (i.e. of form), the revision did not affect the informational content of the 

text. 

4.3.3 Domain 

Domain refers to the 'linguistic domain within which a revision is made' (Stevenson et 

al., 2006, p.232), such as revision made at a word or a sentence level etc. In this study, domain 

consists of the following sub-categories and for each sub-category, an example from the main 

data is given. 
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4.3.3.1 Punctuation & Letter 

Below word revisions include changes to the punctuation marks, e.g. full stop, comma, 

hyphen, colon, semi-colon, question mark, exclamation mark, (de)capitalisation, font size etc. 

For example, 

Before revision  After revision 

Additionally it·may·also·help..... 
 

Additionally, it·may·also·help..... 

              

Below word revisions also include changes at letter level. When a writer changes a letter (or 

letters) in the text, it means that a revision is made at the letter level, i.e., one or more 

characters, less than a whole word is revised. For example, 

Before revision  After revision 

children's·lack·of· confdnce 
 

children's lack·of·confidence 

       

          4.3.3.2 Word    

In the context of this study, when a writer changes (i.e., insert/delete/substitute) a 

word in the text, it means that a revision is made at the word level, i.e., one word is revised. 

For example, 

Before revision  After revision 

It·may·also·create·a·sense·of·being 

poor·in the family 

 

It·may·also·create·a·sense·of·being  

low in the family. 
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4.3.3.3 Phrase 

In the context of this study, when a writer changes (i.e., insert/delete/substitute) a 

phrase in the text, it refers to a revision made at the phrase level. Typically, a phrase is defined 

as “a small group of words without a finite verb that together have a particular meaning and 

that typically form part of a sentence” (Oxford Advanced Learner Dictionary); this definition 

is used in this study. An example from current data is as follows: 

Before revision  After revision 

If a child works for experience.... 
 

If a child works for money matters 

and for experience... 

                   

4.3.3.4 Clause  

In the context of this study, when a writer changes (i.e., insert/delete/substitute) a 

clause in the text, it means that a revision is made at the clause level. This study defines clause 

following Oxford Advanced Learner Dictionary, as “a group of words that includes a subject 

and a verb and forms a sentence or part of a sentence”. For example, 

Before revision  After revision 

Thus, paid work which is otherwise not 

considered good..... 

 

Thus, it is necessary for him/her to 

do the paid work which is otherwise 

not considered good... 

       

4.3.3.5 Sentence  
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In the context of this study, when a writer changes (i.e., insert/delete/substitute) a 

sentence in the text, it means that a revision is made at a sentence level.  For example, 

Before revision  After revision 

Paid work in childhood may be 

beneficial for children if the 

purpose behind it is not only the 

financial benefit but also the 

experience. Parents must take care 

to send children for work... 

 

Paid work in childhood may be beneficial 

for children if the purpose behind it is not 

only the financial benefit but also the 

experience. It may hinder his future 

progress as a successful person in 

the·society. Parents must take care to 

send children for work... 

 

4.3.3.6 Paragraph 

In this study, when a writer changes (i.e., insert/delete/substitute) a paragraph in the 

text, it means a revision is made at a paragraph level. This study considers that at least two 

(or more) consecutive sentences form a paragraph. For example, 

Before revision  After revision 

Due to increasing living expenses, some 

people think more children as more 

working hands. So, it is preferred that 

they should be taught first then 

preferred to engage in any form of 

work because……… 

 

Due to increasing living expenses, 

some people think more children as 

more working hands. It is not a stage 

of having a duty in general. Usually, 

they are preferred to pay less for 

hard work as compared to an adult 

employee. They are even humiliated, 

punished and abused. So, it is 

preferred that they should be taught 

first then preferred to engage in any 

form of work because… 
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4.3.4 Location 

Location refers to the place in the 'composition process' at which the revision is 

made (Stevenson et al., 2006, p.232). Location includes the following two sub-categories: 

4.3.4.1 Point of Inscription 

A revision made at the last word of the current text refers to the revision at point of 

inscription (Stevenson et al., 2006; p.232). For example, 

Before revision  After revision 

In various countries of the world going 

for the paid work is a good ways 

 

In various countries of the world 

going for the paid work is a good way 

This example is showing revision at point of inscription. It highlights that the writer was 

formulating the sentence. "In various countries of the world going for the paid work is 

a·good·ways" But at the last word "ways", probably he realised his mistake and deleted "s" 

and to make it grammatically correct in the sentence structure which shows that probably he 

was conscious about the immediate text he was writing. 

4.3.4.2 Previous Text 

A revision made prior to/before the point of inscription refers to the previous text 

(Stevenson et al., 2006; p.232). For example, 

Before revision  After revision 

Paid work in childhood may be benificial 

for children if the purpose behind it is 

not only the financial benift but also the 

experience. However, paid work only for 

the sake of maintaining expenses may 

mar a child's self-confidence 

 

It is concluded that paid work in 

childhood may be benificial for 

children if the purpose behind it is not 

only the financial benift but also the 

experience. However, paid work 

only·for the sake of maintaining 
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expenses may mar a child's self-

confidence 

 

Previous text example shows where the writer wrote some text, i.e., "Paid work in 

childhood may be beneficial for children if the purpose behind it is not only the financial benefit 

but also the experience. However, paid work only for the sake of maintaining expenses may 

mar a child's self-confidence." However, he moved his cursor back (in previous text location) 

to insert a clause "It is concluded that" which shows that the writer was probably conscious 

of the text as a whole. 

4.3.5 The limitations of the taxonomy 

Although the revision taxonomy has divided revisions into four broad categories ad-

dressing domain, orientation, location and action of the revisions (see Figure 4.3), there are 

some overlaps between some categories of the model. For example, there are some overlaps 

between orientation's subcategories (form & concept) and domain's sub-categories (punctu-

ation/letter to paragraph); form would include what also appears as punctuation/letter of the 

domain category. The concept may include what appears as clause, sentence or paragraph of 

the domain category. In action category, there is an overlap within the sub-categories (delete, 

insert and substitution); substitution would include a consecutive delete and an insert. Simi-

larly, location sub-categories (point of inscription and previous text) may overlap with domain 

sub-categories; for example, writers often make local level revisions (such as spelling/typing, 

grammar) at point of inscription (POI) whereas often they make concept related revisions in 

the previous text (PT). The overlapping of categories could lead to some interesting patterns 

involving at least two sub-categories of this model, e.g., how less successful writers substitute 
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at clause, sentence or paragraph level. Section 4.4 presents some important revision patterns 

from the current data. 

In the adapted taxonomy, the four broad categories are divided into sub-categories 

(see Figure 4.3), but not all sub-categories are directly relevant to the current research's goal 

(i.e., to get the evidence of revision differences between the more successful and less suc-

cessful writers in the given task). According to the literature (Barkaoui, 2016; Stevenson et al., 

2016), some revisions (e.g., clause, sentence or paragraph level revisions) are more likely to 

tell us about the revision behaviour of the writers whereas some other revisions (e.g., punc-

tuation and letter level revisions) would tell us little about the writing behaviour; they can 

only give us limited information about typing skills or automaticity in spellings. Similarly, de-

lete, insert and substitution (action sub-categories) sometimes give limited information about 

the writers' revision behaviour because they are the mechanical actions which may be taken 

to make corrections or text related changes. The current taxonomy does not make a distinc-

tion between actions which involve correction of errors and the actions which involve changes 

in the text. As this study aimed to distinguish the revision behaviour of writers who were more 

successful in the given task and those who were less successful in that task, both the groups 

would be compared in some relevant categories e.g., form vs concept, phrase, clause, sen-

tence and paragraph, point of inscription and previous text location (see section 4.4 for the 

hypotheses and the details of analyses conducted to make comparisons).  

4.3.6 The data coding procedure using the taxonomy 

The revision content obtained from the revision matrix notation files was further 

coded using the revision taxonomy as described in section 4.3 which consisted of four 



108 
 

different categories including action, orientation, domain and location) and their sub-

categories (see Fig 4.3).  

First of all, the entire data was coded for action category which aimed at dividing 

revisions into delete, insert and substitutions. Inputlog's revision analysis could automatically 

generate information only about delete and insert but it could not automatically identify 

substitutions. Inputlog's revision analysis program is not able to recognise a consecutive 

delete and insert and code it as a substitution (see section 4.2.2). Just to remind the readers, 

in this study, substitution refers to at least two consecutive revisions, one delete and one 

insert, at the same text location without having normal production in between delete and 

insert. As the name mentions, substitution is the replacement of text. So, to identify delete, 

insert, and substitutions accurately, the researcher watched the recorded video of each 

writer. Thorough watching of the recorded sessions enabled the researcher to clearly identify 

all these three actions, i.e., delete, insert and substitutions. In case a revision was not clearly 

recorded in the video, the researcher could identify this revision using S-notation, which is a 

system in Inputlog to represent the successive text editing actions. When normal production 

and revisions took place alternatively (e.g., in Fig 4.2 there is normal production between 

revision number 16 and 17) the revisions were not considered as a substitution. The data 

coding, as done in each excel file, is presented in Fig 4.4.
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Figure 4. 4 A sample of revisions' coding using the adapted revision taxonomy
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The 1st column shown in Figure 4.4 is the serial number in excel sheet, column A shows the 

revision numbers, column B presents the text before revision, columns C and D show delete 

and inserts respectively, column F shows the text after revision. The next four columns (G-H-

I-J) reflect the four categories of the revision taxonomy including action, orientation, domain 

and location. The text highlighted in red colour is the revision text. Based on the information 

from columns B to F, each revision is coded as per the revision taxonomy categories and sub-

categories. The role of Inputlog recording (video) was very important in coding because the 

text before and after revision could be obtained using the Inputlog video. The video recording 

also showed the revision text location (i.e., either a revision was done at the point of 

inscription or in the previous text). Moreover, the Inputlog video also helped in understanding 

the three actions i.e., delete, insert and substitution. 

As earlier mentioned in this section that this study did not consider a revision as a 

substitution if there was a normal (text) production between delete and insert action, an 

example of substitution coding is shown in Figure 4.4. Revision number 22 in Fig 4.4 is an 

example of substitution which is highlighted in yellow colour; it comprises of two consecutive 

revisions (i.e., delete & insert) done at the same text location and there is no normal (text) 

production in between these revisions. The text written in red colour shows the actual 

revision text. There were different possibilities related to the linguistic domain of the text, 

e.g., it could be a substitution of a word, phrase, clause, sentence or paragraph. In this study, 

the linguistic domain of substitution is, in fact, the domain of the replaced text (i.e., the 

outcome text/the finally revised text). For example, a revision is done at Clause level in the 

example presented in Figure 4.4 as the revised text is a clause. 
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After action, the next coding category was orientation which aimed at distributing all 

revision data into a form revision or a concept revision. The revision data present in the excel 

file was again viewed (Figure 4.4) to see whether a revision was a form revision or a concept 

revision. By looking at each revision in its context (i.e., before and after revision text), the 

researcher could decide whether a revision was a form or a concept revision. As discussed 

earlier In this chapter, language-related revisions were coded as form revisions in this study. 

The revisions which were related to meaning or concept were coded as concept revision in 

this study. 

After orientation, the data was coded for the domain category which aimed at dividing all 

revisions into seven sub-categories including punctuation, letter, word, phrase, clause, 

sentence and paragraph. Inputlog's revision analysis does not automatically give information 

about each revision's linguistic domain. So, following the revision taxonomy (see Figure 4.3), 

the researcher coded each revision manually into the identified sub-categories of the 

linguistic domain.  

After domain, revisions were also coded for their location which aimed to divide all 

revisions into the revisions at point of inscription and the revisions in the previous text. To 

identify the revision location, the Inputlog video was watched carefully; the researcher 

identified whether each revision was made at the point of inscription or in the previous text. 

To establish consistency in the coding, another coder was recruited in this study. He was 

an English language teacher in a UK college. Once he agreed to do, he was trained by the 

researcher. First of all, the researcher supplied him the coding scheme with examples and 

trained him using the pilot data. He was explained the aim of this coding and what he needs 

to do. Any arising questions/queries (e.g., why action category should be coded first/before 
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orientation, domain and location?) from the coder were also addressed by the researcher 

keeping in view the aim of coding. After the training, once the coder was confident, he was 

given the main data for coding and he coded independently. The recruited coder coded the 

revisions of 20% writers (i.e., 4 more successful and 4 less successful writers' texts). Reliability 

between both the coders (i.e., the researcher and the recruited coder) was found 83%. The 

coding scheme was improved as a result of double coding, and the following decisions were 

taken: 

• it was decided that a word should never be coded as a word if its complete spellings 

are not written by the writer; in case of incomplete spellings, it will be coded under 

letter sub-category.  

• Substitutions should be identified only in the previous text where delete and insert 

actions are very clear. 

Thus, these changes in the coding scheme were applied to the complete data and the 

agreement between the coders reached to 100%. 

The same procedure was done for each participating writer. The frequency of all the sub-

categories of action, orientation, domain and location were counted for each writer's data to 

run statistical analyses.  

4.4 Analyses and results of the main study data: the revision patterns 

Since the purpose of this study was to distinguish between the revision behaviour of 

the more successful writers and the less successful writers, there were some interesting 

patterns (hypotheses) which could be tested using the data obtained from Inputlog program. 

Sections 4.2 and 4.3 explained how revision data was obtained from Inputlog and data coding 
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was done and frequencies of various categories and sub-categories of the revision taxonomy 

were obtained, this section would explain which further statistical analyses were performed. 

However, before going into the details of analyses, it is important to note that, each revision 

was not marked/judged either as a successful or an unsuccessful revision since all the scripts 

were marked using IELTS academic writing task 2 rating criteria (public version) (see Appendix 

5). However, it was considered that the revisions done by the writers helped them in writing 

final texts; so, the overall scores given to their final text were important. Also, it is important 

to reiterate that the two groups of writers (i.e., more successful writers (MSW) and less 

successful writers (LSW)) were only made on the basis of their performance in the given 

academic writing test task and this performance did not determine their overall writing skill 

level; hence, the results and findings only relate to their performance on the given task and 

the written text. More successful writers' (N=20) overall band scores (Mean=6.86, SD=0.29) 

and less successful writers' overall band scores (Mean= 5, SD=0.26) were obtained. The 

average text length (in words) of the more successful writers (Mean=311.10, SD= 69.35) and 

the less successful writers were also calculated (Mean=287.95, SD=110.07). All revisions of 

each writer were calculated; the total number of revisions were calculated for more 

successful writers and less successful writers (see Table 4.1). Results in Table 4.1 suggest that 

more successful writers revised their text more frequently (Mean=141.30) than less 

successful writers (Mean=70.95).  
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Table 4. 1 Frequency of revisions by more successful writers (MSW) & less successful writers 
(LSW) 

 Frequency of revisions 

(MSW) 

(N=20) 

Frequency of revisions 

(LSW) 

(N=20) 

Mean  141.30 70.95 

SD 70.34 56.73 

 

Following earlier studies, e.g., Stevenson et al., (2006), standardisation of revision frequency 

count was obtained for all four categories (action, orientation, domain and location) before 

conducting further analyses. Revisions were expressed in terms of the frequency of revisions 

per one hundred words or part thereof. For this purpose, the number of revisions of a 

particular category was divided by the total number of words in the final text and multiplying 

by one hundred. The average revisions after text length adjustment are shown in Table 4.2 
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Table 4. 2 Number of revisions per 100 words  

 

 Action Orientation Location Domain  

 Delete 
 

Insert  Substit
ution 

Form Form 
(i) 
Spellin
g/Typi
ng 

Form 
(ii) 
Gramm
ar 

Form 
(iii) 
Lexis 

Concep
t 

POI PT  Punctua
tion 

Letter Word Phrase Clause Senten
ce 

Paragrap
h 

Total 

 MS
W 

LS
W 

M
S
W 

LS
W 

MS
W 

LS
W 

M
S
W 

LS
W 

M
S
W 

LS
W 

MS
W 

LS
W 

M
S
W 

LS
W 

M
S
W 

LS
W 

M
S
W 

LS
W 

M
S
W 

LS
W 

MS
W 

LS
W 

M
S
W 

LS
W 

M
S
W 

LS
W 

M
S
W 

LS
W 

M
S
W 

LS
W 

M
S
W 

LS
W 

MS
W 

LS
W 

M
S
W 

LS
W 

Mea
n 
 

28.
85 

20.
47 

11
.7
6 

4.
59 

4.8
2 

0.4
8 

33
.8
3 

21.
61 

23
.2
0 

15.
23 

7.8
9 

5.9
1 

2.
74 

0.
47 

11.
6 

3.8
8 

26.
94 

21.
21 

18.
49 

4.
28 

5.1
5 

3.2
1 

21
.7
4 

14 8.
9 

5 4.
2 

2.0
6 

4.
8 

1.0
2 

0.5
5 

0.1
2 

0.11 0.0
8 

45.
43 

9.1
3 

SD 15.
05 

14.
4 

8.
93 

4.
9 

6.7
4 

0.5
2 

15
.6 

15.
3 

11
.8
3 

11.
21 

4.2
9 

5.7
9 

2.
20 

0.
59 

8.0 3.6
8 

17.
2 

14.
8 

16.
8 

4.
94 

3.8
6 

3.2
1 

11
.0
2 

10
.2
9 

5.
15 

4.
19 

3.
03 

1.9
0 

4.
07 

1.3
7 

0.6
8 

0.2
4 

0.26 0.2
5 

20.
23 

14.
14 

*MSW= More successful writers **LSW= Less successful writers 
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As the purpose of the study is to distinguish between the behaviour of writers who handled 

the task successfully and those who handled it less successfully, some important hypotheses 

were tested using the frequency of revision categories.  

4.4.1 Hypothesis#1: Spelling/typing revisions 

The first hypothesis was that there would be more changes which involve corrections at the 

level of spelling and typing in the case of less successful writers.  

This hypothesis was tested using the current dataset and mean percentage was 

calculated for both the groups' spelling/typing revisions. The dataset showed that less 

successful writers (LSWs) made more spelling or typing changes (Mean percentage=70.57% 

of all revisions in relation to form made by LSWs; the number of spelling/typing revisions per 

100 words=15.23) than more successful writers(MSWs) (Mean percentage=67.92% of all 

revisions in relation to form made by MSWs; the number of spelling/typing revisions per 100 

words=23.20) and LSW's high standard deviation (SD=14.40) than MSWs also showed that 

data was widely spread around the mean, hence less reliable (see Table 4.3). Furthermore, 

inferential statistics were also performed to establish significance between both the groups' 

spelling/typing revisions. First, KS test was performed to check the normality of data which 

showed that the data was not normally distributed (p< .006), hence, a Mann Whitney U test 

was performed. The results suggested that there was a significant difference between both 

the groups' spelling/typing corrections (p< .010). Thus, this hypothesis was accepted as 

expected. A possible reason for this difference could be less successful writer's more limited 

knowledge of L2 spellings as well as their limited experience of executing the keystroke 

sequences in English L2. 
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Table 4. 3 Orientation pattern: spelling or typing revisions 

 

 Spelling/Typing (MSW) Spelling/Typing (LSW) 

Mean Percentage 67.92 70.57 

SD 10.14 14.40 

Median 67.12 72.93 

Mann-Whitney U                                                              105.000 

Wilcoxon W                                                              315.000 

Z                                                                -2.571 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)                                                                   .010 

Exact Sig. [2*(1-tailed 
Sig.)] 

                                                                 .009b 

 

4.4.2 Hypothesis#2: Grammar & lexis revisions 

Language knowledge plays a role in writing proficiency. Grammar is an important part 

of language knowledge. The second hypothesis was that in the case of grammar one could 

expect more corrections from less successful writers whereas fewer from the more successful 

writers. On the contrary, in the case of lexical changes, more successful writers were expected 

to do more changes than less successful writers.  

The current study data was carefully analysed to test these hypotheses. First, the 

mean percentage of both the groups' grammar and lexis were calculated. The results in Table 

4.4 proved these hypotheses true as LSWs made more grammar revisions (Mean 

percentage=26.70% in relation to form made by LSWs; number of revisions per 100 

words=5.91) than MSWs (Mean percentage=24.45% in relation to form made by MSWs; 

number of revisions per 100 words=7.89). MSWs made more lexical changes (Mean 
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percentage=7.63% in relation to form; number of revisions per 100 words=2.74) than LSWs 

(Mean percentage=2.73% in relation to form; number of revisions per 100 words=0.47).  

To check the significant difference between the grammar revisions of both the groups, a KS 

test was conducted for the normality of data which showed that data was not normally 

distributed (p<.008); hence a Mann Whitney U test was conducted. The results of the Mann 

Whitney U test showed that there is a significant difference in both the groups in the revision 

sub-categories e.g., grammar (p<..025) and lexis (p<.000). The hypotheses related to grammar 

and lexis were accepted as expected. This difference could be possible due to LSW's limited 

grammar knowledge which led them to do more grammar changes for correction purpose as 

compare to the MSWs. In the case of lexis, MSWs made more frequent changes because of 

their better vocabulary knowledge at hand. 

Table 4. 4 Orientation pattern: revisions of grammar & lexis 

 

 Grammar 
(MSW) 

Grammar 
(LSW) 

 Lexis  
(MSW) 

Lexis  
(LSW) 

Mean 
Percentage 

24.45 26.70  7.63 2.73 

SD 9.46 12.71  4.24 3.29 

Median 22.87 24.69  8.19 1.49 

Mann-Whitney U 117.000  35.000 

Wilcoxon W 327.000  245.000 

Z -2.247  -4.514 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .025  .000 

Exact Sig. [2*(1-
tailed Sig.)] 

.024b  .000b 
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4.4.3 Hypothesis# 3: Form & concept revisions' frequency 

Another hypothesis was that the changes of form are more commonly found in less successful 

writers and the changes of the concept are more commonly found in more successful writers.  

The current data was analysed carefully, and all the revisions were broadly divided 

into two groups i.e., revisions related to the form and the revisions which were related to 

concept (idea) as mentioned in the taxonomy. The form revisions were related to the 

corrections, such as spelling, typing or grammar etc and the concept related revisions were 

related to the change in idea. Both the groups were compared in form vs concept categories 

(see Table 4.5). In the current data, form revisions were most common in less successful 

writers (Mean percentage= 86.99% of all revisions in relation to orientation made by LSWs; 

number of revisions per 100 words=21.61) whereas concept revisions were more commonly 

present in more successful writers (Mean percentage=24.84 in relation to orientation made 

by MSWs; number of revisions per 100 words=11.6). Also, statistical analyses were conducted 

to establish significance between both the group in form as well as in concept categories. A 

Mann Whitney U test was conducted to explore the significant difference. The results 

suggested that there is a significant difference between both the groups in form (p< .006) as 

well as in the concept revisions (p<.001) and hence these hypotheses were accepted as 

expected. 
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Table 4. 5 Orientation pattern: form vs concept revisions 

 

 Form (MSW) Form (LSW)  Concept (MSW) Concept 
(LSW) 

Mean 
Percentage 
(%) 

75.16  86.99  24.84 13.01 

SD 12.78 7.88  12.78 7.88 
Median 76.86 85.53  23.14 14.47 
Mann-
Whitney U 

97.500  72.500 

Wilcoxon W 307.500  282.500 
Z -2.774  -3.452 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-tailed) 

.006  .001 

Exact Sig. 
[2*(1-tailed 
Sig.)] 

.005b  .000b 

 
4.4.4 Hypothesis#4: Form & concept revisions at a higher linguistic level 

Another hypothesis was that there would be limited evidence of form revisions at a higher 

linguistic level (e.g., sentence-level) whereas more frequent concept revisions will take place 

at the same linguistic level.  

To test this hypothesis, the form and concept revisions were further carefully observed at 

the sentence level. There was no form revision found at the sentence level (i.e., at higher 

linguistic level) in both the groups; this confirms hypothesis#4. The data showed that 

sentence-level revisions were actually the concept revisions. Table 4.6 also suggested that 

more successful writers made frequent concept revisions at sentence level (Mean 

percentage=55% of all orientation revisions made by MSW; number of sentence revisions 

per 100 words=0.55) whereas less successful writers made fewer revisions (Mean 

percentage=20% of all orientation revisions made by LSW; number of sentence revisions per 
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100 words=0.12). Mann Whitney U test was run to check the statistical significance between 

both the groups. The result in Table 4.6 suggested that statistically there was a significant 

difference in both the groups' concept revisions at the sentence level (p< .016). One reason 

of this difference may be that the length of the unit replaced (sentence in this case) might 

be an indication of the writers' writing skill and more successful writers were able to handle 

them better than less successful writers. 

Table 4. 6 Form & concept revisions at a higher linguistic level 

 

 Concept 
revisions at 

the sentence 
level (MSW) 

Concept 
revisions at 

the sentence 
level (LSW) 

 Form 
revisions at 

the 
sentence 

level (MSW) 

Form revisions 
at the sentence 

level (LSW) 

Mean percentage 55 20  - - 

SD 49.75 40  - - 

Median 100 0  - - 

Mann-Whitney U 123.000  - 

Wilcoxon W 333.000  - 

Z -2.405  - 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .016  - 

Exact Sig. [2*(1-tailed 
Sig.)] 

.038b  - 

 
4.4.5 Hypothesis#5 Delete/insert/substitution to make concept revisions at 

the sentence level 

Another hypothesis was that insert and substitution actions are more frequently used by the 

more successful writers to make concept revisions, e.g., sentence-level revisions whereas less 

successful writers make limited concept level changes using these two actions as inserting or 
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substituting the text is often related to text-level changes which may require more cognitive 

effort.  

Table 4.7 also suggested that the concept revisions at sentence level occurred most 

frequently as insert by the more successful writers (Mean percentage=30.55% of all concept 

revisions made by MSWs; the number of sentence revisions per 100 words=0.55) whereas, in 

case of less successful writers, it occurred most frequently by deletes (Mean percentage= 

12.5% of all concept revisions made by LSW; the number of sentence revisions per 100 

words=0.12). There was no evidence of sentence-level substitution in less successful writers' 

data.  

Table 4. 7 Actions taken to make concept revisions at the sentence level 

 
Concept revisions at the sentence level 

 Delete  Insert  Substitution 

 MSW LSW  MSW LSW  MSW LSW 

Mean 
Percentage 

9.13 12.5  30.55 7.5  15.33 - 

SD  20.69 31.12  39.93 23.85  32.33 - 

Median 0 0  0 0  0 - 

Mann-Whitney U 190.000  133.000  150.000 
Wilcoxon W 400.000  343.000  360.000 

Z -.409  -2.309  -2.355 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .682  .021  .019 

Exact Sig. [2*(1-
tailed Sig.)] 

.799b  .072b  .183b 

 

Sentence level revisions of both the groups for delete, insert and substitution were analysed 

to establish the significant difference. The results in Table 4.7 suggested that there was no 

significant difference between both the groups in deleting concept revisions at the sentence 

level (p< .682). There was a significant difference in more successful and less successful 
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writers' inserting the concepts at the sentence level (p<.021) and hence the hypothesis was 

accepted. In case of substitution of concepts at the sentence level, only more successful 

writers' data had the evidence while less successful writers' data was silent and hence there 

was a significant difference in both the groups (p<.019) and hence the hypothesis was 

accepted. MSW's more frequent concept related insertions at sentence level highlighted that 

they were perhaps more committed or focused to improve the informational content of the 

text more than LSW. Barkaoui (2016) study also highlighted insert as the most frequently 

found action (49.89%) followed by substitution (34.03%) and so on. However, Barkaoui (2016) 

showed inserts in general i.e., his study did not show inserts at sentence level exclusively.  

4.4.6 Hypothesis#6 Substitution of phrase, clause, sentence and paragraph 

 The length of the unit replaced is often an indication of the writing skill. A hypothesis was 

that less successful writers generally make smaller/ local substitutions instead of the 

substitutions which take account the wider context.  

The current study data was analysed to test this hypothesis across four linguistic 

domain-related sub-categories, i.e., substitution of phrases, substitution of clauses, 

substitution of sentences and substitution of paragraph.  
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Table 4. 8 Domain pattern: substitution of phrase, clause, sentence & paragraph 

 

 Substitution of 
phrases 

Substitution of 
clauses 

Substitution of 
sentences 

Substitution 
of paragraph 

 MSW LSW MSW LSW MSW LSW MSW LSW 

Mean 
percentage  

33.23 36.67 21.97 6.67 1.77 - 0.70 - 

SD 30.25 44.28 24.68 16.16 3.45 - 2.63 - 

Median 25.39 0 3.85 0 0 - 0 - 
Mann-Whitney 
U 

104.000 119.500 150.000 180.000 

Wilcoxon W 314.000 329.500 360.000 390.000 

Z -2.749 -2.623 -2.355 -1.432 

Asymp. Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.006 .009 .019 .152 

Exact Sig. 
[2*(1-tailed 
Sig.)] 

.009b .028b .183b .602b 

 

The results in Table 4.8 suggested that both the groups substituted at phrase level and it was 

the only category where less successful writers substituted more (Mean percentage=36.67% 

of all domain revisions from word - paragraph made by LSW) than more successful writers 

(Mean percentage=33.23% of all domain revisions from word - paragraph made by MSW). It 

might be because phrase was the smaller unit than clause, sentence and paragraph and less 

successful writers generally make smaller/local substitutions instead of taking into account 

the wider context which may require bigger/higher linguistic units. On the contrary, more 

successful writers substituted more at clause level (Mean percentage=21.97% of all domain 

revisions from word - paragraph) than the less successful writers (Mean percentage=6.67% of 

all domain revisions from word - paragraph). The less successful writers' data did not show an 

example of substitution at sentence and paragraph levels.  
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To establish the significant difference between both the participating groups, first of 

all KS test of normality was conducted which showed that data was not normally distributed 

across all categories from phrase to paragraph (p<.000). Thus, Mann Whitney U test was run 

to compare both the groups which suggested that there was a significant difference in more 

successful writers and less successful writers' substitutions at phrase (p<.006), clause (p< 

.009) and sentence (p< .019) level and hence the hypothesis was accepted as expected. 

However, there was not a significant difference in both the groups at paragraph level (p<.152), 

which seems to be due to very limited evidence of paragraph-level substitution even by the 

more successful writers. 

4.4.7 Hypothesis#7 Form and concept revisions at POI & PT 

A hypothesis was that less successful writers mostly operate at a local level, making small 

revisions when they write, such as correcting grammar and spelling, at point of inscription 

(POI) whereas more successful writers carry forward an awareness of what they have written 

so far and regress when making revisions, i.e., make revisions in previous text (PT). 

The current data explored form and concept revisions at point of inscription and 

previous text location to test this hypothesis. The results in Table 4.9 suggested that less 

successful writers made more form revisions at POI (Mean percentage=78% of all orientation 

revisions in relation to location) whereas more successful writers made fewer form revisions 

at POI (Mean percentage=51.16% of all orientation revisions in relation to location). Both the 

groups were not significantly different (p< .970) and hence the hypothesis was rejected. However, both 

the groups' concept revisions were mostly found in the previous text (PT) location. Results in 

Table 4.8 also suggested that more successful writers' concept revisions were more frequent 

(Mean percentage=16.27% of all orientation revisions in relation to location) than less 
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successful writers' revisions (Mean percentage=5% of all orientation revisions in relation to 

location). However, there was no significant difference between both the groups (p< .182). 

 

Table 4. 9 Location pattern: form and concept revisions at POI & PT 

 

 Form 
revisions at 
POI (MSW) 

Form 
revisions at 
POI (LSW) 

 Concept revisions 
at PT (MSW) 

Concept revisions 
at PT (LSW) 

Mean Percentage 51.16 78  16.27 5 
SD 24.74 13.37  14.89 4.55 
Median      
Mann-Whitney U 49.000  58.500 
Wilcoxon W 94.000  113.500 
Z -.038  -1.335 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .970  .182 

Exact Sig. [2*(1-tailed 
Sig.)] 

1.000b  .187b 

*POI= Point of inscription **PT= Previous text 

LSW's frequent form revisions at POI (Mean percentage=78%) may be due to their lack of 

fluency in writing as compared to MSW (Mean percentage= 51.16). As form revisions were 

mainly related to spelling and grammar, there was no form revision found at sentence and 

paragraph level at POI in both the groups. 

4.5 Summary 

Chapter 4 aimed to explain the method of analysis of the RQ1 followed by presenting the 

results and findings obtained after doing the required analyses. Of the seven suggested 

hypotheses, six were accepted and one was rejected. Some important revision patterns were 

found as a result of the suggested analysis, such as less successful writers made significantly 

more form revisions including corrections related to grammar spelling/typing revisions than 

more successful writers. A possible reason could be their more limited knowledge of L2 
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spellings than more successful writers. Another reason could be their more limited experience 

of executing keystroke sequences in L2.  

Less successful writers made significantly more corrections related to grammar than more 

successful writers. It might be because language knowledge plays a role in writing proficiency. 

Less successful writers made more grammar corrections which might be due to their limited 

language proficiency.  

More successful writers made more lexis related revisions than less successful writers and 

there was a significant difference in both the groups. A possible reason might be the more 

vocabulary choice available to more successful writers which they used for better text quality 

and expressions. 

The changes of form were more commonly found in less successful writers and there was a 

significant difference between both the groups. It might be because less successful writers 

made more language corrections as they had limited language proficiency, such as in spellings 

and grammar or they had limited experience of executing the keystrokes.  

The changes of the concept are more commonly found in more successful writers and there 

is a significant difference in both the groups' concept revisions. A very obvious reason seems 

to be their ability to remain conscious of what they have written so far, how far their text 

relates to the given task and what ideas/ concepts need changes. 

Both the groups made no form revisions, but only concept revisions at sentence level which 

might be because sentence level changes generally deal with ideas (i.e., concepts, not forms 

like spelling/typing or grammar).  
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More successful writers made sentence-level revisions by doing insert action most frequently 

whereas less successful writers made sentence level changes by taking delete action most 

frequently. There was no evidence of sentence-level substitution in less successful writers' 

data. This pattern might occur because sentence level inserts and substitutions require writ-

ers' awareness of their writing context (i.e., what they are writing) and more successful writ-

ers were able to handle these requirements better than less successful writers. 

Less successful writers frequently made substitutions at smaller linguistic units' level (e.g., a 

phrase) which were perhaps cognitively less demanding whereas more successful writers 

made frequent substitutions of the higher linguistic units (e.g., clause, sentence) which are 

cognitively more demanding because they take into account the wider context. Hence, there 

was a significant difference in more and less successful writers' substitutions at phrase, clause 

and sentence level. 

Less successful writers operated at a local level more than the more successful writers, making 

more small revisions such as correcting grammar and spelling etc when they wrote at point of 

inscription (POI) but the difference between the groups was non- significant. More successful 

writers carried forward awareness of what they had written so far and made revisions in pre-

vious text (PT) location more frequently than less successful writers, but the difference be-

tween the groups was non-significant. The findings of RQ1 will be discussed in detail in Chap-

ter 6.
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CHAPTER 5 COMPARING THE REVISION PURPOSES OF MORE SUCCESSFUL 

AND LESS SUCCESSFUL URDU WRITERS 

5.1 Introduction 

Chapter 4 presented the analysis and results of the first research question (RQ1), 

which investigated the revision patterns of more and less successful writers. RQ2 focuses on 

the revision purposes of native Urdu writers, which states ' What are the revision purposes 

of more and less successful Urdu L1 writers when they respond to  an academic English 

writing test task in a computer-based writing mode?' To remind the readers, this is a 

keystroke logging (KSL) study and to address RQ1, mainly keystroke logging data was used. 

Despite several advantages, keystroke logging data has a limitation that it does not tell what 

happens inside the mind of the writers. So, after exploring the revision patterns which were 

based on actual changes using keystroke data, the reasons or purposes of revisions were 

deemed an important question which needed further exploration. Also, there is limited 

evidence of L2 writers' revision purposes in the literature, so, RQ2 is of interest as it may 

expand our existing knowledge about L2 writers' revision purposes. The results would 

contribute to our understanding of Urdu L1 writers’ awareness about their decisions (i.e., 

why they revised a text).  

This chapter presents the results and findings of RQ2. To get an in-depth knowledge 

of writers' revision purposes, stimulated recall method was used to collect data (see section 

3.3.2 for details). It mainly focuses on the revision purposes of more and less successful 

writers. The stimulated recall data indicated seven revision purposes and the eighth one was 

an additional category named 'writers did not remember'. These seven revision purposes 

included i) clarity, explicitness or emphasis, ii) coherence, iii) hedging, iv) modify an idea, v) 
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eliminate an idea and vi) creating a new global content unit and vii) making text reader-

friendly. Section 5.2 presents the stimulated recall data analysis procedure, and section 5.3 

presents the analyses and results of the main study data. Section 5.4 highlights the 

differences between more successful writers and less successful writers in detail, giving 

excerpts from their stimulated recalls. Section 5.5 explains the impact of revisions on the 

text from the researcher's perspective and section 5.6 gives a summary of the whole chapter. 

5.2 Stimulated Recalls (SR): data analysis procedure 

Since keystroke logging data lacks the human side of the data (section 2.8), 

stimulated recall method was chosen for a better understanding of the revision purposes as 

it could trigger the writers’ memory about their revision purposes. Section 3.6.3 highlighted 

that observations were done concurrently during each writing session, a list of the meaning 

or idea related revisions was prepared on the designed observation form, and those 

meaning/idea revisions were used as a stimulus to collect writers' reflections on their 

revision purposes. This section explains the stimulated recall data analysis procedure.  

Stimulated recalls were conducted with 20 writers, that is, 50% of the total 

participants. In total, twenty-four writers agreed to stay for the stimulated recalls after 

finishing the writing session. Their reflections were gathered about why did they revise the 

text. Later on, when the whole cohort was divided on the basis of their obtained scores, 

three writers were removed as they did not meet the criteria for being a member of less 

successful writers' group or more successful writers' group (see details in section 3.7). One 

writer was not sure as for why did he revise; he focused on the usefulness of revision which 

was not the focus of the study. Thus, he was not included in the study and removed from 
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the data. In this way, the total number of writers included in the stimulated recall list 

remained twenty (N= 10 from more successful & N= 10 from less successful writers' group). 

For analysing the stimulated recall data, all verbal reports were transcribed (written) 

first and a list of stimulated recalls was prepared. Writers reported either in their first 

language (Urdu) or second language (English) or a mix of both English and Urdu keeping in 

view their ease and choice. All the reports in Urdu were translated and transcribed by the 

researcher who is a certified Urdu English translator and has worked in the same capacity in 

the native Urdu context (in Khayber Pakhtunkhwa province of Pakistan) for about three 

years. 20% data (i.e., four interviews) was checked and verified by another certified Urdu-

English translator, and 100% agreement was found. 

During transcribing, the researcher wrote the complete text of each idea revision 

using the recorded video of the writing session if needed, followed by the writer's comment 

explaining the revision purpose of that particular revision. An example is presented in Table 

5.1. This procedure was done for all idea revisions identified in each observation form. In 

this way, the researcher obtained a list of all stimulated recall responses. 
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Table 5. 1 A sample of transcribed stimulated recalls 

Revision 
number 

Complete revision text Stimulated recall (the writer's) response  

#1 ……..paid work for children. There 
are many reasons for child labour 
which is very common in most of 
the developing countries. Some 
people argue that paid work for 
children is beneficial for them 
while other disagree.  

" When I was writing about paid work 
for children, I thought that this issue is 
mostly common in developing countries 
where the ratio of poverty is high. Then 
I thought to add a new idea that 'there 
are many reasons for child labour which 
is very common in most of the 
developing countries.' I thought that 
inclusion of the new ideas can make my 
essay more interesting. And I also made 
some changes which were important." 

#2 ......paid work can help the 
children to develop their life 
skills like time management and 
organisational skills. By 
involving them in paid work can 
also help children to earn 
independently and plan for 
their futire. It helps them to 
value the 'hardwork' in life....... 

When I write in the flow, I am more 
creative, more logical, full of ideas as 
here. Here I came up with some new 
points such as refer the positive part of 
child labour and I just added those 
points here to make my essay 
interesting. 

 

Eklundh and Kollberg's (2003) categorisation was initially used to code the stimulated recall 

data on the suggestion of the CRELLA expert focus group and three revision purposes were 

identified in the pilot data. The data coding was done using the software NVivo 11 pro. These 

three initially identified purposes included i) clarity, explicitness or emphasis, ii) coherence 

and iii) creating a new global content unit. However, when the entire main study data was 

coded following the same method, five more categories emerged including iv) hedges v) 

eliminate an idea vi) modify an idea vii) making text reader-friendly viii) writers did not 

remember. Thus, the total number of categories reached eight.  

These eight categories as used in this study are as follows: 
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Clarity, explicitness or emphasis refers to a revision which "served to clarify, strengthen, or 

make explicit a previously introduced content unit or description" (Eklundh & Kollberg, 2003, 

p.884). 

 Coherence refers to the relationships that link the ideas in a text, making it more meaningful 

(Lee, 2002). In this study coherence is limited to the 'linkers' or 'discourse markers'. 

Creating a new global content unit refers to an 'inclusion of a new global content unit within 

the text which may happen on several levels and at any time during the writing task' (Eklundh 

& Kollberg, 2003, p.883). The current study uses this definition when revisions are meant to 

create new content units i.e., adding new ideas.  

Hedges are the linguistic markers used by writers to demonstrate the possibility of some 

other choices, such as may, probably, can, could (Hyland, 1998). They are an important 

element of academic writing (Myers, 1989, Hinkel, 1997; Hyland, 1998) and imply that "a 

statement is based on plausible reasoning rather than certain knowledge and allow readers 

the freedom to dispute it" (Hyland, 1998; p.4). To the researcher's knowledge, there is 

limited evidence that hedging has been identified as a revision purpose in earlier studies, 

however, in the current study, it has been found a revision purpose. 

Modify an Idea also emerged as a revision purpose. In the current study, modify an idea 

means that writers revise to change an already introduced idea with another idea, i.e., he 

first writes an idea which is changed later on. To the researcher's knowledge, there is limited 

evidence that 'modifying an idea' has been identified as a revision purpose in previous 

studies. However, in the current study, there are instances where writers modified a 

previously written idea; it occurred at a clause or sentence level. 
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Eliminate an idea is not reported as a revision purpose in earlier studies. However, writing literature 

suggested that writers often seem to select, evaluate and abandon the writing goals, 

strategies or texts according to their abilities and interests (Victori, 1999). In the current 

study, eliminate an Idea emerged as a revision purpose. The revision under this category could 

take place at the clause or sentence level.  

To make text reader-friendly was another important revision purpose found in the main 

data. This was an emerging purpose and like some earlier mentioned purposes, its presence 

in earlier studies was limited. 

An important category found in the main data was 'writers did not remember' i.e., they 

forgot the purpose of revision, so they did not comment. The researcher told writers 

beforehand that they only need to report the actual purpose of revision, i.e., why did they 

make a particular change? In case if they are unsure or do not remember, say it straight. In 

the pilot data, the researcher did not find any example of 'writers did not remember'. 

However, in the final data, some cases were found. Although 'writers did not remember' was 

not a revision purpose, but it is kept and discussed as a category with the revision purposes 

because it was a behaviour which writers showed while reporting the revision purposes. 

A sample of the stimulated recall coded data for each category is presented in Table 

5.2. Table 5.2 includes a brief detail of each idea revision as text before revision and text 

after revision followed by the writer's response and how the stimulated recall data was 

coded. 
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Table 5. 2 A sample of stimulated recall coded data for each purpose category 

Sr# Text before 
revision 

Text after revision Writers' response after 
watching the stimulated 
recall 

Coded 
Category 

1 …….paid work for 
children. This 
issue is mostly 
common in most 
of the developing 
countries where 
the ratio of 
poverty is high. 

……..paid work for 
children. There 
are many reasons 
for child labour 
which is very 
common in most 
of the developing 
countries. Some 
people argue that 
paid work for 
children is 
beneficial for 
them while other 
disagree.  

" When I was writing about 
paid work for children, I 
thought that this issue is 
mostly common in 
developing countries where 
the ratio of poverty is high. 
Then I thought to add a new 
idea that 'there are many 
reasons for child labour 
which is very common in 
most of the developing 
countries.' I thought that the 
inclusion of new ideas can 
make my essay more 
interesting. And I also made 
some changes which were 
important." 

Creating a 
new global 
content 
unit 

2 ......well being. If 
these three 
conditions are 
met , then there is 
no harm to 
involve the 
children in paid 
work. 

......well being. In 
my opinion, if 
these three 
conditions are 
met , then there is 
no harm to 
involve the 
children in paid 
work. 

I just added in my opinion 
because all people cannot 
think the same, so the 
reader should know it is my 
opinion. 

Hedges 

3 ........Therefore, 
the determinants 
are very 
important if we 
consider paid 
work as a tool……. 

.....Therefore, 
three main 
determinants are 
very important if 
we consider paid 
work as a tool…….. 

I first wrote the 
determinants, but then I 
decided to specifically 
mention the three 
determinants which I 
wanted to talk because it 
will simply give clear 
meaning and improve my 
essay. 

Clarity, 
explicitness 
or 
emphasis 

4 In my opinion, 
children should 
not be 
encouraged for 
the paid work, 

Children are the 
most important 
part of the society 

First I wrote "In my 
opinion…", then I changed 
my mind. I think it was good 
that I start with the 

Modify an 
idea 
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There were a total of 147 idea revisions identified. The interview transcripts relevant 

to each revision were first coded by the researcher (for example, see Table 5.2). Another 

coder independently then coded the transcripts. The recruited coder was an English 

language teacher in a UK institution who had an experience of teaching to native Urdu 

writers for more than five years. He was provided with the list of all eight categories with 

importance of children in 
society. 

5 As a human being 
and as a mother 
myself, I could not 
imagine a child 
working and 
earning money. It 
just break my 
heart that they 
are performing 
parental 
responsibilities. 
They are our 
asset. 

As a human being 
and as a mother 
myself, I could not 
imagine a child 
working and 
earning money. 
They are our 
asset. 

I understand this point was 
extra, so I should remove it. 
It was sentimental. I think 
essay should be written on 
argument not emotions. I 
deleted this idea.  

Eliminate 
an idea 

6 Some cultural 
traditions view 
that children 
getting trained in 
a system of 
apprenticeship is 
inherintly positive. 

On one hand, 
some cultural 
traditions view 
that children 
getting trained in 
a system of 
apprenticeship is 
inherintly positive. 

Here I wanted to connect 
points. Joining the points 
was important to make 
argument connected and 
more understandable. 

Coherence 

7 Children should 
not be sent to 
paid work. It stops 
their learning. 

Paid work is a 
controversial 
phenomenon. This 
essay discusses 
the positive and 
negative side of 
children's paid 
work. 

Initially I started essay with 
arguments. But I changed its 
beginning and informed the 
readers about my essay's 
overall structure and 
familiarise him what I will 
discuss here.  

Making the 
text reader 
friendly 

8 Any text (before 
revision) 

Any text (after 
revision) 

I do not remember why I did 
so 

Writers did 
not 
remember 
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definitions and two examples of each coding category from the pilot data. The coding of 

almost all categories was straight forward for the coder, except modify an idea category; he 

needed more understanding of modifying an idea. So, this category was explained in more 

detail, and another example was given for further practice. After further practice, the coder 

was confident in all categories. Thus, he was given the transcribed stimulated recall data 

from the main study to code. It was a blind coding. The rate of agreement between the two 

coders (i.e., the researcher herself and the second coder) was around 96% (i.e., out of 147 

total revisions, both agreed on 141 revisions). It means there were six revisions/revision 

episodes where both the coders had a difference. Those six revisions were carefully 

reviewed again and coded as clarity, explicitness or emphasis. In this way, the agreement 

reached to 100%.  

5.3 Analyses and results of the main study data: the revision purposes 

This section reports the results of the main study data. Since RQ2 wanted to explore 

the in-depth understanding of more and less successful writers' revision purposes, the data 

was particularly explored in these ways i) to find the list of purposes by both the participating 

groups and the mention (frequency) of each purpose by both the groups ii) number of 

reporting writers iii) differences in both the groups. 

5.3.1 The revision purposes reported in the main data: more successful 

writers (MSW) and less successful writers (LSW)  

All the stimulated recall data obtained from the more successful group and the less 

successful group was coded following the procedure in section 5.2 using the NVivo program. 

The frequency of each reported purpose was calculated for all the writers and is presented 
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in Figure 5.1 where black coloured bars represent more successful writers (MSW) and grey 

coloured bars represent less successful writers (LSW). 

 

Figure 5. 1 Number of purposes reported by more successful writers (MSW) and less 
successful writers (LSW) 

Each bar mentions its respective purpose, and it is labelled with a number which is the 

frequency of the reported purpose. Some visible differences can be seen between more 

successful writers and less successful writers. For example,  

1. less successful writers did not report two purposes including 'creating a new global 

content unit' and 'making text reader-friendly'.  

2. Also, less successful writers very less reported 'coherence' (n=3) as a revision purpose 

as compared to more successful writers (n=21). Similarly, less successful writers 

reported 'eliminate an idea' less frequently (n=2) than more successful writers (n=9).  
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3. Less successful writers more frequently (n=5) reported that 'they did not remember' 

the revision purpose as compared to more successful writers (n=1). 

5.3.2 Number of writers who reported different purposes 

The research question (RQ 2) does not directly ask to compare the stimulated recall 

reporting writers (it focuses mainly on the purposes of revisions). However, as RQ2 

investigates the awareness of more successful writers and less successful writers, a 

comparison of both these groups' writers reporting each purpose was of interest. Figure 5.2 

presents this comparison of the purpose reporting writers. As earlier mentioned in this 

chapter, there were ten stimulated recall reporting writers in each group, (i.e., N=10 in the 

less successful group and N=10 in the more successful group) in Figure 5.2 black bars 

represent more successful writers (MSW) and grey bars represent less successful writers 

(LSW). Each bar is labelled with a number which shows the frequency of each group's writers. 

It was important to note that in the present study, all identified purposes were not 

necessarily reported by each writer, that is why each bar's number is not necessarily 10. The 

results in Figure 5.2 reflected some clear differences between the reporting writers; for 

example, less successful writers did not report two revision purposes including 'creating a 

new global content unit' and 'making text reader-friendly'. The number of more successful 

writers who reported 'coherence' (n=7) as a revision purpose was more frequent than less 

successful writers (n=3). The less successful writers were visibly more (n=5) than their 

counterparts i.e., MSW (n=1) in reporting that they did not remember the revision purpose. 
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Figure 5. 2 Number of reporting writers: MSW vs LSW 

5.4 Differences between more successful writers and less successful writers  

Stimulated recalls helped in getting writers' perspectives on the purpose of revision, 

(i.e., why did they revise a particular text). It is important to note that writers mentioned the 

purposes from their understanding, and the stimulated recall data was coded, keeping in 

view the broader categories reported. For example, writers used the words 'link', 'connect' 

or 'attach' the ideas which were coded as 'coherence' to avoid overlapping of various 

categories. However, despite possible care, still, there may be some overlaps between the 

categories which is a limitation. For example, a writer could modify an idea by eliminating 

some/part of an idea. The number of reporting writers and the mention of purposes in 

stimulated recall responses highlighted some glaring differences between more successful 

and less successful writers which are as follows: 
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5.4.1 Creating a new global content unit 

 Less successful writers did not report a revision purpose 'creating a new global 

content unit'. It shows that perhaps they were not aware of the global revisions they made. 

There might be another possibility that less successful writers were aware of the global 

revisions but they could not report them in stimulated recalls because of their limited or 

low-level communication skills which stopped them from reporting this purpose. In other 

words, it might be possible that this purpose is under-represented in the stimulated recall 

data. On the contrary, more successful writers seemed more aware of the global revisions 

and in the stimulated recalls they frequently showed mindfulness about the whole text 

revisions. They reported several reasons for doing global revisions. For example, one 

participant reported that by adding new ideas (i.e., global changes), he achieved better 

argument or text quality. He stated, 

"I added many ideas in between the text to make my argument strong." 
(Ref# 32) 

More successful writers' stimulated recalls also highlighted that the writers were often think-

ing of several ideas to improve their text quality, and they revised to align the text with their 

thoughts. For example, one writer reported: 

"These different things concerning child welfare and parents' need were 
coming to my mind when writing at this point. So, I was just in the process 
of thinking, writing, I mean adding and formatting at the same time with-
out missing anyone. I changed my points where they did not sense." 

 (Ref# 32) 

Writers also reported that thinking about the arrangement of arguments led them to think 

new text, such as discussing the reasons of an existing argument. A writer reported, 
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" I was thinking about the sequence of arguments. But I thought that I 
should include the reasons first in two, three lines. I should also discuss 
what are the reasons for them to involve in paid work." (Ref# 14) 

More successful writers also reported that at certain places, they added text to justify their 

argument (i.e., made global changes). For example, a writer reported:  

" I was thinking that in this paragraph I should argue just one side of the 
argument, the positive side that paid work can help children. Then I also 
thought of the reasons why in developing countries this trend is higher, 
then I added two reasons." (Ref# 20) 

More successful writers' stimulated recall data highlighted that writers were more creative 

and often they revised to strengthen existing arguments. A writer reported that: 

"I just thought that in this sentence, although I argue that these are the 
two reasons for which parents are forced to send their children to earn 
money, then I thought it is also important to mention that sometimes it 
can harm the children, that's why I revised here." (Ref#20) 

More successful writers often reported that when they write, they often change their plan 

as there are many ongoing plans and they want to follow another one,  

"When I was writing at the bottom I got some new ideas, I just moved up 
to write them in the introductory part, otherwise I will forget the ideas." 
(Ref# 42) 

More successful writers also reported that they made a global revision by including a 

contrasting or strikingly different idea logically, e.g., introducing positive idea first, followed 

by the negative idea or opposite point of view. A writer reported, 

" I revise here because I want to show two different ideas 'lesson for 
learning' and 'taking responsibility'. Some people might think that it is 
good for a lesson for learning. But I added 'despite and put my counter 
opinion regarding taking responsibility. I am putting positive points first, 
then I write the opposite points. Some people may not agree with them 
since it might be my own point of view. I have split opinion for this and I 
disagree with this topic, so I put positive side first and negative second 
to make convincing." (Ref# 42) 
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Moreover, while analysing the data, it was found that writers performed global revisions at 

various locations in the text, even half-way through the writing or beyond; the writers were 

still attempting to come up with ideas for their essay. A more successful writer mentioned,  

" That particular paragraph [the paragraph indicated was located in the 
middle of the essay] is looking at the positive side of children working, so 
I went back and added here the sentences which were in my mind. The 
idea was already there. I was adding in it and extending my essay."(32) 

Writers reported that they had to revise and add on the ideas sometimes because they were 

not fully satisfied with their text and it was not matching with their desired goal. A writer 

mentioned that, 

"Even in IELTS we write on paper, and we plan, but today planning was 
missing. I did not plan and just started writing. But I was not satisfied. I 
added many ideas in between the text to make my argument 
satisfactory." (Ref# 14) 

Other instances of generating content were reported when ideas came to them during 

writing or when they were seeking examples to illustrate further their arguments, e.g. A 

writer mentioned, 

" I just thought that in this sentence although I argue that these are 
the two reasons for which parents are forced to send their children 
to earn money, then I thought it is also important to mention that 
sometimes it can harm the children." (Ref# 20) 

Stimulated recall data suggested that more successful writers may have an overall plan for 

their essay in terms of ideas or arguments, but they might not be fixed with them when 

writing their essay and may keep adding new ideas or content. 

5.4.2 Making text reader-friendly 

Less successful writers did not report that they revised to make the text reader-

friendly, whereas more successful writers reported one of the revision purposes as making 

the text reader-friendly. It shows that more successful writers were aware of their intended 
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readers. Also, they often adopted a global approach to revising, e.g. a more successful writer 

highlighted, 

"Because child labour topic is general, when writing the essay I also 
consider other readers. I revised it and wanted to make it clear to 
the readers by writing it in general and then make it specific." 
(Ref#20) 

The same writer again referred that 

"I was thinking to make my idea more acceptable for the reader and 
decided to change. There was also a typing error which I wanted to 
correct." (Ref#20) 

However, sometimes, more successful writers reported that they only inserted or 

substituted a word or an expression to make the text reader-friendly. e.g. a writer reported 

"Here I changed the word 'people' into 'many parents' because 
examiners should understand I am talking particularly the parents 
of the children doing child labour. 'People' will not be conveying my 
meaning to them." (Ref# 11) 

Similarly, another writer mentioned  

"'Here I wrote 'phenomenon' with child labour for the better 
understanding of the examiner." (15) 

The above excerpts of more successful writers also highlighted that a reader could be their 

examiner/rater; they wanted to make sure that the text is understandable to the examiner. 

So, keeping in mind the examiner, they revised their text. Another writer also mentioned 

about the examiner and stated,  

" 'House full' was changed to 'household' because I wanted to clear my 
idea that's why I had to explain this particular kind of word. I wanted to 
make my idea simple enough that an examiner or a reader who does not 
belong to a developing country can understand what exactly I mean. It is 
the kind of 'household work' that I am trying to say." (Ref#7) 

More successful writers reported that revising the text keeping in mind the potential 

reader is a good strategy to earn a good score. A writer reported, 
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"I think about the reader and write the text with the feeling of how he will react on it. 
If my essay is impressive he can give me high marks." (Ref#40) 

A writer reported that keeping in view the readers one should organise the essay. He said, 

"I also consider other readers. I wanted to make it clear to the readers by 
changing it in general and then make it specific. First I wrote that 'child 
labour is an abuse...', but then I changed it to general 'children work is 
common in many countries...." (Ref#32) 

 More successful writers also showed that they were mindful of the fact that when they 

write, sometimes their meaning is not understandable for the readers. But if they write 

keeping in mind the reaction of their reader, their text will be easier for the reader to follow. 

So, they think about their potential reader and develop their argument. For example, a 

writer reported. 

"Making the writing more easily understandable to the reader was the real 
challenge. I deleted to avoid complexity. If I wrote what is a paid work and 
when it is considered child labour, my essay would finish and thought would 
be complex. My teacher taught us to write simple and logical from a 
reader's perspective. " (Ref#15) 

Another writer reported that  

"idea becomes more acceptable for the reader if I we write keeping them in 
mind." (Ref#7) 

5.4.3 Coherence 

Less successful writers very less reported 'coherence' (n=3) as a revision purpose as 

compared to more successful writers (n=21). This study explored coherence at the level of 

linkers, i.e., writers used linkers or discourse markers to connect arguments/ideas. 

Stimulated recalls suggested that both the groups were aware of the value of coherence in 

writing. However, more successful writers' stimulated recall responses reflected that they 

approached it as a process, i.e., they read and re-read their text to evaluate where coherence 
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was needed. They took it as a process to achieve, i.e. read and decided where linking is 

needed and why they should do it etc. For example, a more successful writer mentioned 

"After I wrote this sentence, I re-read the sentence to see whether my 
idea is there or is there a need of any change to be connected to the 
next sentence. So, I revised to connect my idea with the already written 
ideas." (Ref#20) 

On the contrary, less successful writers did not show a similar approach. They reported 

random efforts which they believed could help them achieve coherence. For example, a less 

successful writer mentioned, 

"I deleted because there was no sense. I was trying to get correct words 
for linking." (Ref#19) 

After looking at a less successful writer's stimulated recall, it seemed that she was trying to 

find a suitable word for linking. She mentioned, 

"I was writing and deleting here because I wanted to connect my idea 
and was thinking about a good word to connect." (Ref#19) 

More successful writers generally tried to establish coherence towards the end of writing 

i.e., before finishing their writing or even after completing the whole text when they were 

reading or re-reading their work. A more successful writer mentioned, 

" I wanted to summarise all my thoughts related to parents' needs, 
children's rights and other human rights associations together in the last 
paragraph. Here adding 'last but not the least' sounded good to summarise 
all points together." (Ref#14) 

Another writer reported, 

" I was checking the sequence of ideas. I wrote 'paid work is a universal 
problem.' then I wrote 'It is common in Pakistan and India. But before 
completing the essay, I read the whole essay and wrote 'However' before" 
'It is common in Pakistan and India'. Adding 'However' attached two 
sentences." (Ref#7) 

More successful writers also reported that coherence makes their arguments strong. A 

writer reported. 
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" I wrote 'moreover' to make my argument stronger and mainly I just 
wanted a good order of information. I wanted consistency that OK if I am 
saying one thing, does it refer to the sentence which I wrote before. That's 
why I go back and forth making my writing more organised." (Ref#46) 

The stimulated recall data also showed that more successful writers were more aware of 

coherence and they reported it in various ways. For example, they used the phrases, such as 

"revised to relate with the former.", " to join ideas together" or "bring unity in my writing" 

or " to link the second point with the previous one." 

5.4.4 Eliminate an idea  

Less successful writers reported 'eliminate an idea' less frequently (n=2) than more 

successful writers (n=9). Stimulated recall results suggested that writers eliminated ideas as 

they found some of the earlier written ideas unnecessary or off the topic. However, both the 

groups had a different approach, e.g. less successful writers wrote similar ideas repeatedly 

or in different word, which led them to repetition. To avoid repetition, they eliminated an 

idea. For example, a less successful writer mentioned, 

"When I was moving ahead, I wrote a similar idea again on how to 
compare Pakistani culture with Western culture? Later I realised and 
deleted that idea to avoid repeating." (Ref#19) 

On the contrary, more successful writers reported to eliminate an idea because they 

changed their mind about an argument, altered their stance or the already written idea did 

not seem suitable in the text. They eliminated to improve the text quality. A more successful 

writer mentioned, 

"I deleted 'in·any·particular·question...'. Again, I did not find my argument 
suitable here that's why I deleted." (Ref#33) 

More successful writers' stimulated recalls highlighted that they eliminated some ideas 

keeping in mind their intended reader, whereas no such point emerged from less successful 

writers' data. For example, a more successful writer reported that, 
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"Usually I think if children are working for parents it should not be 
considered as child labour, but if they are working in the industry for 
wages I think it is child labour. I wrote my opinion and I was defining 
according to my opinion but I cannot say everyone agrees with me. Later 
I removed." (Ref#46) 

More successful writers also showed that they mostly eliminated ideas when writing. 

Writers reported that they were writing and also reading the text in between; at some 

points, they changed their mind and deleted unsuitable ideas. A more successful writer 

mentioned, 

"The thought were coming to my mind and I was writing. When I read 
the essay, I was not happy with showing the positive side of child work. 
It is a crime in many countries and some people find it unsuitable. It was 
here where needed to revise. It was a controversial idea and I deleted 
it." (Ref#32)  

Similarly, another more successful writer mentioned, 

"First, I wanted to tell that child labour is considered as a bad thing 
overall in the whole world. But then I thought that in some developed 
countries children work as volunteers in the age of 15 or 16 years. So I 
should not call it as a' bad thing all over in the world'. I deleted it." (Ref# 
15) 

5.4.5 Writers did not remember 

More Less successful writers (n=5) reported that 'they did not remember' the 

revision purpose as compared to more successful writers (n=1). It might be due to the reason 

that less successful writers' decisions were sometimes random i.e., they were not aware of 

the reasons for the revision. Another possibility could be that they were more engaged in 

local or surface-level revisions when writing as RQ1 highlighted that they frequently revised 

spelling/typing and grammar revisions, so they paid limited attention to meaning or idea 

related revisions and could not remember. A more successful writer also reported that he 

forgot the purpose of a revision. Writers' reporting that they did not remember was an 

important step in the stimulated recalls data because it highlighted that they reported only 
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the actual reasons of revision and did not report their opinion/what they think about a 

revision purpose. 

 

5.5 Impact of revisions 

After having investigated Urdu writers’ purposes of their revisions, further analyses using 

the stimulated recall and researcher’s observation data were conducted on four more 

successful (n=4) and four less successful (n=4) writers' data to explore the impact of more 

and less successful writers’ revisions. In other words, the data provided insights into the 

extent to which the two groups of students were able to conduct the revisions as they 

intended to. This section gives an overview of the impact of revisions based on the 

researcher's understanding. The data showed that more successful writers' revisions 

generally had a positive impact on the text as they were successful in improving the text 

quality. Also, they mostly achieved their stated revision purpose. On the contrary, less 

successful writers' revisions had an impact on the text in three ways which are as follows:  

(i) their revisions had a positive impact on the text just like more successful writers. 

(ii) Some of their revisions had a negative impact on the text, i.e., the text quality or clarity 

of argument reduced  

(iii) Their revision did not affect the text. 

These three situations are explained in this section quoting an example from the text. 

Situation 1 When both the groups' revisions had a positive impact on the text. 

Two examples of more successful writers (MSW) are given first, followed by two examples 

from the less successful writers (LSW) and then researcher's perspective.  
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1st example from MSW 

A more successful writer wrote a sentence  

"The argument supporting the idea of children paid work is debatable".  

 

Later, he revised by inserting some text and the sentence read like this:  

"The argument supporting the idea of children paid work as a valuable work experience is 
debatable and highly subjective." 

2nd example from MSW 

"By involving them in paid work can also help children. However, it is not liked by many 
people." 

 

Later he revised the text and it read like this: 

" By involving them in paid work can also help children to earn independently, plan for their 
future and value the hard work in life. However, it is not liked by many people." 

1st example from LSW 

"Many families are living below the poverty line, and they have no option" 

Later he revised and the sentence read as follows: 

"More than 60% families are living below the poverty line, and they have no option" 

2nd example from LSW 

"Child labour is present in countries around the world." 

He changed it as, 

"Child labour is present in several countries around the world." 
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The examples presented under situation 1 highlight that more successful writers made 

thorough revisions. They were aware of the text clarity. In the 1st example, they revised to 

explain further the text chunk "idea of children paid work". Also, in the same example 

addition of "highly subjective" along with "debatable" improved the text quality. In the 

second example, the more successful writer's revision made sentence explicit. In this way, 

these revisions had a positive effect on the text. The examples from less successful writers' 

data also suggest a positive impact on the text by specifying "Many families" to "More than 

60% families". In the second example, the addition of "several" further explained the word 

"countries". Thus, these revisions left a positive impact on the less successful writer's text. 

However, if both the groups' revisions are compared, more successful writers' revisions 

seem more detailed, well thought and well-executed than less successful writers. Both the 

groups mentioned 'clarity' as the key revision purpose and they were able to achieve it. 

Situation 2 When less successful writers' revision left a negative impact on the text.  

A less successful writer reported a case of advanced countries like US and UK first where 

paid children work is not common, then he compared it with Asian countries in general, 

followed by the case of Pakistan and India in particular. The text 'before revision' read as: 

"Paid children work is not common in the US, UK, etc. But, many Asian countries also depend 
on child work. In Pakistan, India, this can also be seen as influence of their culture...".  

After revision, he deleted the idea in red colour and the revised text was read as, 

"Paid children work is not common in the US, UK, etc. In Pakistan, India, this can also be seen 
as influence of their culture...".  

From the researcher's perspective, building an argument from general to specific (i.e., Asian 

countries in general to the specific case of Pakistan and India) was a good way of writing. By 

doing this revision (i.e., deleting the idea) the text lost its strength. The writer reported that 
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he was trying to bring clarity in his viewpoint. By deleting this idea, he wanted to avoid 

repetition i.e., Asian countries and then India and Pakistan (the two Asian countries). 

However, from the researcher's perspective, it was not repetition, but a logical argument 

building; this revision left a negative impact on the text. 

Situation 3 The researcher noticed that sometimes less successful writers' revision did not 

affect the text's meaning.  

A less successful writer's text wrote a statement as,  

"No matter what sort of experience and learning which the child may accure as a result of 
paid work, it is a burden on children" 

She revised as  

"No matter what sort of life skill which the child may accure as a result of paid work, it is a 
burden on them" 

In this example, the writer revised "experience and learning" into "life skill". From the 

researcher's perspective, this revision did not seem to bring any change; life skills may be a 

result of experience and learning. This revision was a substitution of a simple vocabulary. 

5.6 Summary 

In short, when more successful and less successful Urdu writers' revision purposes 

were compared, the following results were found:  

a) the purposes which are reported by both the groups, such as clarity, explicitness or 

emphasis, hedges and modify an idea. Nevertheless, more successful writers generally 

reported them more frequently. 

b) the purposes which are seldom reported by the less successful writers but well reported 

by more successful writers, such as coherence and eliminate an idea. 
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c) the purposes which are not reported by less successful writers, such as making text reader-

friendly and creating a new global content unit. 

There were some revisions which writers did not remember. From the researcher's 

perspective, more successful writers' revision had a positive impact on the text and they 

were generally more thorough than the less successful writers. 

The RQ2 results suggest that more successful writers were more aware of their revision 

purposes than the less successful writers. They made a meaning/idea related revision with 

a purpose, such as to bring coherence in the text or to modify an idea. Less successful writers 

showed limited awareness of the revision purpose; they were most conscious about 

improving the clarity of the text. However, they did not report for whom do they want to 

bring clarity i.e., and there was no mention of their intended reader. Moreover, less 

successful writers expressed very limited awareness about other writing aspects, such as 

coherence or eliminating an unsuitable/unnecessary idea which suggests that they might 

have a limited understanding of some academic writing terms and they did not have the 

expertise to use these terms frequently or make them operational; this limited familiarity 

maybe because at the time of data collection, they had spent a limited time in their UK 

university' writing classes where they got familiar with these terms but had not developed 

the expertise to use frequently. Also, the data from students’ interview and the researcher’s 

observation suggest that more successful writers' revisions tended to make a positive impact 

on the text as compared to the less successful writers. The next chapter will discuss the 

findings of RQ1 and RQ2 in detail.  
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CHAPTER 6 DISCUSSION 

6.1 Introduction 

This chapter discusses the findings reported in Chapter 4 and Chapter 5. This chapter 

attempts to draw all the findings from both the research questions for a broader 

understanding of Urdu writers' revision behaviour. The discussion will follow the order of the 

research questions. To remind the readers, the research questions are ‘What are the revision 

patterns of more successful & less successful Urdu L1 writers in terms of orientation, 

domain, location and action when they respond to an academic English writing test task 

in a computer-based writing mode?' (RQ1) and ' What are the revision purposes of more 

and less successful Urdu L1 writers when they respond to an academic English writing test 

task in a computer-based writing mode?' (RQ2).  

The discussions of both the research questions also refer to other similar or related 

studies in this area and how the findings of this study are similar to or different from other 

studies in the literature, followed by the explanation or reasons of such findings and the 

implications of the findings in ESL teaching, learning and testing, particularly in the native 

Urdu context. It is important to note that more successful writers and less successful writers 

were grouped based on their performance on the given writing task. More or less successful 

refers to the writers' performance on the task according to the rating criteria at the time of 

data collection. As the participants took only one test ), their overall writing skill level cannot 

be determined on its basis alone. 
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6.2 Discussion of findings for RQ1 

6.2.1 Focus of attention: form vs concept 

As reported in Section 4.4.1.3, the current study found that in general, form was the 

focus of both the groups’ revisions (i.e., more successful writers and less successful writers). 

Just to remind the readers, form revisions included spelling/typing, grammar and lexis 

revisions. But, less successful writers were ahead of more successful writers in paying 

attention to form. However, more successful writers focused on concept more than less 

successful writers.  

In a revision study, Stevenson et al., (2006) also found that Dutch writers made more 

form than concept revisions in English foreign language (EFL). In this way the results of the 

current study echo what was found in Stevenson et al., (2006), though both the studies were 

conducted in very different contexts i.e., the current study was conducted in a South Asian 

linguistic context whereas Stevenson et al., (2006) conducted their study in a European 

linguistic context and the participants were EFL writers. An almost similar revision trend was 

found in Lindgren and Sullivan’s study (2006) which compared form and concept revisions 

of school children in Swedish L1 writers in EFL. The similarity of the current study with these 

studies suggests that more focus on form than concept is a typical pattern of ESL/EFL writers 

across various linguistic contexts. 

This pattern can be explained using literature. An explanation may relate to writers' 

evaluation of plans and the text. Evaluation is a fundamental step to make changes as it 

highlights the gap between the planned text and the written text; to overcome this gap 

between the written text and the planned text, writers revise (Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1987; 

Rijlaarsdam, Couzijn & Van den Bergh, 2004). Thus, following Scardamalia and Bereiter 
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(1987) and Rijlaarsdam, Couzijn and Van den Bergh (2004), evaluation and identification of 

a form revision, (e.g., spelling/typing, grammar and punctuation) might be easier than 

identifying a conceptual revision for the Urdu writers as form revisions are generally rule-

governed requiring less cognitive effort; thus, most likely easier for the L2 writers to identify 

and address.  

The difference in more successful and less successful writers' form and concept 

revisions may be explained keeping in view Porte's (1996) study which highlighted that 

writers' beliefs play a vital role in the type of revisions. Porte's writers reported believing 

that the most important thing for their intended reader/ rater was the textual accuracy. 

Thus, they focused more on form revisions. Fareed et al., (2012) also found that correct 

grammar and punctuation, spelling and vocabulary are the main issues of writers in the Urdu 

linguistics context, particularly when native Urdu writers write in English L2. According to 

the researcher's own teaching experience, Urdu writers' focus of attention to form might be 

due to their belief that text accuracy is perhaps the most valued aspect of writing, and it 

could bring them better score/marks. The writers in the current study learnt the English 

language in their local Urdu context where language accuracy is dominantly focused in 

teaching and learning (Fareed et al., 2012) more than other aspects of writing (e.g., 

argument building) in ESL classes. So, keeping in mind their prior L2 writing experience and 

training, it seems that they were more conscious of consuming their attention on form 

revisions to ensure accuracy. 

Less successful writers' more focus on form revisions is similar to Stevenson et al., 

(2006) study, which found that Dutch writers made more language/typing revisions in EFL. 

This similarity leads us to think that it is a typical revision pattern in ESL/EFL. Secondly, less 
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successful writers' more spelling/typing and grammar changes could be due to their limited 

knowledge of L2 language aspects. Thirdly, there is a possibility that less successful writers 

have a limited experience of executing keystroke sequences in L2. Fourthly, this trend can 

be explained following Fayol (1999), who highlighted that processes have a cognitive cost 

and concept-related changes may require more efforts than form revisions. It might be 

possible that less successful writers focused on form revisions more, which stopped them 

from concentrating on concept related revisions. Kellogg (1996) and Roca de Larios et al., 

(2006) also explained that writing production comes from a single pool of attentional 

resources where different processes compete with one other under a central executive. 

When one process works, the others temporarily stop to act on the immediate call. The 

suspended resources may resume acting soon after they get attentional resources. 

Following this explanation, it seems that less successful writers' focus on form revisions was 

perhaps because of their increased attentional resources on the form which would have 

suspended them from doing conceptual revisions. 

More successful writers' more focus on concept than less successful writers 

highlights that more successful writers were conscious of the ideas/meaning than less 

successful writers. Unlike the current study, in Stevenson et al.'s (2006) study, less proficient 

writers, as well as more proficient writers from Dutch L1, made only infrequent content 

revisions. In this way, the pattern of concept revision in the current study is different from 

Stevenson et al., (2006). This difference might be due to several possible reasons; firstly, this 

difference may be due to different teaching and learning contexts of the writers in both the 

studies. Secondly, the writing experience due to age of the participants is different in both 

the studies; in Stevenson et al., (2006) study the writers were young school children while 

present study recruited first-year undergraduate students studying in British universities. 
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Thirdly, Urdu writers in the current study had been studying in the native English context (in 

the UK) whereas Dutch writers (the young school children) were only exposed to English as 

a foreign language in a non-native context. 

The concept revisions were related to creating new idea units which required more 

cognitive effort from the writers. A probable reason for more successful writers' adding 

more idea units maybe their better language use which allowed them to pay more attention 

to create more idea units as compared to the less successful writers. More successful writers' 

better familiarity with the academic writing skill may be another reason for their more 

concept revisions. 

More successful writers' focus on conceptual changes, e.g., substitutions at clause, 

sentence and paragraph level, suggest that they considered text as a whole to revise. 

Contrary to them, less successful writers were more concerned to make low-level changes, 

e.g., substituting more at letter or word level, etc. Their changes were more commonly 

related to error correction. More successful writers' focus on concept than form revisions 

suggests that they might have higher automaticity in execution (i.e. translating abstract 

ideas into linguistic forms). 

Following Breetvelt, van den Bergh and Rijlaarsdam (1994) and Hayes et al., (1987), 

more successful writers' better use of language could be their reason of making changes by 

substituting the text at higher levels, e.g., sentence or paragraph level. On the contrary, less 

successful writers had limited skills to do so, and they made more linguistic changes such as 

grammar, spelling and typing to sort out the errors and improve the language accuracy. 

Farooq, Hassan and Wahid (2012) also highlighted that Urdu students, particularly less 

skilled writers, face many challenges in writing in English L2 because they give priority to 
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language accuracy and cannot handle concept well. Less successful writers in this study were 

able to identify the language problems, such as grammar/spelling because they were familiar 

with such problems by virtue of the ESL teaching and learning in their home country. Hence, 

they focused on correcting or fixing their spelling/typing or grammar errors. The frequency 

of revisions at each level represents their focus of attention which is important to 

understand what levels take most of their attention and whether these attention demands 

are similar or different from other writers' focus of attention. Breetvelt, van den Bergh and 

Rijlaarsdam (1994) highlighted that less skilled writers focus more on text production and 

take less care of the goals and rhetorical needs while skilled writers focus more on the larger 

chunks of texts, such as sentence or paragraph. Hence, in the current study, less successful 

writers were perhaps more involved in text production, so could substitute only smaller 

linguistic units (e.g., word or phrase, etc.) and could spare less attention to the wider 

context. Unlike them, more successful writers made frequent substitutions of the higher 

linguistic units (e.g., clause, sentence) which are cognitively more demanding as they take 

into account the wider context. 

6.2.2 Text level attention 

As reported in section 4.4.1.4, more successful writes made more frequent concept 

revisions at sentence level than less successful writers. Also, more successful writers were 

ahead of less successful writers in doing concept revisions in the previous text location 

(section 4.4.3). This suggests that they were mindful of the meaning of the text. More 

successful writers' frequent revision of the larger text chunks than less successful writers 

suggests that they were conscious of developing better discourse and text quality as 
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compared to the less successful writers who revised smaller chunks which had limited/ no 

effect on the text meaning or idea. 

Limited working memory capacities can also determine what writers revise 

(Alamargot & Chanquoy, 2001; Barkaoui, 2016; Broekkamp & van den Bergh, 1996; 

Chanquoy, 2001, 2009; Stevenson et al., 2006). For example, Fitzgerald (1987) noted that 

identifying/diagnosing some language problems, can prevent writers from detecting some 

other problems, e.g., text-related problems and vice versa due to the limited working 

memory; thus, following the earlier studies, this difference can be explained. In general, 

more successful writers' language aspects (e.g., spelling/typing or grammar) are more 

automatic than less successful writers. So, they can spare their attention to revising the 

larger text chunks. On the contrary, less successful writers' language aspects are generally 

not automatic. This might be the case of more and less successful writers in the current 

study. Due to the limited working memory, less successful writers could focus only on the 

smaller chunks, such as spellings or words and phrases. They could not spare their attention 

to making text level changes (e.g., sentence or paragraph level revisions). However, Williams 

(2004) also suggested that revisions cannot be automatized easily; they need conscious 

efforts and evaluation. Thus, revising larger chunks i.e., making global level changes is not 

something less successful writers can learn automatically. They need to understand and 

practice the skill. 

Writing in L2 imposes additional constraints on writers’ revision processes 

(Broekkamp & van den Bergh, 1996; Chenoweth & Hayes, 2001; Stevenson et al., 2006; 

Whalen & Ménard, 1995). Thus, less successful writers could mainly focus on smaller text 

chunks e.g., letter/word or even grammar and punctuation changes. Unlike them, more 

successful writers were revising clauses/sentences/paragraphs or moving them around 
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instead of changing individual words/phrases. Moreover, due to less successful writers' 

limited linguistic knowledge and understanding of textual conventions in L2, they might have 

revised the larger text chunks less. Less successful writers' limited evidence of text-level 

revisions (e.g., at sentence, paragraph level) indicates that they paid more attention to the 

low-level revisions which prevented them from doing global revisions. Myhill and Jones 

(2007) explained that less successful writers do not have access to the resources and 

experience necessary to revise the larger text chunks as they allocate their cognitive 

resources to other low-level tasks, such as spellings or grammar, leaving limited resources 

for higher-level tasks. More successful writers in this study could make global level revisions 

because they were able to allocate cognitive resources to deal text as a whole and make 

higher-level changes, such as  rhetoric which appeared in larger chunks, such as sentence or 

paragraph.  

More successful writers' manipulation of vocabulary/lexis for better text quality 

could be seen throughout. For example, they included connectors or linking words or 

phrases, such as 'however' to link up two sentences which improved the text coherence. 

More successful writers' better use of lexis could be due to the reason that they had more 

vocabulary choice available as compared to the other group, and they used it for better text 

quality and discourse. A very obvious reason for this seems to be their ability to remain 

conscious of what they have written so far, how far their text relates to the given task and 

what ideas need changes. More successful writers made more global changes in the previous 

text location. They did so towards the end of the writing, which suggests that they were 

considering the discourse of the whole text. 

This finding can be explained using the literature. Fitzgerald (1987) and Flower (1993) 

considered revision as a problem-solving activity. Evaluation of text plays a vital role in 
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identifying text problems. Writers having a different level of language skills may identify the 

problems differently. Skilled writers can identify the problems regarding the text aspects, 

such as content or , coherence etc. while less skilled writers usually focus on the surface level 

aspects such as spelling/typing and grammar. In the current study, more successful writers 

made concept revisions at a higher linguistic level (e.g., sentence or paragraph level) and 

there was no evidence of form revision found at the sentence level. It was so because more 

successful writers were able to identify the idea/concept related problems which they 

addressed. Less successful writers could identify spelling/typing and grammar mistakes, so 

they revised mostly at the lower linguistic level, such as letter, word or phrase. More lower 

linguistic level revisions of the less successful writers also show that finding a form related 

problem was perhaps easier for them than finding a concept related problem. Hence, they 

revised form more than the concept. 

Stevenson et al., (2006) also found that writers revised at lower levels (i.e., below 

word and below clause levels) more frequently than higher levels (i.e., Clause and above). 

However, Stevenson et al., (2006) did not explore further details, e.g., whether 'below 

clause' level revision was a form revision or 'clause and above revision' was a concept 

revision. In the current study, concept revisions were done by revising at clause, sentence 

or paragraphs levels whereas form revisions were done by revising at letter, word or phrase 

level. More successful writers revised at a higher level (e.g., sentence-level) while less 

successful writers revised at a lower level (e.g., word level). 

More successful writers frequently revised by inserting new text in the already 

written text or substituting already written text with the new text whereas less successful 

writers revised by deleting the text. More successful Urdu writers' use of inserts and 

substitutions were to make global level revisions and can be explained following literature. 
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Williams (2004) found that writers' action type depends on the type of problem. After they 

find the problem, they decide to take actions, such as delete, insert or substitution to make 

changes. More successful Urdu writers' addition of the new text or substitution of the 

already written text indicates that more successful writers' problems were related to the 

text discourse. They added new text to establish links between parts of the text, for example, 

they included more examples to make their argument stronger. At some places, they 

substituted the already written text to make it relevant to the task instructions. Lindgren 

and Sullivan (2006) and Eklundh and Kollberg (2003) explained that revisions often take 

place in the form of the episode; if a writer makes a change in conten at one place, this 

change may lead him to bring changes at other parts of the texts. It was also noticed in case 

of more successful writers in this study that their text level revisions often appeared in 

episodes and one global revision initiated several other revisions which could be either 

explaining the text according to the change or even addressing the grammar issues as a 

result of the change. Hence, more successful writers were seen regressing (i.e., going back) 

and revising at various text location, such as in the middle or even towards the start of the 

text. 

Most frequent insertions and substitutions at sentence or paragraph level reflect 

writers' awareness of their writing context (i.e., what they are writing). More successful 

writers were able to handle these requirements better than less successful writers. The 

length of the unit replaced is often an indication of the writing skill. Scardamalia and Bereiter 

(1987) highlighted that more skilled writers focus on transforming the text whereas less 

successful writers mainly focus on text generation. More successful writers' inserting and 

substituting the text was an effort to transform the text according to writers' plans in their 

mind; once they found the difference between the planned text and the instantiated 
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(appeared) text, they revise to remove the discrepancy between the two and made the 

change accordingly to address the problem. Some earlier studies (Deane et al., 2008; 

Fitzgerald, 1987; Field, 2004; Kellogg, 1994, 1996; Levy & Ransdell, 1995) suggested that 

writers often revise when they have a choice of alternatives. Following these studies, it 

seems that when more successful writers evaluated their text and diagnosed some 

problems, they had more alternatives/choice to improve their text quality. Hence, they 

made substitutions and inserts as compared to the less successful writers.  

More successful writers made frequent concept revisions in previous text location 

(see section 4.3.4 for location details) which indicates that they they considered the whole 

text and where needed, they moved back and made changes. On the contrary, less 

successful writers revised more at the point of inscription, which suggested that they were 

involved in text formulation. In Barkaoui (2016) study, the whole group (i.e., both high and 

low proficiency writers) revised more at the point of inscription (Barkaoui called them pre-

contextual revisions) than contextual revisions. Stevenson et al., (2006) also found that point 

of inscription revisions were the most frequent kind of revisions in both Dutch L1 and English 

FL. However, Barkaoui (2016) and Stevenson et al., (2006) did not go into further detail, such 

as what type of revisions were made at POI and what type of revisions were made in the 

previous text location. In this way, the current study was a bit more detailed because it 

investigated the type of revisions at point of inscription and previous text location and found 

that point of inscription revisions were mostly form revisions whereas concept revisions took 

place in the previous text location. Though Stevenson et al., (2006) study was conducted in 

a European linguistic context, Barkaoui (2016) study was conducted in the Canadian context 

and the current study was conducted in a South-Asian context, but all three studies present 

almost similar finding which suggests that most likely this pattern is found universally i.e., 
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across several linguistic contexts. Literature can explain this revision behaviour of the more 

successful writers and less successful writers. Whalen and Ménard (1995) and Stevenson et 

al., (2006) highlighted that more point of inscription revisions indicate writers' focus on the 

text formulation instead of the overall text planning and revision. Thus, less successful Urdu 

writers' more revisions at point of inscription also indicated that their attention focus was 

probably on text formulation at the current sentence level. As earlier mentioned that 

Barkaoui's (2016) study also presented that writers were more conscious of doing revisions 

at point of inscription, he interpreted that this revision behaviour might be because writers 

were writing a timed writing task in the computer-based writing mode and the time 

constraint prevented them from going back in the already written text. However, the writers 

in the current study did not write a timed writing task, but even then they revised more at 

point of inscription which suggests that whether writers write in the time-bound or time free 

conditions in a computer-based writing mode, they generally formulate and type the texts 

simultaneously; they probably do not make planning before writing (typing) them or maybe 

very little planning. 

In short, a comparison between more successful writers and less successful writers 

gives an idea as for how far more and less successful groups are different. More successful 

writers' more conceptual revisions throw light that probably they were more conscious than 

less successful writers in bringing the content improvement by addressing the problems, 

they found in the text. Less successful writers should also practice focussing on content 

improvement, along with accuracy when writing. However, these results should be 

interpreted very carefully as some other reasons could be contributing to the better 

performance of more successful writers.  
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6.3 Implications of RQ1 findings 

The RQ1 findings have implications in ESL writing pedagogy, particularly in the Urdu 

linguistic context. These findings should be communicated to ESL teachers so that they 

should make the L2 writers aware that revision is an important process of writing, and 

focusing on revision may help them improve their writing skills. ESL teachers should spend 

exclusive time on revisions in their writing classes.  

As earlier mentioned in section 1.1 that in the local Urdu context, ESL writing is a 

challenging skill. There are several problems associated with teaching and learning of writing 

in this context, such as L2 writersoften perceive revision as a negative activity and relate it 

to the less ability. Secondly, English language writing classes in the native Urdu context focus 

more on language accuracy, paying limited attention to other aspects, such as argument and 

content development and as a result, L2 writers  pay more attention to form. The findings 

of the current study also reflected that in general, native Urdu speaking  writers focus on 

form more than concept when they respond to an English writing test task. More successful 

writers made conceptual revisions more than less successful writers. Based on the finding of 

the current study, first of all, ESL teachers should try to correct the native Urdu speaking 

writers' perceptions, e.g., in the writing classes, teachers should discuss that both form and 

concept revisions are essential to be considered while writing. As mentioned in Chapter 1 

that some studies conducted in the native Urdu context (e.g., Fareed et al., 2012; Mashori, 

2010) highlighted that form is often the main focus of teaching and learning in Pakistani ESL 

context, teachers need to discuss with the L2 writers the importance of stronger argument 

and how it can be obtained by evaluating the text and making concept related revisions 

where needed. They should make students practice to see the overall text to ensure the 
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features, such as the content and coherence. ESL teachers should ensure that L2 writers in 

their writing classes are mindful that revising to improve punctuation, spelling/typing can 

bring accuracy in the text, which is an essential part of ESL writing. However, it does not 

necessarily improve the rhetoric. For better linking of ideas, coherence and style, they would 

most likely need to bring changes at higher levels, e.g., sentence or paragraph by carefully 

evaluating the task criteria. 

L2 writers should be taught that they can do valuable conceptual revisions by 

focusing on the text as a whole and keep on evaluating the text throughout the writing. They 

should be reminded that writing in computer-based mode is an opportunity and they can 

particularly use insert and substitution actions to elaborate the already written text or 

establish a link in case some links are missed or seems insufficient on reading.  

ESL teachers in Urdu context should also train L2 writers to focus on the immediate 

text they are writing (i.e., at the point of inscription) as well as the text they wrote before 

that (i.e., the previous text). In this way, these writers should do writing and evaluation of 

their text together; wherever they need, they should revise. Also, L2 writers should keep 

reading the task instructions while evaluating because task instructions set the criteria for 

evaluation. For a successful text, the writers should adhere to the task instructions, read the 

text carefully to evaluate and as a result, identify the text problem, consider the text as a 

whole and focus on form as well as a concept to make revisions. Also, teachers should keep 

them reminding that they should be mindful of their goals and their plans. Once they find 

out some problem in the actual text they just wrote or even wrote earlier, they should 

change it accordingly.  
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Skilled writers' processes, (e.g., revisions) are more systematic than less skilled 

writers because generally they deal text as a whole and revise accordingly. Following this 

line, the ESL writing teachers can help L2 writers, especially to the less skilled ones in the 

classrooms that they see the text as a whole so that most likely, their revisions are more 

useful. This kind of discussions and classroom practices may help bring more focused 

revisions. In short, the real challenge (in terms of revising activity) for the less successful or 

skilled writers to turn into the skilled or successful writers is to develop mindfulness to 

handle surface level and global level revisions simultaneously. One way of doing it is to use 

reading texts as a resource and discuss the meaning/ideas as well as grammar and spellings 

simultaneously. This practice may help in bringing automaticity in L2 writers' spellings and 

grammar, and as a result, they would be able to pay more attention to meaning/ideas in the 

text. 

ESL teachers should explain L2 writers the revision types and the ways they  should 

revise. For example, they should teach the L2 writers to make a balance between surface-

level changes (spelling/ typing or grammar) and global level changes (meaning or idea 

related changes). L2 writers should be taught that they should revise keeping in mind two 

key aims; first, to correct the errors and second, to improve the quality of the text. Teachers 

may focus on their reading comprehension and discuss various concept and grammar 

aspects side by side for developing better form and concept understanding. 

Teachers should also understand that not only the basic revising skills are important 

to write a suitable draft, but also the writers should be careful about their overall drafting 

strategy (Galbraith & Torrance, 2004). They may adopt planning approach which demands 

them to plan and work out before writing what they want to write or they may use 
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interactive approach by working out their intended text while on their way to writing, i.e., 

they come up with ideas while writing. However, keeping in view the  L2 writers of English 

coming from native Urdu context, it may not be necessary that writers follow the planning 

approach throughout when they write on the computer. They may have the opportunity to 

be interactive due to the mode of writing; they may focus on the emerging text and take 

decisions they find appropriate. Revision is flexible in the computer-based mode, i.e., writers 

are free to revise without spoiling the writing aesthetics. However, writers should also 

understand that the effectiveness of the revision depends on the way they do it. Computers 

provide them with a chance to write multiple drafts, leading them to revise. Multiple drafting 

and revising may help give them useful insights into their writing. It is important to discuss 

with the L2 writers that the evaluation of the text is at the heart of any strategy they adopt 

to be successful writers. Having discussed the implications of RQ1 findings, we move to 

discuss the third main finding of the current study, which is related to RQ2. 

6.4 Discussion of findings for RQ2 

The third main finding of the current study was that more successful writers reported 

more detailed and frequent purposes of revision than less successful writers (section 5.3). 

This finding suggests that more successful writers were well aware of their text problems 

and their decisions to revise the text were based on the rising need. On the contrary, less 

successful writers were not well aware of the meaning or idea related text problems very 

well, and they gave limited evidence that they knew the revision purpose.  

This finding may be explained using literature. One reason that less-skilled writers 

were less aware of the problems in their text could be because they lacked the critical 

reading comprehension skills needed to construct an appropriate representation of their 
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text and detect problems (Hayes, 1996, 2004). Williams (2004) stated that writers must 

realise that there are parts in the text which could be better, but this realisation does not 

always lead to an improvement in the text because detection of a text problem is the first 

step. Williams (2004) detection is evaluation of the text which may be initiated by the writers 

or someone else (e.g., teacher) when they compare their developing text with their vision of 

how their text should be. The writer must then decide how the text/ a section of the text 

can be improved i.e., decide on how to address the identified problem. Williams (2004) 

highlighted that this problem may be of any type, e.g., surface level or text level. But, not all 

writers would be able to articulate/find the problems. Finally, the writers must evaluate the 

alternatives or choices available to them and decide on the best course of revision. In this 

explanation, decision-making stage was the point where they were setting the purposes of 

revision and as Williams (2004) mentioned that not all writers can articulate/ identify the 

problem is also a very important point to explain Urdu writers' awareness of the purposes. 

Since more successful writers had better language skills, they were able to evaluate their 

text with their intended vision/plans and identify/diagnose the problem. It was at this point 

that writers decided or set the purpose to revise the identified text problem. Unlike more 

successful writers, the less successful writers might have tried to evaluate the text but since 

they did not have high-level language skills, they could not evaluate and as a result as 

Williams (2004) mentioned could not identify the text problems or set the revision purposes. 

It is important here that less successful writers were not absolutely novice writers, they were 

first-year undergraduate students in the UK university, it might be possible that only to some 

extent they could evaluate the text and identify some problems. The current data shows that 

less successful writers also reported some revision purposes similar to more successful 

writers, but they were silent about some other purposes while their evidence of some 
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purposes was very limited, which suggests that they were familiar with some purposes well, 

had limited awareness of some purposes while they were not mindful of some other 

purposes. For example, more successful writers expressed greater awareness regarding text 

coherence; if they found that the text was not coherent, they revised to develop a 

connection between ideas. On the contrary, less successful writers expressed limited 

awareness about bringing coherence in the text. Since Urdu writers were undergraduate 

students studying in a UK university where coherence in arguments is focused on and 

emphasised in the academic writing classes, they were conscious of bringing it in their texts 

and more successful writers showed more awareness than less successful writers because 

of their better knowledge and language skill to do it whereas less successful group's minimal 

awareness about coherence shows that they might be aware of the term 'coherence' due to 

their presence in a UK academic context which made them conscious about it but could do 

it in a limited way. 

Eklundh and Kollberg (2003) also suggested that by focusing on the text's discourse 

structure, the writer may identify a problem; hence, can set a revision purpose. In their 

study, writers revised to bring coherence in the text. In this way, Urdu writers' revision 

purpose of bringing coherence in the text is similar to Eklundh and Kollberg's (2003) writers. 

However, Eklundh and Kollberg (2003) found it in the revision episode analysis which is a 

kind of text analysis, and it needs human interpretation whereas, in the current study, Urdu 

writers in their verbal reports expressed coherence as a revision purpose. Their reason or 

purpose of revision is not determined based on the researcher's interpretation but gives 

first-hand knowledge of what Urdu writers reported. Moreover, Eklundh and Kollberg (2003) 

viewed coherence at text level, whereas the current study investigated coherence at the 

level of linkers or discourse markers. 
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Just like coherence, more successful writers also showed better awareness of fixing 

the text problems by removing unnecessary or irrelevant ideas where needed. They were 

able to evaluate the text and identify unnecessary ideas. Less successful writers were least 

conscious in deciding and subsequently removing unnecessary or irrelevant ideas. In Dix 

(2006) study, writers also gave a reason that they deleted the text because it had 

unnecessary information. In this way, Urdu writers showed similar behaviour to Dix's (2006) 

writers. Lindgren and Sullivan (2006) found that during text generation, its form, content 

and discourse structure represents writers' intention. Since writing is a problem-solving 

activity (Fitzgerald, 1987; Flower, 1993; Williams, 2004), writers can find the text problem 

when reading and evaluating the text. In case, they find some idea unsuitable or irrelevant 

to the task instructions; they can remove it, particularly in computer-based writing which 

offers more possibility to delete text without losing the writing aesthetics. In Eklundh and 

Kollberg's (2003) study writers also revised to eliminate the text. In this way, Urdu writers 

showed a similarity with Eklundh and Kollberg (2003). However, their writers revised to 

eliminate repetition in the text, but Urdu writers eliminated any idea which they found 

unsuitable to the given task instructions. More successful writers' better awareness of 

removing the unnecessary ideas lie in their better text understanding and decisions or to set 

a purpose to revise. Myhill and Jones (2007) explained that access to resources and 

necessary writing experience lead writers to bring higher-level revisions. More successful 

writers' better access to resources and writing experience led them to evaluate the ideas 

they had written and decided about suitable and unsuitable ideas; as a result, they removed 

the unsuitable idea. On the contrary, less successful writers had only limited access to 

resources and experience necessary to revise at a higher level as they allocated their 

cognitive resources to other low-level tasks, such as spelling or grammar, i.e., they were left 
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with limited resources to differentiate between suitable and unsuitable ideas and set a 

revision purpose where needed. 

More successful writers expressed awareness to revise for making global changes, 

such as adding more idea units in the text while less successful writers were silent in this 

regardwhich show that probably they lacked in understanding that revision to add new idea 

units can improve the rhetorical aspects of the text. Dix's (2006) writers reported that they 

revised to make their writing more precise and to the point or to add more information. In 

this way, Dix's (2006) writers and the more successful writers presented a similar revision 

purpose, i.e., making a global level revision to improve the text quality More successful 

writers added new idea units to elaborate an already written idea further or at some places 

added examples with the argument to strengthen the text. Less successful writers did not 

express their concern/understanding of doing global changes by adding new idea units. Their 

silence in reporting such changes show that perhaps they made a limited number of such 

changes unknowingly or unconsciously in their text, i.e., they were not aware of the purpose 

of revision at such points. Earlier research (e.g., Myhill & Jones, 2007; Fitzgerald, 1987; 

Flower, 1993) highlighted that the identification of the problem leads writers to make global 

revisions. Williams (2004) further explained that writers need the ability to evaluate the 

quality of the text and also to identify the areas which should be addressed to improve the 

text. The point where they identify the possible problem, a desire to improve arise which 

builds the goal or purpose to revise. However, to achieve the purpose, writers need suitable 

language skills. Since more successful writers were more able to identify the text problems, 

they could set a high-level revision purpose, such as adding new concept units to improve 

the meaning of the text. Less successful writers were silent as they were less able to identify 

the text problems due to limited language skills.  
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Less successful writers did not express awareness about their intended reader as 

compared to the more successful writers. Following MacArthur (2007), a possible 

explanation may be that less skilled writers lack in the knowledge of criteria for good writing 

that they could use to evaluate and as a result revise their work and awareness of the 

intended readers' need is an important criterion for good writing which leads to revising the 

text. There is a possibility that less successful writers were not aware of the readers' needs. 

Dix's (2006) writers were silent about making text reader-friendly. In this regard, less 

successful writers were similar to Dix's (2006) writers which might be because her 

participants were young school children in NewZealand having limited writing experience. 

Less successful writers in the current study were adult university students but also had less 

writing experience which shows that less writing experience or skill may be a reason not to 

be able to manipulate their language keeping in mind the readers' needs. This behaviour can 

be explained using the literature. Studies have evidenced that skilled writers distinguish 

themselves from less-skilled writers in their ability to recognise and address the demands of 

an audience (e.g., Graves, 1975; McNamara, 2013; Ransdell & Levy, 1994; Zainuddin & 

Moore, 2003; Cho & Choi, 2018). Cho and Choi (2018) found a connection between audience 

awareness and the differences in the textual features of the final writing product. Hence, 

one of the reasons for more successful writers' to write better could be their awareness of 

the readers. On the contrary, following Graham, MacArthur, and Schwartz (1995) less 

successful writers could not establish clear purposes of revising; it seems that they just 

revised randomly without considering their reader/audience. 

An interesting finding of this study is that sometimes writers do not remember to 

report a revision purpose as one more successful writer and five less successful writers did 

not remember the purpose of some revisions in the current study. Less successful writers 
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were ahead of more successful writers in this regard. One reason for less successful writers' 

forgetting the purpose of revision maybe that they revised randomly. Less successful writers 

might be familiar with some terms, such as coherence or removing unnecessary text, etc., 

but they might not be proficient in using those terms practically. However, there may be a 

possibility that as they made many revisions throughout the writing session, they just forgot 

the reason behind the revision at the end, i.e., the reason just skipped from their short term 

memory. The results showed that it is not mandatory that revising with a purpose would 

always bring a positive change in the text.  

In short, writers' responses may be seen in three ways which are as follows: i)  

purposes like 'clarity, explicitness or emphasis', 'hedging' and 'modify an idea' were similar 

in both the groups. ii)  The less successful writers did not report two purposes at all (i.e., 

'creating a new global content unit' and 'making text reader-friendly'). iii) The less successful 

writers seldom reported the categories including 'eliminate an idea', 'coherence' and  'did 

not remember'). It shows that less successful writers were familiar with some purposes, but 

they did not necessarily know the purpose of all their revision; they did some revisions 

randomly. More successful writers evidenced better awareness and understanding of the 

revision purposes than less successful writers. This difference could be due to many reasons, 

such as the language proficiency of more successful and less successful writers.  

6.5 Implications of RQ2 findings 

Understanding L2 writers' awareness of the revision purposes is an important but a 

somewhat less explored area. The findings of RQ2 have implications in an L2 writing context, 

particularly in Urdu linguistic context because less successful writers showed a lack of 

awareness with some revision purposes. At first place, teachers need to realise that 
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understanding the purpose of revision will help writers to make informed decisions. 

Teachers need to explain to writers in their writing classes that once they identify a text 

problem, they need to decide the revision purpose and do that revision carefully. Once the 

purpose is clear, they should decide and take action accordingly. Writers need to learn how 

to take careful but informed decisions, i.e., based on their awareness of the text.  

In the Urdu linguistic context, awareness of the revision purpose will be helpful 

because ESL writers often follow their L1 writing discourse which is very different from the 

English language in many respects (Haider, 2014) and they require extensive text level 

revisions to develop suitable L2 discourse. For example, the structure of Urdu paragraph is 

different as it supports long introductions at the beginning of an essay which may not be a 

nice way to engage the readers in the first instance. Urdu discourse accepts parallel ideas in 

a discussion while the English language may not approve of this style of writing. Urdu writing 

appreciates "ornamentation" (Haider, 2014, p.201) which is highly selective while the English 

language mainly focuses on functionality. As both languages operate in two different 

societies, the expectations of readers are different (Haider, 2014). Thus, due to many 

differences in the language discourse, structures and readers' expectations in Urdu and 

English writings, there is a possibility that Urdu writers are challenged when writing in 

English L2 and hence they need to make several global or text level revisions. At this point 

comes the importance of writers' awareness of the purposes of revision, i.e., making 

informed decisions to revise. Teachers should realise and discuss with the writers that a 

revision itself cannot bring improvement in the text, but only after carefully deciding its 

purpose and making a change accordingly may be expected to bring desired results. 
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As mentioned in section 1.2 that one of the reasons to conduct this study was the 

limited availability of the revision research based on Urdu writers. Hence, this study may be 

a starting point to conduct research on the revision issues of the local Urdu students. It is 

expected that future researchers will develop more projects after getting some knowledge 

about Urdu writers' revision behaviour. This chapter discussed the three key findings of the 

current study. The next chapter will conclude this study after explaining why it was 

conducted, what has been achieved, what are its limitations and what are the implications.
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CHAPTER 7 CONCLUSION 

7.1 Introduction 

This chapter aims to conclude the research study by presenting a  summary of the findings. It also 

highlights the contributions and limitations. It reminds the readers of the literature gap, which led 

to set the research questions. Section 7.2 will acknowledge the limitations of the study, followed by 

the summary of the main results of both the research questions in section 7.3 and section 7.4, 

respectively. Section 7.5 will elaborate on the contribution of the current study, and section 7.6 will 

outline the implications of the findings. Lastly, section 7.7 will make recommendations for further 

research. 

Revision is seen as a process as discussed in the revision models (e.g. Hayes & Flower, 1980; Bereiter 

& Scardamalia, 1987; Hayes, 1996) or it is seen as a product, as in revision taxonomies (e.g., Faigley 

& Witte, 1981; Stevenson et al., 2006; Lindgren & Sullivan, 2006). Most revision literature is based in 

the context of L1, and a comparatively less number of revision studies in the backdrop of L2 have 

been conducted. English is the second language in the Pakistani context, and it is an official language 

of the country along with Urdu. Revision research is almost non-existent in the Pakistani context 

(Urdu context). Studies from local Urdu context (e.g., Mashori, 2010) highlighted that revision is an 

important writing process but is a neglected area in teaching and learning, which is generally limited 

to an error correction activity. The current study  aimed to undertake a revision study and fill this 

gap. 

Process-based revision studies investigated the issues, such as the stages of revision (Bereiter & 

Scardamalia, 1987; van Gelderen, 1997; Williams, 2004), fluency of revisions (Chenoweth & Hayes, 

2001) or the development of the revision process models (e.g., Hayes, 1987). However, writers' 

reasons or purposes of doing idea/meaning related revisions were least explored, which is a gap in 

the literature. The current study aimed to address the gap by exploring the revision patterns and 
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purposes of Urdu writers when they write in English L2. The two research questions (RQs) that this 

study set out to investigate were:  

1. What are the revision patterns of more successful & less successful Urdu L1 writers in 

terms of orientation, domain, location and action when they respond to an academic 

English writing test task in a computer-based writing mode?  

2. What are the revision purposes of more and less successful Urdu L1 writers when they 

respond to an academic English writing test task in a computer-based writing mode? 

The revision patterns of Urdu writers were analysed using an adapted revision taxonomy 

which was based on Stevenson et al., (2006) and Lindgren and Sullivan's (2006) studies. The 

adapted taxonomy looked into four revision dimensions including domain, orientation, 

action and location. All these four dimensions were further divided into sub-categories. To 

answer the RQ1, Inputlog's inbuilt revision analysis and statistical analyses were conducted.  

RQ2 aimed at investigating the revision purposes. To answer RQ2, stimulated recall method 

was used to get deeper insights into the writers' revision purposes. RQ2 was mainly 

concerned with meaning or idea related revisions, no matter these revisions existed as a 

single revision or as a revision episode.  

This study recruited forty native Urdu writers and divided them into two groups of more 

successful writers and less successful writers based on their scores on the given writing task. 

In RQ1, statistical analyses gave more profound insights into the revision patterns of more 

successful writers and the less successful writers whereas in RQ2 writers' verbal protocols 

presented their purposes to revise. As this study was conducted with the native Urdu 

writers, the conclusions found are mainly related to them. This study does not confirm or 

claim that similar results can be achieved for writers from other linguistic backgrounds.  
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7.2 Summary of main results: RQ 1 

RQ1 investigated the revision patterns of Urdu writers when they write an academic English 

writing test task in a computer-based mode. More successful and less successful writers 

were compared in four revision dimensions, including domain, orientation, location and 

action. This research question was explored using seven hypotheses. The chosen hypotheses 

already existed in the literature. Of seven hypotheses, six were accepted while one was 

rejected. Results suggested that form was the main focus of Urdu writers' attention, and 

both the groups made form revisions more than concept revisions. Less successful writers 

revised spelling/typing and grammar more than the more successful group. However, more 

successful writers made more conceptual revisions than less successful writers. Less 

successful writers made more form revisions because they were more involved in text 

generation.  

More successful writers' revision patterns showed that they made more conceptual 

revisions which were made at a higher linguistic level (e.g., sentence level) and they made 

more changes by inserting and substituting the text. This pattern suggested that they 

considered text as a whole to make revisions. Also, it suggested that more successful writers 

remained conscious of what they have written so far, how far their text relates to the given 

task and what ideas/ concepts need changes. Revisions at a higher linguistic level and doing 

them by inserting and substituting was done because global level changes are generally the 

text level change which are done at sentence or paragraph level and the current study 

showed that more successful writers do it by adding or substituting some text. 

Adding/inserting the text was done to further strengthen the argument by giving examples 

or explain the already written argument. The length of the unit replaced is often an 
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indication of the writing skill. More successful writers replaced texts at higher linguistic level 

(e.g., at the sentence level) also reflected their better writing skills.  

Both more successful writers and less successful writers showed an almost similar 

trend in making form and concept revisions in terms of locations which led us to conclude 

that when writers generate text, they are more conscious of language accuracy; in case they 

find some mistake in spellings/typing or grammar, they try to correct it immediately. They 

find a discrepancy in an idea once they read the text and in that case, they move their cursor 

back and make changes. As idea/meaning related changes involve writers' awareness about 

the text, they are usually done in the previous text location. Like Stevenson et al., (2006), 

writers devoted more attention to a certain type of revisions in L2 at certain text location 

(FL in case of Stevenson et al., 2006). It means that Urdu writers made the language (form) 

revisions at the point of inscription and concept revisions in previous text locations; 

however, more successful writers were ahead of less successful writers in making the 

concept changes.  

As this study was conducted with native Urdu writers who were educated in their 

local language context and learnt English in the same context as a second language, the 

findings and conclusions made should be seen valid mainly for this linguistic group. It is likely 

that these findings are not replicated on writers from another L1 background, but there are 

several similarities to previous studies with a different first language (L1).  

7.3 Summary of main results: RQ 2  

RQ2 investigated more successful and less successful Urdu writers' revision purposes 

when they write an academic English writing test task in a computer-based writing mode. 

To address RQ2, stimulated recall method was used and only concept (meaning/idea 
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)related revisions were identified to collect the data. Stimulated recall analysis reported that 

more successful writers were more aware of the purposes or reasons for revision than less 

successful writers. 

When more successful and less successful writers' purposes were compared, both 

the groups frequently reported the purposes, such as 'clarity, explicitness or emphasis', 

'hedging' and 'modify an idea'. Contrary to more successful writers, less successful writers 

hardly reported the categories, such as 'coherence' and 'eliminate an idea' and hence 

showed limited awareness with them. Less successful writers' data was silent about the 

revision purposes including creating a new global content unit and making text reader-

friendly; this implies their lack of awareness about these purposes. Based on these findings, 

it is shown that more successful writers had a clearer understanding of their revision 

purposes and were more able to articulate them. 

Since this study focused on native Urdu writers, the areas of writers' awareness as 

reported (e.g., clarity, explicitness or emphasis, coherence, hedging, etc.) should be mainly 

interpreted for Urdu writers. However, it is likely that to some extent, these purposes are 

replicable in other linguistic contexts or even increase in number when further investigation 

is conducted with writers from other linguistic backgrounds. These findings are noteworthy 

as they unveil some of the revision purposes and enhance our knowledge/ understanding 

about this topic which was less explored in the literature, particularly in the Urdu linguistic 

context.  

7.4 The implications of the findings and the contributions of the study 

A key question a reader may come up is that what is the educational value and 

benefit of this study? The current study has theoretical, practical and methodological 
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implications in the field of revision in second language writing. Earlier revision literature 

provides limited evidence when two different ability groups' coming from the same linguistic 

group are compared for their revision behaviour. To the researcher's knowledge, this is the 

first study to investigate the revision behaviour of Urdu writers when they write an academic 

English writing test task. This research has extended our understanding of L2 writers' revision 

patterns and purposes. The current study explored the revision patterns of the participant 

groups in greater depth by cross-tabulating the revision categories whereas in earlier studies 

(e.g., Stevenson et al., 2006; Lindgren & Sullivan, 2006) these categories are treated 

independently. Hence, the patterns in the current study give us more insights. It is also 

believed that this research has given a more thorough list of adult L2 writers' revision 

purposes as compared to the earlier studies.  

The earlier studies were mostly conducted in the European language contexts, e.g., 

English, Swedish, Dutch and German. The current study is conducted in the backdrop of a 

South Asian linguistic context which is an addition to the existing literature. 

This section will explain some theoretical implications, followed by implications in teaching, 

learning and testing and the methodological implications. 

7.4.1 The theoretical implications 

To the researcher's knowledge, earlier revision studies did not focus on revisions in 

Urdu L2 writing context, and it is one of the least explored writing contexts. This study 

extends our knowledge and understanding of how writing and particularly how Urdu L1 

writers engage in an academic English writing test task. This study targeted revisions of the 

Urdu writers who were studying in the UK higher education. Thus, by exploring a least 

researched linguistic group, the current study added the empirical evidence about the Urdu 
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writers' revisions in the existing revision related knowledge. Comparison between more 

successful and less successful writers' revisions show their focus of attention, their level of 

revisions and the purposes of their revisions which opens a window to the minds of the 

writers and tells what problems they were facing when revising. Less successful writers can 

benefit from more successful writers' insights. They can compare their revision patterns and 

reasons for revision to see where they differ from the more successful writers' revisions. 

However, differences in the revision patterns and purposes should be carefully considered 

by the less successful writers because revision patterns or purposes may not necessarily be 

the only cause of the other group's better performance. 

Findings of RQ1 suggest that writers revise certain type of revisions more than 

another type of revisions, e.g., form revisions more than content revisions as well as lower 

linguistic units (below word, word) more than higher linguistic units (phrase, clause, 

sentence and paragraph). It might be due to the cognitive demands imposed by L2 writing 

or maybe because of writers' beliefs about revision behaviour and their past writing 

experience. These findings are helpful to understand the revision patterns of Urdu writers in 

English L2. The findings of RQ1 extended the revision taxonomy which was adapted from 

Stevenson et al., (2006) and Stevenson et al., (2006). To some extent, this taxonomy is more 

elaborated than earlier taxonomies presented by Stevenson et al., (2006), Lindren and 

Sullivan (2006) and Faigley and Witte (1981) as it gives clear, concise and hierarchy wise sub-

categories. Earlier researchers (e.g., Stevenson et al., 2006; Lindgren & Sullivan; Faigley & 

Witte, 1981) used their taxonomies with the focus on form/language revisions whereas the 

current study used the taxonomy with the focus on conceptual revisions. The current 

taxonomy proved useful in analysing the revision data at a detailed linguistic level. Thus, the 
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current taxonomy can also provide a theoretical base to analyse conceptual revisions. This  

revision taxonomy can be used to explore revision patterns in other linguistic contexts. 

List of revision purposes found in RQ2 is of theoretical value as it is more detailed 

than the list provided in earlier studies, e.g. Dix (2006). This list informs the readers about 

the common revising purposes which are empirically found. Moreover, it also informs 

teachers about writers' understanding and awareness of the purpose. More successful 

writers showed more awareness of their revision purposes i.e., they were well thought and 

more elaborated than less successful writers. Though some purposes were found similar in 

both the groups, such as modify an idea, but more successful writers generally reported 

them more frequently which shows that they were more conscious of their decisions to 

revise. Less successful writers expressed their familiarity with some purposes, e.g., 

coherence but they did not report them thoroughly which showed that they might have only 

limited familiarity and did not use them frequently. Less successful writers' silence about 

making text reader-friendly and creating a new global content unit suggest their lack of 

consciousness in these areas which are emphasised by the more successful writers. 

To the researcher's knowledge, earlier revision studies did not compare the more 

successful writers and less successful writers' revisions in terms of the patterns or purposes. 

The current study highlighted how more and less successful writers' patterns are different 

and how far both the groups were aware of their revision purposes. The findings of this study 

have implications on Urdu L1 writers' performance in an L2 writing test task, i.e., the writers 

who are are expert in making conceptual revision can expect better test scores. However, to 

make successful conceptual revisions, they must be well aware of the revision purposes. 

Otherwise, random revisions cannot bring better results. 
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This study could highlight the fact that even in the case of similar purposes reported 

by both the groups, they approached these purposes differently. For example, more 

successful writers reported that they read and re-read their text to evaluate it and decide 

where coherence was needed. They took it as a process to achieve. On the contrary, less 

successful writers did not report constant reading of the already written text to evaluate, 

instead they remembered that using connectives can improve text quality; less successful 

writers did not report coherence as a process. It seems that less successful writers made 

random efforts which they believed could help them achieve coherence. However, future 

research may be needed to investigate this aspect in further details.  

7.4.2 Pedagogical Implications 

The findings of this study can provide important guidelines to local ESL teachers in 

Pakistani universities to teach writers how to revise effectively. The revision patterns of 

more and less successful writers will give them a better understanding of how different 

ability writers revise. Since the focus of the current study is on concept revisions, the findings 

may help teachers in several areas which are usually ignored in the local Urdu context, such 

as the revision location in the text. For example, this study showed that writers revised form 

revisions more at the point of inscription while they revised concept revisions in previous 

text location. The findings of the current study will be communicated to the writing teachers, 

particularly in the researcher's home institution who can use the current findings in their 

discussion with the writers, e.g., in computer-based writing mode what can be the probable 

locations of the form and concept revisions in the text and how they can use delete, insert 

and substitution functions effectively. Teachers may give them more writing opportunities 

and help them use revision to improve text quality. Practice to revision patterns may 
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automatise writers' processes (Broekkamp & Van den Bergh, 1996) which require less 

attention. Less successful writers' processes are less automatic than more successful writers, 

and during writing, these writers spend more attention to lower-level processes (e.g., 

spelling/typing) which results in ignoring the high-level processes. These findings have 

implications in L2 writing as writing teachers can help writers understand how revision works 

and why writers should do them. In their classroom, they can provide opportunities to the 

writers to see again (revisit), i.e., reread, rethink and rewrite their texts (Dix, 2006). They can 

talk with writers about their compositions and revisions. They may play a significant role by 

themselves demonstrating to students how to compose a text for a particular purpose (Dix, 

2006). The students should be talked about the purposes of revision, and they should have 

a collaborative discussion with their teachers. Writers should be shown practically as for how 

to make revisions for text clarity and more importantly, as Dix (2006) suggested, ask 

questions from themselves why I should revise and would it be useful to revise this way and 

will it make a sense to my reader?  

As Mashori (2010) highlighted that language/grammar revisions are separated from 

argument/text level revisions in the local Pakistani context, the current study suggests that 

the teachers should focus on the revisions of language and concept together i.e., they need 

to teach that students consider the text as a whole when writing and revising. The current 

study may be used as a guide by the teachers who teach Urdu writers the English language 

courses in the foreign universities e.g., in the pre-sessional and foundation courses in the UK 

and US universities where a reasonable number of Urdu writers enrol to study every year. 

The findings of the current study would help academic writing teachers to make informed 

decisions about Urdu writers' revision behaviour and how to teach them revision in classes. 



188 
 

As discussed in the first chapter, in the native Urdu context, revision is often taken as a 

negative activity which is associated with low writing skills, meant to correct the errors. 

Practically, the findings of RQ1 may be used to improve writers' beliefs about revision, for 

example writing teachers need to promote that good revisions make better writing and lead 

to better test scores. Barkaoui (2016) highlighted that the knowledge about the revision 

patterns might be helpful in improving L2 writers' "knowledge, strategies and beliefs" (p. 

336) about revision. Writing teachers should discuss with writers, especially with low 

performing writers the importance of revisions in L2 writing and explain to them that 

examiners and readers also pay attention to the content quality, not only the content's 

linguistic accuracy (Porte, 1996). Such kind of discussion is expected to enlighten writers with 

the utility of revisions, and they will take revisions as a positive writing activity. Thus, by 

instructing writers on how revision may be used effectively, particularly in the computer-

based writing which provides an opportunity to revise and improve their writing skills. 

Moreover, ESL teachers may use the findings of the current study to explain that revising is 

a behaviour of all writers i.e., more and less successful writers both and it is not associated 

with the less writing ability. Thus, quoting the present study, ESL writing teachers should 

discuss with their students that revision is a vital writing process which can develop their 

writing skill if used sensibly. The findings of this study cannot be generalised to all L2 writers 

because they are based on only a single L2 linguistic group. But, these findings may have 

implications for other L2 linguistic groups.  

This study will be shared with various stakeholders in the Urdu context, such as the 

higher education commission (HEC) of Pakistan. The findings of this study, such as why 

writers revise highlight that they face challenges to bring clarity, cohesion and coherence in 

their text. They are also challenged to hedge their opinion or face difficulties in incorporating 
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strategies which are mandatory to successful academic writing. In their revised curriculum 

of English language, HEC's Quality Assurance Department can recommend ESL teachers to 

pay attention to train writers in using revisions as writing skill. 

7.4.3 Methodological implications 

As earlier mentioned in section 7.5.2 that keystroke logging program can record the 

whole writing session including revisions and the recorded sessions can be recreated just 

like the original session. It can provide hard evidence of revisions. Several computer-based 

revision studies have used keystroke logging program for its benefits. However, the large 

quantity of data is an issue. This program gives even small details and based on these small 

actual changes, understanding of what might have happened inside the writers' head is 

slightly challenging. Thus, to overcome this challenge, some hypotheses rooted in the writing 

literature were formed to direct in the data analysis. Forming hypotheses proved useful in 

showing which data points generated by Inputlog were the most relevant to address the 

RQ1.which may be subject to human interpretation. Understanding RQ1 with hypotheses 

also helped the researcher in presenting a holistic picture of the revision patterns instead of 

reporting minute details obtained from writers' keystrokes. In future keystroke studies, a 

similar method can be used. 

Keystroke logging studies (e.g., Stevenson et al., 2006; Lindgren & Sullivan, 2006; 

Whalen & Menard, 1995) have often used verbal protocols to get writers' insights. However, 

their focus was not the meaning/idea revisions. Since the current study focused on 

meaning/idea revisions, gathering writers' reflections on the meaning/idea revisions were 

important. As revisions occur at any place (location) and in any order in the text, i.e., in 

general revisions occur haphazardly, to identify and note down a meaning/idea revision to 
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be used as a stimulus was challenging. For this purpose, observation of the whole writing 

session was done concurrently with the writing session, the meaning/idea revisions 

identified during observation and noted on the developed observation form. The 

observation of the writing session, identification and noting down of the meaning/idea 

related revisions proved a useful method. This method can be replicated in other similar 

studies. 

Keystroke logging method has the potential to be used in L2 writing pedagogy. 

Teachers can show students their recorded session as a reflective activity. It may be a useful 

strategy because it gives access to writers' writing processes which is a kind of learning and 

it is otherwise not measurable by observing final writing. Thus, these reflections may help in 

improving the writing program. Helberg et al., (2018) hold that by adopting a reflective 

approach in composition writing, students can be "flexible and adaptive writers" (p.41). It is 

a useful strategy because it gives access to writers' writing processes which is a kind of 

learning, and it is otherwise not measurable by observing final writing. Thus, these 

reflections may help in improving the writing program (Allan & Driscoll, 2014). However, the 

reflective approach should be used with caution as an important question is how to 

intervene in a writing classroom to help writers see themselves as reflective decision makers 

when composing. 

However, the reflective approach should be used with caution as an important 

question is how to intervene in a writing classroom to help writers see themselves as 

reflective decision makers when composing. Using keystroke logging may help writers to 

view their text in different ways, and they can see their decisions about writing, (e.g., 

appropriateness of the content or structure) which will help them in self-evaluation i.e., the 



191 
 

writers become mindful of their own decisions. They can see what they have written meets 

their aim or not and how they can revise to adjust it accordingly. Thus, students can develop 

a rigorous self-evaluation of their work. In this way, the use of a keystroke logging program's 

revision facility may help writers improve their self-evaluation. Using Inputlog, writers can 

see how they revised to incorporate  text-specific features and how their strategies are 

similar or different from their peers. This comparison will help them understand which 

approach is smart and workable, mainly when they practice to write under test conditions. 

In this way, the use of Inputlog in classroom pedagogy can be helpful to encourage writers 

to assess their work, for example first; they may be shown their composition and then asked 

to analyse their work using a rubric or to mark criteria which would mention the text 

features. They would see the most frequently occurring text features as well as the least 

used or missed features. This is where writers can visualise their own choices. Secondly, they 

can see a comparison and contrast of their own writing choices with their peers who wrote 

the same task to see a different approach to achieve a similar  text-related standard or 

expectations. In this way, Inputlog may prove a more in classroom writing tool which may 

provide writers with a platform to self-reflect their composition. 

In most of the tests conducted in L2 contexts (e.g., in Urdu context), only the final writing 

texts (i.e., products) are assessed whereas writers' processes are usually not assessed. The 

use of keystroke logging method would help to provide a detailed diagnosis of test-takers' 

writing processes, such as assessing their fluency in writing i.e., revisions and without 

revision units or the pauses. The methodology of this study may be suggestive in the field of 

testing for future research. The keystroke logging program's in-built revision analysis can 

provide a very detailed analysis, distributing the whole writing session into the exact revision 
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content and unrevised units, edits, the time taken to pause etc.; thus, it can be used as a 

tool to investigate the test takers' processes. 

Earlier studies, e.g., Dix (2006) suggested that although writers can talk about their 

processes in writing and give reasons to make revisions, yet teachers' role is vital to be more 

explicit and elaborative with the language used when teaching revision purposes as the 

writers sometimes may not have the precise terminology to express explicitly what the 

reasons for their revisions were. Writers might be developing "metalanguage for writing" 

(Dix, 2006, p.10). Showing students their revisions and talking about the purposes of revision 

should be the daily/routine action of a writing classroom. This study highlights the richness 

of revision purposes which can be used in teacher-student interaction in the text 

composition, especially in the cognitive decision making which students may use when 

writing their texts.  

7.5 Limitations of the study 

There are several factors which limit the generalizability of the current study. Some of these factors 

are as follows: 

7.5.1 Sample 

The sample size in the present study was chosen following previous revision related 

literature, e.g., Stevenson et al., (2006) recruited twenty-two school children in their study, 

Lindgren and Sullivan (2006) recruited twenty-seven Swedish writers and Barkaoui (2016) 

recruited fifty-four writers. The present study was conducted with forty participating writers 

(i.e., twenty more successful and twenty less successful). Although, the sample size was 

reasonable keeping in view the aim and the previous literature examples, the increased data 

size could perhaps bring more statistical power to further clearly distinguish the differences 
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between both more and less successful writers. With a larger cohort, it might be possible to 

find a more in-depth understanding of the writers' revision patterns and purposes. In the 

present study, due to the time constraint and the participating writers’ exclusive 

specifications related to their L1 and L2 writing proficiency, their L2 education in the native 

context and immigration details (i.e., time spent in the UK as a student) practically made it 

difficult to recruit more writers.  

Another limitation of the study is that the chosen sample included only the Urdu 

speaking ESL writers studying in the UK. So, the findings of this study may apply to those 

Urdu speaking ESL writers who come to study in the UK or other English speaking countries. 

These findings might not capture the writing revision behaviour of Urdu speaking ESL writers 

in Pakistan. In future, another similar study may be conducted with the Urdu speaking ESL 

writers in Pakistan to compare and contrast the current study's findings. 

7.5.2 Task type 

This study used only one writing task (i.e., independent writing task from IELTS 

academic writing task 2) to understand the revision patterns and purposes in the computer-

based writing mode. This task type was chosen because of the chosen cohort's familiarity 

with IELTS task 2. However, the use of a single writing task to understand revisions only 

reflects the writers' revision patterns and purposes in a particular type of tasks (e.g. 

independent writing task in the current study). Hence, these results may not be generalised 

for the overall revision patterns and purposes of writers in other task types, such as reading-

into-writing tasks.  
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7.5.3 Technology 

This study used the keystroke logging program) to record each writing session. It 

proved very useful as it recorded all the revisions in exactly the way writers were doing in 

the writing session. However, despite several strengths, keystroke logging program has 

some limitations, such as keystroke logging data can only be used to infer what might have 

happened inside the head of the writers. RQ 2 investigates the revision purposes, which 

needs human interpretation and keystroke logging program cannot do that. Also, Inputlog 

cannot differentiate between the form and the concept changes.  

Keystroke logging's inbuilt analysis tool generated large data which was a challenge. 

To meet this challenge, each writers' data was imported into an excel file. As this study aimed 

at investigating only the revision patterns (RQ1) and the revision purposes (RQ2), only the 

data relevant to these two research questions were kept in the excel files, the rest of all non-

essential data was removed. Later, the coding of all the revisions was done, as described in 

section 3.7. All this process of sorting and coding of the data was very time consuming, which 

is a limitation.  

Sometimes short text chunks were not clear in the video for technical reasons which 

were a problem. To overcome this problem, S-notation analysis was conducted, which is an 

inbuilt analysis in the Inputlog to capture every revision in the way it appears in the text. 

However, S-notation does not generate an analysis showing before and after revision text 

linearly. To see the orientation of revision in this study, the researcher had to watch each 

revision in the video and she manually prepared log files in excel, using videos, watched, 

copied and pasted the text before revision and text after revision to make sure whether a 

revision was a form revision or a content revision. A print/hard copy of S-notation analysis 
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was used along with the recorded video while revising log analysis. Using S-notation, along 

with the recorded video, proved helpful in the revision log analysis. However, the whole 

procedure of doing a revision log analysis consumed much time which is a limitation. If all 

these steps of sorting and data coding can be done with the help of software, the time 

management to do this analysis can be greatly improved. 

7.6 Areas for further research 

The current study used a writing test task, but the writing was not conducted under 

test conditions as it gave writers unlimited time, unlike limited test timings. Another study 

based on Urdu cohort may be conducted under test conditions to compare writers' revision 

behaviour in timed and unlimited time conditions. Future studies may also focus on the 

quality of the text after revisions. Computer-based writing mode provides an opportunity to 

save several writing drafts. So, it is possible to design a study comparing several drafts before 

and after revisions. 

In this study, keystroke logging program (Inputlog version 7.0.0.11) recorded the 

whole writing session, but its replay module was event-based or revision based, but not 

time-based. This study recommends that future studies should also use screen capture tools, 

e.g. Morae which may be helpful in calculating revisions with particular reference to time, 

i.e., in a writing session at what times revisions took place. Such kind of information may 

help the researchers to see in what phase of writing writers make most revisions, e.g. in the 

beginning, middle or towards the end of the writing. 

Eklundh & Kollberg (2003) found that the task type may have an effect on the type 

of revision episodes. In future studies, the use of different types of writing tasks, such as 

reading into writing, may be beneficial to throw light on the revision patterns. Likely, some 
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other purposes of revisions are also identified in different task types. For example, in this 

study, Urdu writers inserted hedges to make their point of view more balanced, i.e., showing 

an unbiased point of view. As the task in the current study asked writers to build their 

argument based on their opinion, writers were perhaps more in need of using hedges. It 

would be useful to investigate revisions using various writing texts, such as descriptive, 

argumentative, narrative or expository. It will enlighten us the impact of  text on the revision 

type and revision purposes. This way, a deeper understanding of the revision patterns and 

purposes can be found. 

This study only focused on the cohort, which had no training concerning revisions. It 

means that they were not aware of the revision strategies of successful writers or how to 

revise. Wallace et al., (1996) found that writers who were taught how to make meaningful 

revisions made more frequent revisions at the global level than those who were not taught. 

Thus, teaching or training revisions have an impact on the way writers handle revisions. This 

study suggested that in future research, a comparison should be made between an 

untrained or a new group and a treated group. Treated group means, the group taught what 

various types of revisions, which revisions help in improving the text quality are. Thus, a 

comparison of the treated group with an untreated group may have a fascinating 

comparison and contrast. One way to teach revisions to writers is by providing teacher's 

feedback on their text. The teacher's feedback which guides them on how to improve the 

current text, would help revise, and they will review the text following the given instructions. 

This comparison may be useful in revealing how far revision instructions are incorporated 

successfully. 



197 
 

To conclude, the current study explored the revision behaviour of Urdu L1 writers 

when they respond to an academic English writing test task. It aimed to thoroughly 

investigate the revision patterns and purposes of Urdu speaking writers to enhance our 

understanding of this under-researched area of L2 writing.  It is expected that the findings 

of the current study will be used in English writing classrooms to improve students' 

perceptions and practices. In future, more studies in a similar area would be conducted in 

the native Urdu context. 
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Appendix 1 The Writing Task 

WRITING TASK 2 

You should spend about 40 minutes on this task.  

Write about the following topic:  

In many countries, children are engaged in some kind of paid work. Some 
people regard this as completely wrong, while others consider it as valuable 
work experience, important for learning and taking responsibility. 

Discuss both these views and give your opinion. 

Give reasons for your answer and include any relevant examples from your knowledge or 
experience.  

Write at least 250 words. 
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Appendix 2 Volunteer Recruitment Form 

 

CRELLA Centre for Research in English Language Learning and Assessment 

 

Student Reference#_________ (to be filled by researcher) 

VOLUNTEER PARTICIPATION FORM 

Title:The Revision Patterns &Processes of Candidates on Computer-based Academic 

English Writing 

Name________________                                                       e-mail:____________ 

Year of Study________              1st Language (spoken at home/informally)_______ 

No. of months spent in the UK________ Grade in native language GCE/F.A. Exam_____ 

IELTS writing band score_________         Date IELTS exam taken__________ 

How many years of experience do you have in computer writing?       _______________ 

Day/Date/Time available for the test ____________________________ 

Signed__________ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Researcher: 
TanzeelaAnbreen 
Phone: 07578158258 
Email: t.asim@hotmail.com 
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Appendix 3 The Information Sheet 

CRELLA Centre for Research in English Language Learning and Assessment 

 

 

 

 

 

The Information Sheet 

Computer-based academic writing is common these days in several UK universities, and 

students do computer written assignments/tasks frequently. Computer-based academic 

writing is an important area of research in the field of language learning and assessment. 

The current research lies in the same area and focuses the revisions in computer-based 

academic writing. Mainly this research explores how writing text emerges and how and why 

students revise their work when writing on a computer. 

For data collection, 40 students will participate. The participants are expected to be native 

Urdu speakers, currently studying in a UK university in the undergraduate first year or in 

their Foundation course. They will write a simple short essay of about 250 words (which may 

be around two paragraphs) in computer-based mode; followed by a small interview about 

their writing experience. It will take about 45-50 minutes on average. The information about 

students and their writing will be anonymous and confidential and will not be shared with 

anybody for any personal or professional purpose, except for including in my PhD work. The 

data obtained will be kept in a password secured laptop or locked drawer and will be 

accessed only by the researcher or her supervisor and will be wasted immediately after the 

completion of the thesis. 

 

Researcher: 
Tanzeela Anbreen 
Phone: 07578158258 
Email: t.asim@hotmail.com 
 
CRELLA 
University of Bedfordshire 
Putteridge Bury 
Hitchin Road,Luton 
Bedfordshire 
LU2 8LE 
E-mail: Tanzeela Anbreen@study beds ac uk 
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Appendix 4 The Consent Form 

Title: The Revision Patterns & Processes of Candidates on Computer-based Academic 

English Writing 

I have read the Information Sheet related to this project which has also been explained to 

me by TanzeelaAnbreen. 

I have been explained the purpose of the project and what will be required of me and any 

questions have been answered to my satisfaction. I agree to the arrangements described in 

the Information Sheet in so far as they relate to my participation. 

I understand that my participation is entirely voluntary and that I have the right to withdraw 

from the project any time. 

I have received a copy of this Consent Form and of the accompanying Information Sheet of 

the Project. 

Name: 

Signed: 

Date: 
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Appendix 5 The rating criteria used for the writing task: IELTS Task 2 Writing band 
descriptors (public version) 
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Appendix 6 A sample of final scores given by a rater 
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