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In his final interview, Thomas describes his views on suggesting improvements to his
teammates’ writing:

Thomas: Unless it’s really bad, I don’t think it’s really my place to tell other
people what to do. I mean, they’re smart people. If it’s good enough, I’'m not

going to criticize it.
Eduardo likewise describes a “hands-off” attitude toward other teammates’ writing:

Eduardo: I thought she should have worded that section less strongly. It’s not
how I would have put it. But she’s the one in charge of writing that

information, so she can write whatever she wants.

Lily explains how such a “hands-off” attitude eventually caused resentment on her

team:

Lily: I remember being so frustrated when Elsa did the whole thing. And she
didn’t get it. She was like “Well, it’s just a rough draft if you want to edit it.”
And I was like “What'’s the point? You already did it.”



And I was like “What’s the point? You already did it.”

Thomas’s, Eduardo’s, and Lily’s comments illustrate how uncomfortable students
can feel when suggesting changes to a teammate’s work. Sometimes, the reluctance is
due to feelings of ownership — that the person who wrote a section has the right to
phrase and organize things the way he or she wants. Sometimes, as Lily suggests,
revision seems pointless if the group can simply agree to move forward with what has
already been done. At other times, students hesitate to suggest revisions because they
fear hurting a teammate’s feelings through criticism, or they worry about seeming

egotistical, as if they are better than their teammates.

These concerns about revising or critiquing others’ work are understandable, but a
well-functioning team should be able to overcome this reluctance. Generating a first-
rate project involves recognizing that the team owns the work it produces and that
every member shares a responsibility to make every part of the project the best it can
be. Learning how to revise and critique your teammates’ work is an important part of
this process — as is learning how to take and use the feedback your teammates provide

on your own work.

This chapter presents some strategies for building a strong revision process into
your team’s culture. When team members feel comfortable critiquing and revising one
another’s work, the team will draw on everyone’s strengths and insights and will
produce a superior product. Developing a strong revision process and a team culture in
which constructive critique is welcomed and encouraged will allow your team to focus
on what is best for the project without worrying about hurt feelings or who “owns” a

particular section of the project.



¢ Developing a Culture in Which Constructive Feedback Is
Encouraged

The quotes that began this chapter were from students who took part in teams whose
culture did not promote critique of others’ work — and in all three cases, their projects
suffered from the lack of feedback and input. These students did not have a team
environment that encouraged constructive conflict (see Chapter 5, “Constructive
Conflict”).

Here are four steps your team can follow to develop a culture in which constructive

feedback is encouraged:

¢ Build revision and feedback into the task schedule. Creating a task schedule
in which team members are given “credit” for commenting on or revising one
another’s work not only encourages team members to give feedback but also
helps them accept feedback as part of the necessary work that goes into a
successful collaborative document. If writers know that other team members are
required to provide suggestions for change (or are required to make revisions),
they will not take these suggestions or revisions personally. Thus, scheduling
revision and feedback into the task schedule creates a team culture in which
constructive feedback is simply part of what it takes to get the project done and
is not a negative reflection on anybody’s work.

¢ Decide on a revision process and follow it. This chapter describes two basic
models for revision: feedback and direct revision. Many teams use a
combination of these two methods. For instance, a team might use feedback at
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is not a negative reflection on anybody’s work.

Decide on a revision process and follow it. This chapter describes two basic
models for revision: feedback and direct revision. Many teams use a
combination of these two methods. For instance, a team might use feedback at
the beginning of a project to provide global suggestions for a writer and then
switch to direct revision at the end. After considering the advantages and
disadvantages of these methods (see Table 6.1), your team should decide how
revision will be handled at various stages of the project and create a task
schedule that reflects this decision.

Use writing software that keeps a history of revisions. This chapter describes
three software tools that help with collaborative authoring by tracking all the
changes made to a document (see the section “Technology for Collaborative
Revising”). These tools allow one team member to revise another member’s
work while still preserving the original copy. They also make it easy to undo
revisions that the team disagrees with and to offer provisional changes that can
easily be reversed. The team can use the software to compare different versions
of a document and to discuss the pros and cons of individual changes.

Include a statement about the importance of revision and feedback in the
team charter. Once your team decides on a revision process, you can note this
in the team charter along with a statement acknowledging that the team agrees
that providing honest and constructive feedback is essential to a quality project
and that all team members agree to provide thorough feedback on one another’s

work to the best of their abilities.



4 Two Types of Revision: Feedback and Direct Revision

Teams can handle revisions in two different ways. In the feedback method, one team
member drafts some text, submits it to others for feedback, and then implements
revisions based on this feedback. This method is sometimes referred to as single-author
revision because one person maintains primary responsibility for a section of text. In
the direct-revision method, one team member drafts some text, and another member
implements the revisions, directly changing and revising the text of the previous
author. This method is sometimes referred to as multiple-author revision because

several people share responsibility for shaping the text.

The Feedback Method

The main benefit of the feedback method is that it is easy to implement. Since one
person maintains responsibility for a section of text, there are no opportunities for
version-control problems, in which two people are simultaneously working from
different copies of the text and end up writing over each other’s changes. Moreover,
the feedback method allows the author to compile comments from several people with
different perspectives and can also free up other team members to work on other parts
of the project because it usually takes them less time to make comments than to

implement direct revisions.

The main drawback of the feedback method is that the quality of the text rests
disproportionately on the skills, ability, and efforts of one person. If that person is not a

good writer, is defensive about receiving feedback, or does not put sufficient effort or

time into draftino and revicine the entire nrodnct enffere Far thic reacon it i< verv
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time into drafting and revising, the entire product suffers. For this reason, it is very
important to select an author who is highly motivated to improve his or her writing and
is therefore eager and willing to listen to others’ constructive comments. (Remember:
motivation is often more important than experience when selecting people for tasks.
See Chapter 4, “Getting Started with the Task Schedule,” for more advice on assigning

team members to tasks.)

Another drawback of the feedback method is the risk of stylistic inconsistency if
the team assigns different sections of text to different authors. Even though these
authors may be receiving feedback from one another, the document as a whole can
sound disjointed and awkward, especially if the authors have different writing styles or
“voices.” The following instructor comment on one team’s draft illustrates the potential
drawbacks of the feedback method:

Much of the background section is written in the first person plural (“we”) while
everything else is written in the third person. The “solutions” and “recommendations”
sections sound as if they were written for a much more technical audience than the
rest of the proposal. Overall, the document sounds like you divided each section up
without consulting each other much.

Each section of this document relied on the writing skills of a different team member,
and the document lacked a unified “voice” and structure. To avoid this problem, many
teams that rely on feedback for revising individual sections of text in the early stages
of the project may switch to direct revision toward the end of the project, with one

person editing the entire document to make it sound unified and coherent.

The Direct-Revision Method



The Direct-Revision Method

The main benefit of direct revision is that responsibility for the text is shared by several
people who can draw on one another’s strengths as they directly change, reorganize,
and add to the text. Thus, if one person has strong content knowledge about the topic
and another has strong writing and editing skills, the team benefits from combining

both of these strengths.

The major drawback of direct revision is that the team can end up with two or more
different versions of the same document (known as a version-control problem), a
situation that can be frustrating and time-consuming to resolve. Version-control
problems can crop up when one team member begins revising a document without
knowing that another author is also making revisions to the same text. Moreover, in the
direct-revision method, meeting deadlines takes on added importance because the
original writer cannot make further changes to the text after handing it off without
introducing version-control issues. Some of these problems can be alleviated with a
Web-based editor such as Google Drive or a wiki. Nonetheless, “handing off” the text

from one writer to the next remains a tricky issue in direct revision.

Choosing a Method

Fortunately, you do not have to choose just one of these methods; teams can and
frequently do combine them at different stages of the project. For example, a team may
rely on the feedback method for global comments on initial drafts and then switch to
direct revision to implement minor changes to the wording and formatting as the

document nears completion. Or the team can use the two methods simultaneously: a
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document nears completion. Or the team can use the two methods simultaneously: a

teammate can hand off a document to another writer for direct revision and at the same

time ask the other teammates to provide global feedback. Thus, the person

implementing the feedback will be different from the person who wrote the initial

draft.

Table 6.1 provides a summary of the benefits and drawbacks of feedback and direct

revision.

Table 6.1. Feedback versus direct revision

Method

Description

Benefits

Drawbacks

Feedback

One person drafts
the text, submits it
to others for
comments, and
makes revisions
based on these
comments.

» Easyto

implement: the
team does not
have to worry

about version-

control problems.

Particularly
useful for
obtaining global
comments from
several people.

e The team “puts

all of its eggs in
one basket” by
depending on a
single writer.
Sections of the
text written by
different authors
can sound
different.
Writers can
ignore or reject
feedback from
other group
members without



members without
discussing it.

Direct revision

One person drafts
the text and then
hands it off to
another team
member, who
makes revisions
directly to the text
and then hands it
back.

Draws on the
combined
strengths of two
or more writers.
Particularly
useful for making
final edits as the
document nears
completion.

Easy for one
writer to work
from the wrong
version of the
document.
Missed
deadlines take
on added
importance
because of the
complexity of
handing off the
text from one
author to the
next.

Writers can
become upset
when other
authors change
their work.

The following questions — while certainly not a complete list of the issues your

team should consider — can help you select the method or combination of methods

that might be best for your team.



Does your team have. .. Thenuse...

A writer who really wants to improve his or Feedback so that this writer can have the

her writing skills? benefit of receiving and implementing
suggestions for improving his or her
writing.

A member with both content knowledge Feedback since this writer will be in a good

and strong writing skills? position to see the document as a whole
and implement large changes across
several sections based on feedback.

One team member with content knowledge Direct revision followed by feed-back: the

and another with strong writing skills? content expert can draft the document, and
the writing expert can directly revise it. This
direct revision should be followed up with
an additional round of feedback from the
content expert to ensure that the writer has
not accidentally changed the meaning or
introduced mistakes into the text.

A writer who has trouble accepting being  Direct revision since it may easier for this

feedback? person to accept changes once they have
already been made than to implement
changes suggested through feedback.

Whether you use feedback or direct revision, you and your teammates should be

willing to suggest (or directly implement) both major and minor changes to one

w—all Y tat o . WAV o ad A de e e e e L a4



One team member with content knowledge Direct revision followed by feed-back: the

and another with strong writing skills? content expert can draft the document, and
the writing expert can directly revise it. This
direct revision should be followed up with
an additional round of feedback from the
content expert to ensure that the writer has
not accidentally changed the meaning or
introduced mistakes into the text.

A writer who has trouble accepting being  Direct revision since it may easier for this

feedback? person to accept changes once they have
already been made than to implement
changes suggested through feedback.

Whether you use feedback or direct revision, you and your teammates should be
willing to suggest (or directly implement) both major and minor changes to one
another’s writing. Moreover, both methods require team members to be open to
receiving feedback and seeing changes made to their writing. With the feedback
method, writers must be willing to implement as many of their teammates’ suggestions
as possible. With direct revision, writers must be open-minded when someone else
changes their text and avoid becoming committed to a particular way of phrasing or
organizing the text. To help you handle feedback productively while using either
method, the sections that follow offer tips for making and listening to feedback on
writing. (See also Chapter 8, “Troubleshooting Team Problems,” for additional advice

on how to handle problems with giving or receiving feedback.)



Reload this page

¢ Before You Start: Ground Rules for Revision

When writers submit work to teammates for direct revision or comments, they should
take a moment to clarify the state of the draft and what they see as the goals for

revision.

¢ Clarify the state of the draft. Does the writer see the draft as nearly final,
needing only minor editing and polishing? Or as very rough, needing major
reorganization and content changes? Has the writer submitted a draft missing
major sections, with plans to add those sections later? Whenever writers hand off
a draft to others for comment or revision, they should provide a brief statement
summarizing the state of the draft and outlining the types of changes they
believe the draft needs. This will help teammates gauge their feedback. For
instance, if a teammate believes that a draft needs major changes but the writer
sees it as close to finished, that teammate should expect some resistance from the
writer and therefore should provide detailed justification for the proposed
changes.

¢ Clarify the goals of the revision or feedback. If the project is nearing the final
deadline, major suggestions or revisions may be inappropriate. If the draft is
very rough, sentence-level editing would be a waste of time because entire
sections may be deleted or entirely changed during the revision process. Taking a
moment to agree up front on the goals of the feedback can help the team use its

time more effectively.
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time more effectively.

Figure 6.1 illustrates how a writer might ask for feedback from teammates, while
clarifying what level of feedback she is looking for. In Figure 6.2, one of the writer’s
teammates requests direct revision on a draft that is nearly at its final stage.

TO:  Stephen, Tim
FR:  Charlotte
Subject:  Feedback

Hey guys!

I'm attaching a rough draft of the results and discussion sections. These are very rough,
and right now the discussion section is just a list of topics to cover. I plan to flesh it out
in the next draft. In the meantime, could you give me some comments on the results
section? Does the organization/order seem right? Do the charts work? Let me know if
you find any errors on them (I spent a long time on these!).

As for the discussion section, could you let me know if I left out any topics that I should
be sure to cover in the next draft?

We agreed in the task schedule that you'd have these comments to me by Wednesday
morning. I've blocked out some time in my schedule Wednesday night to work on this.

Thanks!
Charlotte

FIGURE 6.1. E-mail requesting feedback
Charlotte explains the state of both sections of her draft and the
different levels of feedback she would like on each section.

TO:  Charlotte
FR:  Stephen
Subject:  Moving toward the final draft

Charlotte:

I've attached the transmittal letter, abstract, introduction, and works cited. I think these

v IM_ ma riaht away_ Conld von ha
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Thanks!
Charlotte

FIGURE 6.1. E-mail requesting feedback
Charlotte explains the state of both sections of her draft and the
different levels of feedback she would like on each section.

TO:  Charlotte
FR:  Stephen
Subject:  Moving toward the final draft

Charlotte:

TI've attached the transmittal letter, abstract, introduction, and works cited. I think these
are ready to go, but if you see something major, IM me right away. Could you be

sure to look over the works cited and make sure I did it right? APA always makes me
nervous. Also you might double-check to make sure I got the letter format just the way
Professor Powell wants it. I think I did, but it won’t hurt to double-check. As for the
rest, I think you can just look these over for typos/polishing and making sure they are
consistent with the rest of the report.

Thanks!
Stephen

FIGURE 6.2. E-mail handing off a draft to be directly revised
Stephen clarifies that he considers the document close to final, but
he directs his teammate to a few places where she might want to
double-check the format.

For their part, reviewers and coauthors need to make sure that they understand the
goals of the project as a whole before they respond to the writer. Thus, before
responding to or revising a draft, teammates should take time to review the assignment

instructions to ascertain what the final product should look like.



¢ Providing Effective Feedback and Making Good Revisions

If you have been assigned to provide written feedback to a teammate or directly revise
a draft a teammate has prepared, you should take time to provide thoughtful
suggestions. You don’t have to be certain about every suggestion you propose. After
all, other people will be commenting as well, and the team can decide which
suggestions are good ones. However, you should be constructively critical of the draft.
This constructive criticism is key to creating a strong final project and is a major part

of teamwork (see Chapter 5, “Constructive Conflict”).

Before you provide feedback or make revisions on a draft, make sure you

completely understand the project’s requirements:

¢ Review the assignment instruction sheet. Make a checklist of the criteria for
the assignment. Then read the draft and compare it against this checklist.

¢ Check against the grading rubric. If the instructor has distributed a grading
rubric (a sheet that lists the evaluation criteria for the assignment), carefully
check your team’s document against this rubric to make sure that all the criteria
are met.

¢ Review the team charter. Make sure you understand the main goals that the
team has set forth in the charter.

Because writers often find it difficult to see shortcomings in their own writing, it is
important that someone other than the original writer(s) check the assignment for

completeness and accuracy. The document will always benefit from having a “fresh set
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completeness and accuracy. The document will always benefit from having a “fresh set
of eyes” take a look at it.

Once you understand the project requirements and have reviewed the draft, you are
ready to give feedback or implement revisions. Depending on how far along the project
is, you can use one of the following checklists to guide your feedback or direct
revisions.

v

CHECKLIST
Giving Feedback during the Initial, Rough Stage

Begin with praise. In your e-mail to the writer, note one or two things that this
draft does really well — even if all you can say is that the draft does a good job

getting some ideas on the table.

Identify/fix oversights. Look for parts of the text that do not meet the assignment
requirements or do not match what the group decided on.

Suggest/add new material. What else could be included that would strengthen
this draft?

Note/revise misleading or inaccurate information. Look for places where the
information included is presented in a misleading way or is simply wrong.

Suggest/implement alternative organizations. Do you think the organization

10 xx7 11 1 . oo ) a o~
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Suggest/implement alternative organizations. Do you think the organization
could be improved? Would you recommend reordering some of the sections? Or
creating new headings to make the material easier to skim? Should the
recommendations be in a bulleted list rather than in paragraph form? Should any
tables be reorganized to better communicate the data’s message?

Identify/resolve inconsistencies in content and argument. Look for
inconsistencies in the information and arguments included. You can address
inconsistencies in formatting or vocabulary in later drafts.

v

CHECKLIST
Giving Feedback during the Final, Polished Stage

Begin with praise. Note one or two things in this draft that are improvements over

the previous draft.

Identify/fix oversights. Look for parts of the text that do not meet the assignment

requirements or do not match what the group decided on.

Note/revise misleading or inaccurate information. Look for places where the

information included is presented in a misleading way or is simply wrong.

Identify/resolve inconsistencies in content, organization, vocabulary, and
formatting. Look for inconsistencies not only in the arguments and information
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CHECKLIST
Giving Feedback during the Final, Polished Stage

Begin with praise. Note one or two things in this draft that are improvements over

the previous draft.

Identify/fix oversights. Look for parts of the text that do not meet the assignment

requirements or do not match what the group decided on.

Note/revise misleading or inaccurate information. Look for places where the

information included is presented in a misleading way or is simply wrong.

Identify/resolve inconsistencies in content, organization, vocabulary, and
formatting. Look for inconsistencies not only in the arguments and information
included but also in the organization, vocabulary, and format. Does the heading
style change from one part of the document to another? Does the document use
inconsistent terminology for the same thing? Does the font or formatting suddenly

change?

Suggest/implement alternative formatting. Do you think a different type of
graph or table style should be used? Would you recommend a different heading
style or different font throughout?

Correct grammar and style. Fix grammatical errors, wordy sentences, or

awkward phrases.




¢ Listening to Feedback and Negotiating Revision

Responding to feedback may be one of the most difficult parts of working on a team.
When your teammates offer feedback or revisions, do not respond defensively. If
someone notes a problem, assume that there is some sort of problem — even if that
person has mislabeled the problem or presented an incorrect solution. Do not reject any

feedback until you have considered it from all angles.

The ability to receive and accept feedback represents a high level of
professionalism that, as a student, you may not have had the opportunity to develop
yet. If you have difficulty accepting feedback or criticism from others, the strategies in
the following checklist may be helpful.

Sometimes, you will receive feedback that you agree with but don’t know how to
implement. At other times, you will receive feedback that is confusing or that you
don’t understand. In these cases, don’t simply ignore the feedback. Ignoring your
teammates’ feedback can make them feel that you don’t value their work and input —

or it can make them wonder whether you are lazy or closed-minded.

v

CHECKLIST
Accepting Feedback

Count to 10. Before responding to feedback, give yourself a chance to recover
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CHECKLIST
Accepting Feedback

Count to 10. Before responding to feedback, give yourself a chance to recover

from your initial reaction.

Ask the person why he or she made this suggestion. You may find that you and

the other person agree more than you originally thought.

Understand criticism. Before accepting or rejecting feedback, repeat back the
criticism, the rationale, and the proposed solution (if one was supplied), and then

ask the person to confirm that you understood him or her correctly.

Receive comments by e-mail. If you have trouble accepting feedback in face-to-
face situations, ask group members to send you an e-mail with their comments and
suggestions. This gives you a chance to react to these suggestions in private and

gives you time to tone down your initial reactions.

Instead of ignoring feedback that confuses you, ask for clarification — or for
suggestions about how to implement it. Figure 6.3 illustrates an e-mail from a

teammate asking for clarification.

You might also talk to your instructor or a tutor at your university’s writing center

about how to incorporate confusing feedback. In many cases, your teammates may

have carrectlv identified a nraohlem in vonr writine hut incorrectlv identified the
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have correctly identified a problem in your writing but incorrectly identified the
solution. A more experienced writer might be able to help you step back and

troubleshoot the document from a different perspective.

TO:  Stephen
FR:  Charlotte
CC:  Tim
Subject:  Stephen’s feedback

Stephen:

Thanks for your feedback. There were some really good suggestions, and I've
implemented almost all of them. But one comment that you made has me stumped.
You wrote, “This figure is really hard to read. There is too much information here.”
I agree that the figure is hard to read, but I'm not sure how to fix it since all the
information seems necessary. Do you have any advice on what to cut? Or a better
way to organize it? Tim, do you have any ideas or suggestions? (We're talking about
Figure 4.)

Thanks!
Charlotte

FIGURE 6.3. E-mail asking a teammate to clarify a suggestion

Sometimes, you will receive feedback that you simply disagree with. If this occurs,
try to give yourself 24 hours to cool off and then reconsider the feedback with an open
mind. Suggestions that seem impossible at first glance often look much more
manageable when you return to them later. Also, if you reread the feedback, you may
find that you had initially misunderstood or overreacted to what your teammate was
suggesting. A 24-hour cooling-off period allows you to respond to feedback more
generously.

If, after cooling off, you still disagree with the feedback or revisions, ask other

team memhers to comment an the icene Yan conld ack the nroiect manacer to nit the
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If, after cooling off, you still disagree with the feedback or revisions, ask other
team members to comment on the issue. You could ask the project manager to put the
issue on the agenda for the next team meeting — or the project manager could e-mail
the team and ask everyone to comment on the section of text under debate. Sometimes,
another team member can provide a suggestion or insight that helps you find a new
way to revise that incorporates the best of both your and your teammates’ viewpoints.
If the disagreement continues, make sure that you abide by the conflict-resolution
method you decided on in the team charter — and feel good that your team actually
had a substantive discussion about an issue. Most student teams suffer from an
avoidance of any kind of substantive disagreement (see Chapter 5, “Constructive
Conflict”).

If you end up rejecting or disagreeing with the feedback or revisions others have
offered, you should provide specific reasons that support your point of view. The best
reasons are those that are firmly rooted in the instructor’s guidelines, the goals agreed
on in the team charter, or the reader’s needs. Thus, if you are arguing for or against
including particular information or adopting a particular organization — and your
instructor has not provided you with clear guidelines on the issue — you will have
more success supporting your position if you can make the case that this will meet
your audience’s needs.

In general, you should try to implement every suggestion your peers provide unless
you can clearly articulate a good reason not to. See Chapter 8, “Troubleshooting Team
Problems,” for more advice on how to handle specific problems that can occur when

you are revising with others.



¢ Technology for Collaborative Revising

There are many revision tools available that can help simplify collaborative revising.
Some tools are particularly useful for keeping track of direct revisions and reversing
controversial changes. Others are particularly useful for providing feedback on text.
Some tools help reduce version-control problems by keeping a single, centralized copy
of the text on a Web server where it can be edited by everyone. This section discusses

some of these tools, starting with the simplest.

E-mail Message

The simplest technology for providing written feedback is to type your constructive
criticisms and suggestions for change in an e-mail message. This method is best for
providing large, global suggestions for revision. It is not as effective for making minor
suggestions to specific sections of text since you cannot easily anchor your comments

to a particular paragraph, sentence, or word.

Commenting Features

Many word-processing programs have a commenting feature that allows you to make
comments in the “margin” of a document. Figure 6.4 shows Microsoft Word’s
commenting feature. To make a comment, highlight the section of text you wish to
comment on, go up to the Insert toolbar, and select Comment. A box in which you can
type your comments will appear in the margin of the text. Once you have commented
on the document, you can e-mail it to your teammates. (Hint: If your teammates use a

different word-processing program, vou can convert the document to Rich Text Format
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[.rtf] before sending it. RTF is a universal word-processing format.)

Highlight the text you wish to Comments appear in the
comment on. Go to the Review margin of the document
tab and click on New Comment. with the reviewer’s initials.
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Grammar 33 Tanstate 35\ comment 2 Next Changes~ = () Reviewing Pane - - et Document =
Proofing fmments Tracking Changes Protect
Proposal Ideas
Questions to address:
Why is our solution ideal?
-Because it combines clean technology with a consumer need. It will definitely
work on a small scale for individual use, and maybe on a large scale for
commercial applications too.
What are the biggest disadvantages to this new technology? v
-Expense. It costs a lot to make, so it’ll have to have a pretty high price. But as
i i Comment [JR1]: We need to do more rese:
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FIGURE 6 4. Inserting comments

Microsoft Word’s commenting feature, which allows you to attach
comments to specific sections of text, is a good tool for offering
detailed written feedback.

Commenting tools are sometimes combined with Track Changes (see the next
section). In this situation, reviewers make large suggestions in the comments and use

Track Changes to suggest minor edits and rewordings.

Sometimes. though. when teams use commenting tools. thev can end un



Sometimes, though, when teams use commenting tools, they can end up
duplicating their efforts: if several team members are commenting simultaneously, they
might spend time pointing out the exact same problems. Moreover, it may be
challenging for the writer to collect separate feedback from several people, thereby
increasing the chances that some comments get overlooked. To avoid this problem, the
team can adopt a “serial commenting” method, in which the document is passed
around to teammates one at a time. Each teammate can then respond to the feedback of
previous reviewers as well as make additional comments; however, the serial method
will lengthen the time it takes to obtain feedback from everyone on the team.

Track Changes

Track Changes is a revision-control feature in Microsoft Word (other word-processing
programs have similar tools) that tracks all additions, deletions, and formatting
changes to a document. To turn Track Changes on, go to the Review tab and select
Track Changes (see Figure 6.5). Using Track Changes, you can make revisions to a
document and then give it to other team members, who can then “accept” or “reject”
the changes. Figure 6.6 shows a document that has been edited using Track Changes.
Figure 6.7 illustrates how other authors can use the reviewing toolbar to implement
changes and to switch among different views of the document.
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FIGURE 6.5. Track Changes

To turn Track Changes on, go to the Review tab and select Track
Changes. Also in the Review tab is a Changes panel that allows
readers to accept or reject changes.

Turn Track Changes on From the Changes panel, authors
from the Review tab. can accept or reject changes.

Questions to address:

‘Why is our solution ideal?
it ines clean

work on a small scale for individual
ial-applicati .

‘What are the biggest di: antages to this new gy?
-Expense. It costs a lot to make, so it’ll have to have a pretty high price. But as
| more peoplebuy it, the price should drop as long as demand stays high.

‘What are the main competing solutions?
-Modifications to current systems are cheaper, but we could argue they might not
hold up in the long run.




Proposal ideas

Questions to address:

‘Why is our solution ideal?

it ines clean technology with a need. It will defini
work on a small scale for individual use;and maybe on-a-large seale-for
ial-applicati )

‘What are the biggest di ages to this new technology?
-Expense. It costs a lot to make, so it’ll have to have a pretty high price. But as
| more peoplebuy it, the price should drop as long as demand stays high.

‘What are the main competing solutions?
-Modifications to current systems are cheaper, but we could argue they might not
hold up in the long run.

FIGURE 6.6. Document showing tracked changes

Deleted text is indicated by a strikethrough, while inserted text is
underlined. Another author can reverse these changes by going to
the Changes panel and “rejecting” them.

Switch document view. You can view the revised document
without the color-coded changes—or you can view the
original d before any changes were made.




Switch document view. You can view the revised document
without the color-coded changes—or you can view the
original document before any changes were made.
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FIGURE 6.7. Review tab

The Tracking and Changes panels allow authors to accept or reject
changes made by a previous author and to switch among various
views of the document: Final Showing Markup (with Track
Changes shown), Final (with Track Changes turned off), and
Original (the document before changes were made).

Track Changes is most commonly used for direct revision (although sometimes
reviewers also use it to make minor editing suggestions when providing feedback).
This feature allows one author to completely revise another author’s text without
anxiety because coauthors can see exactly what was modified and can easily reverse
controversial changes. The main drawback of Track Changes is that coauthors have to
carefully coordinate with one another to avoid version-control problems, which can

occur when several people are working from different versions of the same text.

Google Drive

If several team members are going to be revising a document extensively, the team
may want to consider using a Web-based editing environment such as Google Drive

(see Figure 6.8) or a wiki-based editor. The main advantage of a Web-based editing



Google Drive

If several team members are going to be revising a document extensively, the team
may want to consider using a Web-based editing environment such as Google Drive
(see Figure 6.8) or a wiki-based editor. The main advantage of a Web-based editing
environment is that there is only one copy of the document, which stays on the Web
site. Multiple authors can edit and revise it without worrying that someone else has a
more recently revised version. However, it is usually best to avoid truly simultaneous
editing (when two authors are revising at the exact same time) because there are time
lags during which one author might move or delete a section of text that another is
working on. Thus, truly simultaneous editing can introduce version-control problems

into the process — exactly the problem that a Web-based editing environment is

intended to prevent.

The revision history allows authors to revert to previous
versions of the document and keep track of changes.

Authors and reviewers can insert
comments in the text.

Revision history
Delete

Download file as.

v

Print settings.

@ Print Ctrl+P

E is the potential for the writer to
h typical conferences amounting "
B question, and the tutor replies;
email is also limited by the lack o
per. As Harris complains, "if the st}
number of questions or has a meq
they walk in), email is too limiting"
[esponse raises ethical questions o
al, email consultations thus more

JIWCRP Article - Google Docs - Mozilla Firefox
Fle Edt Yiew Higtory Bookmarks Tools Help
e - @ [ htpiidocs.google.comDocrdocid=dvmbs | v | B ‘ogle documents |4 || (3 -
1@ Google Dlcs - Person El] _¢) WCRP Article - Google Docs (%] =
COOSIQ 305§ Bocs Home | Help | Sign out
WCRP Article edted on January 10,2008 1257 PM by Joanna W m save || Save&close
GIEN Edit |View Inset Format Table Tools Help

New docpiment LIl Ay Ozl i) SEufl ﬂ@! =
I save Ctri+g

plogic nature of writing center intgractions. With email 4]
Save as fiew copy to the writing center and receive [written feedback from
email the tutor back

o only one round of
xit" (Spooner 7). In
a shared space in
udent wants to

sy working draft or a
(7). Baker even

the tutor doing too
losely mirror the type

baralant nmod becheobon Ahan Ao o

amnaiie Maa ot



LUUTTIL @HU NI UL LU L@ WISy T3S IS wangie
Print as webpage ship.
View as webpage potential in synchronous (or real-fime) consulting tools
] b3 1§ —Crum| fibes synchronous tutoring as offering the best of both

worlds for tutor and student can actively discuss things online and yet both rust articulate their
contributions in writing where they can be saved for later reference. Need to get this article--1
Just copied this paraphrase out of Breuch. -Joanna W 7/19/07 11:34 AM Although synchronous
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FIGURE 6.8. Google Drive

Google Drive is a free Web-based editor that allows teams to keep a
single version of the document online. Using Google Drive,
multiple authors can edit and revise the document simultaneously
without having to wonder which version is most current.
Commenting features can be used to suggest changes, and the
revision history feature allows the team to track changes and reject
revisions. However, Google Drive has far fewer formatting features
than do desktop-based word-processing programs.

Most Web-based editing environments keep a revision history that logs who made
what changes when. This revision history can help a teammate identify what was
changed recently. Revision histories are also good for undoing revisions by reverting
back to an earlier version of the document.

The main drawback of Web-based editors is that they offer far fewer editing
features than desktop-based word-processing programs. If your document requires
extensive formatting or has lots of tables or figures, you may want to avoid Web-based

editors.

Google Drive also allows teams to share and collaboratively edit spreadsheets and

presentations. Again, these Web-based tools have far fewer formatting options than the



Google Drive also allows teams to share and collaboratively edit spreadsheets and
presentations. Again, these Web-based tools have far fewer formatting options than the

word-processing programs you may be accustomed to.

You can find out more about Google Drive and sign up for a free account for your
team at https://www.google.com/drive/.

Wikis

Teams can also use another Web-based editing tool for collaborative revision: a wiki,
which is a collection of Web pages that allow users to make changes and add new
pages. Wikis are particularly useful for putting together complex sets of information.
Whereas a Web-based editor such as Google Docs essentially focuses on one document
at a time, a wiki allows the team to focus on complex relationships among many
separate documents. Wikipedia, an online encyclopedia, is a perfect example of a wiki:
it consists of a very large network of small documents that are linked together and
collaboratively updated. If your team project involves many small, individual
documents that need to coordinate together, you may want to consider using a wiki —

especially if your team intends these documents to be open to the public to read,

comment on, and possibly even revise.

The main advantage of wikis is that they allow the team to store all the documents
associated with a project — including task schedules, external reference documents,
discussion boards, instructions, and other materials — in one central place. The main
disadvantage of wikis is that they have a much higher learning curve than a tool such
as Google Drive, which is specifically designed for drafting written documents. When
working with a wiki, team members can easily forget where various documents are
placed and can miss important information. For this reason, if you use a wiki for your



placed and can miss important information. For this reason, if you use a wiki for your
team project, make sure the team discusses up front a standardized method for
notifying everyone of exactly what has been changed or added and where those
changes or additions can be found.

It is impossible to discuss all of the wiki options available, but Table 6.2 lists some

common wiki features that are particularly useful for collaborative writing.

Table 6.2. Wiki features particularly useful for team writing projects

Feature Description

Free hosting With free hosting, the wiki exists on
someone else’s server and requires no
setup before using. Most free wikis place
a quota on the amount of content your
team is allowed to store. Be sure to
check this quota and make sure it will be
sufficient for your project’s needs.
Graphics-intensive projects will need
large quotas.

WYSIWYG WYSIWYG (an acronym for “what you
see is what you get”) refers to software in
which the content displayed during
editing appears very similar to the final
output. Unless your team has some
reason for working with the messy details
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WYSIWYG

WYSIWYG (an acronym for “what you
see is what you get”) refers to software in
which the content displayed during
editing appears very similar to the final
output. Unless your team has some
reason for working with the messy details
of markup language, you should make
sure the wiki has WYSIWYG capabilities.

E-mail Notification

Allows you to e-mail your team when
changes have been made. A notification
method is extremely important.

Export options

If you are required to print your project,
you need to pay careful attention to
export and print options. Options include
exporting to HTML and PDF.

Page history/revision history

Allows team members to see what was
changed and to undo controversial
changes if necessary.

Change summary

Allows a team member who revises a
page to include a short summary of the
changes made.

Revision diffs

Shows the differences between two
pages’ revisions, making it easy to spot
the differences.



Page permissions Allows teams to make some pages
“public” (available to anyone) or “private
(available only to the team). The team
can also “lock” some pages so that they
are visible but cannot be edited.

bi

Comments/discussion pages Provides a system for discussing
individual wiki pages. The most common
method is a threaded discussion at the
bottom of a page.

Attach files Allows team members to attach external
files to their pages. For instance, team
members could upload PDFs of articles
or other materials related to the project.

Math formulas Allows math formulas to be displayed in
the wiki page. This feature is needed only
for technical projects in which writers are
expected to provide examples of the
calculations or algorithms used during
the project.

The following wikis have many of the features listed in Table 6.2:

e Zoho wiki: http://zoho.com
e PBworks: http://www.pbworks.com/

e SocialText: www.socialtext.com



The following wikis have many of the features listed in Table 6.2:

e Zoho wiki: http://zoho.com
e PBworks: http://www.pbworks.com/

e SocialText: www.socialtext.com

In addition, you might want to consult Wikimatrix (www.wikimatrix.org), which lists
hundreds of current wikis. This site also contains a wizard that helps you select a wiki

based on your team’s needs.

More Technology for Revision

Depending on the needs of your specific project, you may want to consider some other,
less well-known tools for managing collaborative revision, such as Zoho and Gliffy.
Zoho, like Google Drive, is a free Web-based editor*. At the time of this writing, it
provides a wider range of tools than Google Drive, including an online presentation
editor, text chat tools, and project planning tools. It also allows users to import
documents directly from Google Drive. However, the sheer number of applications that
Zoho supports makes its interface somewhat difficult to navigate. To find out more
about Zoho, go to http://zoho.com.

Glifty is online diagramming software that allows you to create flowcharts,
diagrams, floor plans, and technical drawings. You can find out more about this tool at

www.gliffy.com.

Selecting a Tool

Table 6.3 summarizes the advantages and drawbacks of the various revision and



Selecting a Tool

Table 6.3 summarizes the advantages and drawbacks of the various revision and

feedback tools discussed in this chapter. Sometimes, your instructor (or supervisor in

the workplace) will require you to use certain tools; however, on most projects you will

have some choice, so thinking through the pros and cons of various options up front

will save you headaches later.

Table 6.3. Advantages and disadvantages of revision tools

Tool

Advantages

Disadvantages

E-mail message

Simple to use.

Allows for quick turnaround.
Good for global feedback.
Lack of editing features keeps
reviewers focused on “big
picture” issues.

Difficult to comment on
specific sections, paragraphs,
sentences, and words.
Inappropriate for final editing
stages.

Microsoft Word
commenting
tools

Reviewers can comment on
specific sections of text.
Comments are off to the side
and easily distinguishable
from the main text.
Teammates can respond to
one another’s comments and
discuss the pros and cons of
various changes.

Reviewers may duplicate
efforts by making identical
comments.

May be difficult to reconcile
feedback from different
reviewers unless the team
uses “serial” commenting, in
which each reviewer
comments and then hands the



of the document, so the team
does not have to worry about
version-control problems.
Combines commenting
capabilities with direct
revision.

Document resides in a
common storage space where
the team can keep task
schedules and other
documents associated with
the project.

documents that have lots of
tables or require extensive
formatting features.
Comments are inserted
directly into the text,
sometimes making the text
difficult to read.

Wiki

Pros are similar to those of
Google Drive.

Provides maximum flexibility
for creating and linking
multiple documents.

The team can make project
information public and
available for comments or
edits from outside audiences.

High learning curve for many
users.

Server may not be stable, and
technical support may be
unavailable.

May be difficult to export or
print documents.

Easy to lose, misplace, or
miss key information.

*In a detailed review in the online magazine Computer World, David DeJean compares
Zoho, Google Docs, and ThinkFree (another Web-based editor). The article is available
at www.computerworld.com/action/article.do?

command=printArticleBasic&articleld=9108799.



discuss the pros and cons of
various changes.

Can be combined with Track
Changes.

which each reviewer
comments and then hands the
document off to the next
reviewer for comments.

Microsoft Word « Easy to see what was Only one person can work on
Track Changes changed and to switch back the document at a time.
and forth between original and Version-control problems can
revised versions. occur when multiple authors
« Easy to accept or reject work from different versions of
changes another author has the document, writing over
made. each other’s changes.
« Can be combined with
commenting tools to provide
justifications of changes or to
query coauthors.
Google Drive  « Writers are always working Lacks a rich set of formatting

from the most current version
of the document, so the team
does not have to worry about
version-control problems.
Combines commenting
capabilities with direct
revision.

Document resides in a
common storage space where
the team can keep task
schedules and other

tools and is inappropriate for
documents that have lots of
tables or require extensive
formatting features.
Comments are inserted
directly into the text,
sometimes making the text
difficult to read.



