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Introduction

Editors have always played an essential role in the document production process.
That process has drastically changed with the introduction of technology like desktop
computers and word processing programs such as Microsoft Word. However, the editing
segment of the process has remained very much the same as it was 20 years ago because
of a lack of knowledge about and reluctance to use the editing technologies that has been

developed recently.
Terminology

Throughout this paper, I will refer to this new editing technology as electronic
editing. Other researchers in this field refer to it as online editing (Ackerman &
Turecheck; Farkas; Velte). I have chosen to use the term electronic for a two reasons.
First, my initial exposure to this technology used the term electronic rather than online.
Second, since the time that many of the researchers who use online did their studies, the
internet and the use of online to refer to it have become more prevalent. I do not want
any confusion with the internet. While documents can be sent back and forth through the
internet, or online, I feel that electronic editing provides a clearer picture by including all
editing done on a computer, or electronically, rather than just editing documents sent

online.
Mountain Plains Regional Resource Center

Many editors and companies are unsure of what to expect when using electronic
editing software; as a result, they continue to use the tried and true practice of editing on

paper. In an effort to help one company become familiar with the process of electronic

editing and, in turn, provide an example for others, I suggested in December 2002 that the




Mountain Plains Regional Resource Center (MPRRC) in Logan, Utah, switch from their
hard-copy editing process to an electronic process using the Track Changes feature in MS
Word.

The MPRRC is one of six Regional Resource Centers and is a part of the Federal
and Regional Resource Centers (FRRC) Network. They provide services for special
education to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, the U.S. Territories, and the schools
of the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA). The MPRRC serves the BIA, Arizona, Colorado,
Kansas, Montana, Nebraska, New Mexico, North Dakota, South Dakota, Utah, and
Wyoming. The Regional Resource Centers are funded through the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). Each regional resource center provides consultations,
technical assistance, and training to state educational agencies and other state agencies
providing special education, related services, and early intervention services. The
MPRRC assists state and local education agencies in developing quality programs and
services for children with disabilities and their families. Its staff engages in a variety of
activities as they provide assistance. Included among assistance activities are workshops
and conferences for state education staff, local education staff, teachers and parents;
development of professional materials; and consultation on critical issues confronting
state and local special educators.

The main staff of the MPRRC is comprised of program specialists. Most
of the program specialists live outside of Utah in the MPRRC region and work through
what they call a “virtual office.” The majority of the employees in the Logan office are
support staff, assisting the program specialists with secretarial work and keeping the

office running smoothly. The support staff is often involved with typing and formatting




of documents that the program specialists will be using for their various activities. The
program specialists rarely type and format their own materials, and the support staff
rarely produce documents original to the support staff member. However, occasionally,
the support staff also produces memos and emails from the support staff, not the program
specialists.

My position at the MPRRC is as an editor and proofreader. Everything that is
distributed from the MPRRC is given to me for proofing. I check for grammar,
punctuation, general language usage, clarity as well as consistency, and some formatting.
Before my suggestion to change to electronic editing, the MPRRC staff was providing me
with hard copies of all the material they needed me to proof. Because I had experience
with Microsoft Word’s Track Changes feature and knew of its benefits, I wondered why
the MPRRC did not take advantage of this software feature. Furthermore, I began to
wonder if the use of this tool would improve the support staff’s attitude about
implementing changes since I frequently heard statements like, “There’s so much red ink!
This is going to take me forever,” or “Do I have to fix all of this?” The final element that
made me realize this change may be valuable was the fact that, of all the research I had
read on electronic editing, there was not much that was really current (within the last five
years) and few actual case studies—mostly descriptions of methods and reviews of
literature. This final realization helped me decide to study electronic editing further, and,
at the MPRRC, I had the perfect chance to do such research.

The research report that follows describes my case study at the MPRRC. Through
the findings and observations from this study, I have concluded that even though

electronic editing did not change all of the staff’s attitudes about electronic editing and




did not help them all feel more efficient in the document production process at the
MPRRC, the staff members who spent the majority of their time drafting or typing and
revising felt the electronic process was more efficient and preferred it to the hard-copy
process. In addition to my findings specific to the MPRRC, I have discovered several
issues that other companies should consider as they contemplate a change to electronic
editing:

e The amount of training could be more extensive than expected.

e Because of potential network access obstacles, companies with multiple
reviewers may want to consider a different method of electronic editing
than Microsoft Word’s Track Changes feature.

e Time and, in combination, cost considerations should be carefully
weighed to ensure the change will be beneficial.

This project involves substantial research in the area of electronic editing and will
be a valuable contribution to other research that is already available. As the technology
changes, the way people view and use electronic editing will also change. This report
provides information on the view of technology and electronic editing at this point in its
development and provides a case study describing how one organization shifted from
paper to electronic editing practices. Although the effects of a shift from paper to
electronic editing will vary from one organization to another, this case study will help
other organizations, especially small ones, predict or project the changes they can expect
after such a shift. This research report also fills a gap in the existing literature. This gap
is a lack of case studies using electronic editing and showing how the process actually

affects organizations rather than theories surrounding the technology.




Structure

I'have divided this report into four sections. The first is a review of the literature I
have gathered about previous research on electronic editing. This provides a background
on the issue and the findings other researchers have discovered. It also provides a context
for my research, showing how my work will add to the current research. (A bibliography
is also included at the conclusion of the paper.) The Methods section describes the steps I
took while conducting the research. I describe the tools used to gather the data, which I
used to reach my conclusions. The Findings section is the heart of the report. In it, I
answer the questions I ask in the beginning of the paper and describe the results of the
surveys. In the final section, Implications, I discuss what my findings mean for the future

of electronic editing. I also present some possible topics for future research in the area.




Literature Review

Since the introduction of electronic editing in the early 1980s, several studies
have been done in the field, many of which rely on surveys to evaluate the success of
these editing methods. Very few case studies have been performed like this research at
the MPRRC. Most of the literature agrees that electronic editing, if done correctly and
appropriately, is very beneficial for both writers and editors (Rude & Smith; Ackerman &
Turecheck). However, some of the researchers feel that electronic editing is often
misused when changes are not noted or editors make too many changes because of the
ease of inserting them directly in the document (Velte). Despite the potential effect
electronic editing could have on the many document production processes in the writing
world, very little has been written on it. What follows is a detailed discussion of the
small amount of literature available on electronic editing.

In the 1980s, when computers were becoming more common in the workplace,
workers were inundated with new technologies that were going to help them do their jobs
better including desktop computers and word processing programs. Early editing and
review software was an expected progression from early word processors. During this
early progression, however, there was not a program that would distinguish a writer’s
original work from editorial changes when the document was returned to author. As a
result, authors often felt their “authorship” was compromised. Because of this outcome,
many critics dismissed electronic editing as intrusive. For example, in “Does Online
Editing Promote Trespassing?”, C.E. Velte discusses the ethical implications of granting

editors electronic access to an author’s files. He suggests that this practice blurs the line




of who owns the files and that an editor’s alteration of a “master copy” dilutes, in a way,
the author’s ownership.
He provided three possible solutions to this problem:
e Deny that ownership is an ethical issue.
e Devise clever programs that respect the author’s rights to their work.
¢ Continue editing on hard copy.
He concludes that the first two options are not practical, and the only way to protect an
author’s ownership is to continue editing on hard copy. However, he realizes that
electronic editing would probably become more prevalent and ends his article by urging
editors to respect the “authorship” of documents in both electronic and hard-copy editing.
Others, however, were more open to the technology. In 1988, Ackerman and
Turecheck’s “The Risks and Rewards of Online Editing” presented the rebuttal to Velte.
The authors suggest that companies make use of electronic editing to help solve problems
of time and place constraints. They also argue that the increased efficiency of electronic
editing is worth the small risk of trespassing, which is Velte’s major concern. Finally,
they suggest marks that clearly indicate what the editor did for review. Two of these
changes include having the editor type in all capital letters or surround suggestions with
square brackets. This is the beginning of the “track changes” software available today.
While these two articles show the opposite ends of the spectrum, some authors
were trying to look at both sides at the same time. In the Technical Communication
article “Online Editing and Document Review,” David Farkas gives his views on the
benefits, problems, and unresolved issues of electronic editing. He sees some problems

similar to those associated with working on a computer (e.g., ergonomic issues,




visualizing a document on screen, and navigating through documents) while others are
specific to electronic editing (e.g., representing changes and maintaining the editor-author
relationship). Despite these problems, Farkas also argues for the benefits of this new
editorial medium: the ability to work from remote sites, archive versions, and make use
of computer-based resources.

As time progressed and the use of electronic editing became more widespread, the
tone of articles on the topic changed. For example, eight years after his first article,
Farkas collaborated with Steven Poltrock on “Online Editing, Mark-up Models, and the
Workplace Lives of Editors and Writers.” In this article, the focus shifts from whether or
not to use electronic editing to how to use it more effectively. Recognizing that many
people were using the technology, Farkas and Poltrock discuss electronic editing from the
perspectives of editors and employers. They provide several suggestions or models,
given below, for how to use the technology. Since the first set of articles addressed in
this review, the technology had progressed to the point where software was available to
show the changes rather than using the marks suggested by Ackerman and Turecheck.
However, not all of Farkas and Poltrock’s models use this software. The first two, which
Farkas and Poltrock call the silent model and the comment model, simply make use of a
regular word processing program. The silent model allows the editor to just make the
changes. The comment model is similar to Ackerman and Turecheck’s suggestions,
employing comments within the text to tell the author what to change.

The edit trace model, the third model described by Farkas and Poltrock, is the
generic name for the Track Changes feature in Microsoft Word. Insertions are

underlined, and deletions have a strikethrough. Another version of the edit trace model




simply shows a line in the side margin showing that a change was made in the
corresponding line. They emphasize that “editing is just one of an enormous number of
collaborative activities that are moving online” (117); and if electronic editing is
accepted, other activities may move in that direction as well.

In addition to these articles, which discuss opinions and introduce early solutions
to obstacles, some articles address research done in the area. The first was published in
1984 by J.A. Lutz and titled “A Study of Revising and Editing at the Terminal.” This
article presents the results of a comparative study of writers editing and revising with
computers and pen and paper. Seven writers performed four tasks: writing on a
computer, writing on paper, editing on a computer, and editing on paper. Lutz suggests
that the word processor directly alters a writer’s composing style. It removes the physical
and psychological restraints such as slowness of writing and recopying and the
limitations of short-term memory. This physical ease of writing encourages writers to
experiment. Even though computers seemed to improve the writers’ attitudes about
composing, Lutz concluded that the tools that facilitated that task inhibited editing.

Another major study about the early effect of electronic editing was “The Use of
Computers in Technical Editing,” published in 1992 (Smith and Rude). This study has
also been the basis for several others. The study gives survey respondents’ reasons for
either choosing to edit electronically or not. Carolyn Rude and Elizabeth Smith sent a
survey to members of The Society for Technical Communication who listed their
occupation as “editor.” Of the 94 editors who responded, 62.8 percent said they used
computers for some of their editing tasks. However, two-thirds of the editors still

depended on hard-copy editing for long documents and substantive editing.







e Some instances of electronic editing preserve traditional constraints on the
editor’s choices with regard to edited texts. Others, however, recast the
editor in a role that is more familiar in journalism than technical
communication.

¢ Electronic editing and hard-copy editing coexist and reinforce each other.
“Most editors who edit...make the changes to soft copy at least
occasionally, but when they do, most of them make hard-copy reading and
even hard-copy markup an integral part of their mainly electronic process”
(382).

Dayton’s conclusions show that trends are emerging in electronic editing despite the great
amount of personal preference and different styles of its users.

Rebecca Downey also recently published a case study showing the effect on her
company of the change to an electronic editing process. She also explains the obstacles
they overcame and how they overcame them. The article, titled “Using an Intranet to
Facilitate Document Review: An Informal Case Study,” discusses the move from hard-
copy editing to electronic editing for a networking hardware company. Downey
describes the process the growing company went through while changing the process to
better accommodate a larger staff. As the company grew, the task of reviewing and
revising documents began to “spin out of control.” Downey, as the technical writer,
decided that changes were needed. She made a list of five outcomes she wanted to work
toward and began designing a system to incorporate all of them. She wanted to track the
changes, manage deadlines, impose consistent style, provide reviewers with copies that

were easier to read, and reduce the paper load. Her solution was to move from their paper

11




process to a completely electronic one using the company intranet. She developed a
three-stage review process (alpha edit, beta edit, and final edit) and published it as a Web
page on the intranet so all the reviewers would know what to do when. She then created
pages describing each reviewer’s role and hard-copy checklists for reviewers to fill out as
they completed their tasks.

As the new process was put into action, it fell short of Downey’s goals. The
process turned out to be more time consuming than the previous one. Also, she spent
more time clarifying misunderstandings that resulted from the electronic versions,
something that had not been a problem before. Finally, she found the addition of
checklists complicated the process as some of the reviewers were not completely sure
how to use or return them. Despite these problems, Downey felt that the new process
provided many improvements:

e The reviewers better understood what she was looking for in feedback.

e The reviewers had more electronic guidance so she spent less time
answering questions or arguing issues.

e It minimized the review time.

e She could more easily track the changes and the authors of these changes.

After this initial trial, Downey decided to make even better use of the intranet.
First, she put the checklists into HTML form. She also introduced a “document
information segment,” a table with the most important document information like the
title, writer, contact information, and deadlines. Putting all the information the reviewers

needed on the intranet greatly simplified the process. It also helped make the forms more
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straightforward and, as a result, provided Downey with more standardized feedback that
was easier to organize, manage, and incorporate.

While the process is not yet perfect, Downey continues to refine it. She plans on
holding a meeting with the reviewers to get their feedback and work out the remaining
problems. This case study shows how one company moved to an electronic review
process; and while my case study is not nearly so complicated, it is much like Downey’s.

This literature is the foundation of my research. The early articles listed here
allowed me to see some of the hurdles I may have to face as I implemented this change in
my own workplace (Velte; Farkas). Through Rude and Smith, however, I was able to see
that many editors still choose to use electronic editing despite these complications. This
fact made me wonder why editors would continue to use a process that has so many
potential drawbacks (limits of screen size, software, annotation). This progression
towards electronic editing was also shown in Dayton’s research, as well as the change in
the editor and writer’s roles, which are evident in this study also. While all of this
research allowed me to see the potential areas left for research, Downey’s also showed a
model to follow. When introducing anything new to a process, there are difficulties to
work through and questions to be answered. Also, adjustments must be made when
something is found not to work as envisioned. Downey’s article showed a way to work
through these obstacles. However, my research differs quite substantially from
Downey’s in that I look at a different way of implementing the electronic editing process.

The electronic editing process can be and is very diverse in its implementation.
As aresult, not every study will fit every situation. For example, the situation at the

MPRRC is unique in that the support staff acts as a go-between for the editor and authors.
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In many situations, there is not third person. Even though the process implemented in
this case study is not as complex as the process in Downey’s, the presence of the support
staff creates a complex situation in other ways. For instance, most changes I suggest as
editor are taken, but for some, the support staff must ask the author for permission. This
is a step not present when the author is reviewing the suggestions and implementing the
changes. Because every company and situation is different, showing the results of a
similar switch to electronic edition for every one is impossible. However, as the research
continues, including Downey’s study and mine, many situations will be covered.

The articles and studies presented here demonstrate the progress in editing from
the introduction of electronic editing to the present day. They also show that despite the
current prevalence of computers and technology in this time, many are still reluctant to
venture into the unknown. This report adds to previous research by showing an editing
situation that has yet to be documented. While Downey’s case study shows one switch,
not all companies have the resources to produce such an elaborate set up. Also, a set up
similar to Downey’s is unneeded for smaller companies, such as the MPRRC. My
research will help smaller companies see an example that may work for them.

My research answers the following questions for the MPRRC:

¢ Does using electronic editing improve the staff’s attitude about
implementing editorial changes?

e Does electronic editing change the staff’s perceived efficiency of the
document production process?

e Does the staff prefer electronic to hard-copy editing?

14




Methods

To answer the questions presented in the previous section, I used the following
tools and methods:
e Pre-study questionnaire
e Training
e Implementation and journaling
e Post-study questionnaire

Pre-study questionnaire

My first activity was a 10-question questionnaire asking the participants about
their work responsibilities and time spent on drafting or typing and revising documents.
It also covered their attitudes about the hard-copy process in place at the time and their
expectations once the electronic process was initiated. A copy of the questionnaire and
the results are provided in Appendix I (p. 37).

Training

Following the questionnaire, I provided a short training session with each
participant. This training showed what a document edited with the Track Changes
feature would look like and how to either accept or reject the changes. I also showed
them how to read electronic comments, or “sticky notes,” and how to delete the
comments once the change had been accepted or rejected. Figure 1 shows an example of

a document edited using Track Changes.
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Figure 1 Example of Track Changes

As shown in Figure 1, deletions are illustrated with a strikethrough and insertions are
underlined. ..is example shows the changes in red, but the Track Changes feature
allows t  user to choose a variety of colors. This is especially helpful if more than one
reviewer is making suggestions.

Implementation and journaling

After the training, I began the main portion of my research. For the months of

December 2002 through February 2003, I did all the editing for the MPRRC’s Word-
created documents using Microsoft Word’s Track Changes. The hard-copy process in
place when I began work at the MPRRC had several steps. First, the program specialists
would give the support staff the materials to complete whatever task needed to be done.
This often included handwritten, or somet s typed, notes, previous versions, or
previous correspondence. After ¢ iletingtt r work, (which includes, among other
tasks, typing, formatting, and creating graphics) the support staff would then give all the
materials to me. The materials included anything the program specialist provided them
along with their draft of the most recent version. After proofing, I returned the materials
to the staff person involved, and they would implement my changes and return the

finished product to the program specialist. Depending on the amount and type of changes
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required (major reorganization, content suggestions, etc.), the document might require
another round of proofing.

In order to implement the change from hard-copy editing to electronic, little was
changed in this process. The participants still gave me all the materials they would have
before except now, they also gave me the document path, which provided the information
need to locate the file on the network. The document path includes the drive letter and
the subsequent files leading to the actual file name of the document (e.g.,
CAWINDOWS\Desktop\Thesis\Thesis.doc). After proofing, I returned all the materials
to them, which let them know I had completed the editing, and they finished their
document by accepting or rejecting my editorial changes and making any other changes
they saw fit.

During this period of my research, I recorded any questions I was asked or
comments they had about the process. I also noted trends in my own work that differed
from the previous process. These notes can be found in Appendix II (p. 44).

Post-study questionnaire

At the end of the three months, the participants completed another questionnaire
about the entire experience. This second questionnaire addressed how their opinion of
the process had changed since they were first introduced to it. It also determined their
attitude about implementing editorial changes in comparison to three months earlier and
asked them whether they wanted to continue the electronic process or return to hard-copy

editing. This post-study questionnaire is available in Appendix 1T (p. 47).
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Findings

The MPRRC currently has nine support staff members, but my study is based on

only five of them since I do not have an editorial relationship with the other four. All

five study participants are women. Their work responsibilities vary and include several

activities. Some do strictly secretarial work like transcribing memos and letters. Others

compile reports, which can range from weekly reports to end-of-semester reports.

Several have also been involved in putting together handbooks for states on varying

special education topics. Other tasks include making presentation handouts and agendas,

compiling overheads, or reformatting PowerPoint presentations to address a new situation

more effectively. In addition to handling the work that I proof, they also do other tasks

such as accounting and making travel arrangements. The following table illustrates the

breakdown of their time at the MPRRC, ranging from the 35 hours Julie spends drafting

or typing and revising to Jackie who spends less than five hours on the task:

Participant* | Time at | # of docs Time spent % of Time Total
MPRRC | drafted/typed | drafting/typing | docs sent | spent
per week per week to revising
proofing | per week
Julie 2.5 years | 5-15 30 hours 90% S5 hours |35
hours
Ann 4.5 years | 30 30 hours 95% 3hours |33
hours
Lisa 6 months | 10 10 hours 90% 1-2 11-12
hours hours
Jackie 8 months | 3-4 10-14 hours 100% 45 10.75-
minutes | 14.75
hours
Donna 5 months | 20 7 hours 15% 1.5 hours | 8.5
hours

Table 1 Time breakdownfor support staff

18
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Note that some of the support staff members, particularly Donna, spend less time
drafting or typing documents than others. This is because of the differences in job
responsibilities. Donna’s main position is secretarial, taking care of the office lobby area,
answering phones, and putting together final meeting materials, which includes copying
and collating rather than typing the materials. ‘The others who spend less time drafting or
typing documents are in a similar situation, participating in other activities during the
day. The majority of Julie and Ann’s responsibilities consist of typing and revising
documents. Also notice that the participants who spend the most time drafting and typing
documents also spend the most time implementing changes.

Even though I conducted this study, I was also a participant since I was the editor.
In order to fully present the impact of the study, I must also present information about
myself. At time of this study, I had roughly a year and a half of experience as an editor.
This experience included coursework at Utah State University (USU) where I
participated in editing projects. One such project consisted of editing a chapter from a
history text translated from Chinese. Ialso had the opportunity to participate in a
freelance project that required editing a textbook about Gas Metal Arc Welding for an
engineering professor, also at USU. These projects helped me gain experience in basic
copyediting as well as substantive editing and prepared me for the internship I acquired at
the MPRRC. At the time of the study, I was working around 10 hours a week and edited

all the documents sent to proofing.
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Staff’s attitude prior to the change

The pre-study questionnaire revealed several trends about the MPRRC staff and
their attitudes about the document production process. I will address those trends below
as well as provide my own impressions at the beginning of the study.

Support Staff

All five participants expressed that they do not mind revising proofed documents.
This statement does not mean they look forward to it, however. Donna’s response was
that the revising process is part of the job, and she wants documents to be correct;
however, her attitude changes based on the “amount of red ink” on the page when she
gets it back. Ann expressed that her attitude will change depending on what other
projects she has going at the same time. If she has plenty of time, she does not mind
doing the revising at all; when she has a long list of projects to complete, she would
rather not be spending her limited time implementing often minor changes.

Even though the staff did not have a bad attitude about their original process, they
all had aspects they would like to change about it. The major theme of their suggestions
was developing a style guide. Jackie’s comment was that there was a “need to come to a
conclusion on changes.” The MPRRC uses the APA style guide, but the program
specialists do not always want to incorporate those guidelines. Ann’s major problem was
that some of the decisions seem very arbitrary; as a result, they can be hard to remember.
As the editor, I have a style guide that I use in addition to APA. However, the rest of the
staff does not. This theme of wanting a style guide cannot be solved with a change to
electronic editing. Two participants, though, did have aspects they would change that

could possibly be solved by the switch. Julie wanted the proofer to make the changes.
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She felt this would save her time as well as prevent changes from being overlooked.
Because the editor marks suggestions directly on the electronic copy of the document, the
chances of missing changes is very small. Potentially, Julie’s suggestion would be
accomplished with the move to electronic editing. Lisa’s suggestion also differed from
wanting a style guide. She wanted to change the amount of time needed to get through
the process. The original process required I read through the entire document and make
my suggestions by hand and then return it to her to implement the changes. The
electronic process eliminates the most time-consuming portion of implementing the
changes since all she would have to do is say yes or no to each one.

The final question on the pre-study questionnaire asked if the participants thought
an electronically edited document would help do the job more efficiently. All five
respondents felt that it would. Lisa’s reason for thinking this was that she would “save
time and not miss any changes.” Julie expressed she thought it would be more efficient
because she would not have to make any changes. These comments are similar to the
comments of the other three staff members. The pre-study questionnaire illustrates the
willingness of the MPRRC staff to try a change. Based on the comments made, one can
conclude that while they do not mind progressing through the editing process, they all
feel it could use some improvements.

Editor

After conducting the pre-study questionnaire, I felt very optimistic that the change
would be beneficial both to the support staff and to me as the editor. Having proofed
some documents multiple times before final production, I found myself making the same

changes more than once because they were overlooked by the support staff member in
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my original review. I hoped a move to electronic editing would eliminate this change for

error and help ensure more correct, consistent documents.
Staff’s reaction to the training

As mentioned earlier, the participants received a brief training to introduce them
to the Track Changes feature. These initial trainings seemed to go well, and the
participants walked away feeling they understood enough of the program to work it.
However, as the use of the feature began, the participants had questions that were either
not covered in the training or covered by the participant forgot. What follows are the
major questions I was asked during the transition. After each question, I discuss how the
problem was solved and the outcome.

e Howdo I turn off Track Changes so I can continue to work on the document
without highlighting?

This problem was easily solved. Ishowed them how to turn off the program so

when they made any changes of their own, the text was not highlighted in red or

underlined.
® Why does the line showing a change stay on after all changes were accepted or
rejected?

The Track Changes feature places a vertical line in the margin next to the line

where the change is. In this case, it turned out there was a change that was not

highlighted in red. The default setting in the program does not highlight
formatting changes, which was what the change was. Once we figured out why
the line was still there, it was easily fixed. From this point on, I made sure to

change the options to include highlighting formatting changes.

22




® One participant wanted to send the document back to the originator showing the
changes made by the Director of the MPRRC and me but somehow distinguishing
between his comments and my own.
Because others did changes on hard copy, we had never had a need for something
like this. However, in this case, the document showing the changes needed to be
sent to the originator electronically. The Track Changes feature is equipped for
multiple reviewers, showing each reviewer’s comments in a different color. With
this built-in feature, I was able to add my changes to the director’s, and they were
easily distinguishable.
o Why is it highlighting changes after I've opened a new document?
After implementing changes on one document, the participant opened a new
document and began working, but it was still highlighting changes. Since I
started turning it off before they began revising, she had forgotten how to turn off
the feature. We never did figure out why the feature was on since the document
had not had any work done with Track Changes, but I showed her how to turn it
off and the problem was fixed.
All of these questions show a need for a more comprehensive training session.
The short training I provided showed the very basics and allowed the participants to
navigate Track Changes given nothing new or unexpected came up. When these
problems arose, the participants were not familiar enough with Track Changes to find a
solution. I had not anticipated these particular problems during the training sessions. As
they became more acquainted with the program, the questions virtually disappeared. I

was surprised that the transition went as smoothly as it did, with few questions.
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Defining the process

Because this was a new process for everyone, there was a period of time required
to adjust and find the best way to execute it or define our roles and responsibilities. Here
[ will discuss the issues that needed adjustment for the support staff and myself.
Support Staff
Most of the questions asked of me dealt with not knowing the track changes feature very
well and needing help to solve a problem. However, one of the questions was request
from the staff in order to make their jobs easier. One participant asked that I turn off the
Track Changes before I saved the document and closed it. If I left the program turned on,
any additional changes by the staff were also highlighted. The participant who requested
that I turn it off found it easier for me to turn it off and felt her job went more quickly
because she did not have to remember to turn it off. This was not an issue I had
anticipated, but it was a minor change to my end of the process.
Editor

The only real problem I noticed as I was getting used to the new process was in
gaining access to the document. The documents were saved on the MPRRC’s network
drive and could be accessed from any computer connected to that network. However, if
the creator of the document did not close it on her computer, I could only open a “read-
only” version, preventing my access to edit. This was not a major problem but happened
often enough for it to become frustrating, at least for me. I repeatedly asked the
participants, especially the ones who did it most often, to close the documents before

giving me the materials, but this did not really help. I found myself going to the
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participants several times a day to remind them to close a document before I could gain

dcCcCeEss.
Effects of the change

This change affected all the participants differently. Some really like the Track
Changes feature while others implied they preferred the hard-copy process. No matter
how they felt about the process, the way they implemented changes was drastically
different. I also noticed changes in my own editing style. These attitudes and changes
are discussed below.

Support Staff

Even though all the participants fall under the category of “support staff,” the
support staff can really be divided into two sub-categories. Ann and Julie, who spend the
most time typing and revising documents, work on larger documents that the program
specialists have developed. Since Ann and Julie are not the authors, most of their time is
spent inputting text. Ann and Julie rarely work on documents they themselves
developed. The other three participants produce shorter documents, like correspondence.
Also in contrast with Ann and Julie, this group also produces some original documents
like summaries of staff activities or their own correspondence.

The results of the pre-study questionnaire indicated that the staff did not mind
implementing editorial changes. Lisa, Jackie, and Donna’s responses on the post-study
questionnaire were that their attitudes have not changed. They still do not mind making
the revisions even though they may not look forward to it. However, Julie and Ann, the

two staff members who type and revise the most, responded differently. Julie said that
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she liked that she did not have to make the changes herself, and Ann liked that electronic
editing was faster and she had more time for everything else.

One question on the post-study questionnaire asked whether the participants felt
more efficient with electronic editing. Another asked if electronic editing changed the
amount of time the spent drafting or typing and revising documents. Three of the five
participants (Lisa, Jackie, and Donna) expressed that they did not feel more efficient.
However, all five responded that electronic editing was faster for implementing changes
than reading through a hard copy and inputting the changes themselves.

The responses for why the participants felt the process was faster echo each other.
Julie felt it took less time to look at the changes and accept them than it did to make all
the changes herself. Similarly, Lisa said the process was faster because “changes are
already made.” Jackie’s answer was identical to Lisa’s, stating “it is much faster; the
changes have already been made.” Ann and Donna replied with answers that mirror
these three.

So even though the staff felt the process was faster, the majority did not feel more
efficient. This seems contradictory at first because faster usually means more efficient.
But as the explanations for their responses are given, one can see why Lisa, Jackie, and
Donna did not feel more efficient. Lisa explained that while it’s more efficient in that the
changes are already made, sometimes changes are overlooked and not noticed until the
document is printed. When this happens, she has to go back into the file, find these
changes, and print the document again.

Jackie’s reason for not feeling more efficient was this: “I have a harder time

proofing and revising on the computer. I like to read the content with the changes.
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Sometimes it’s hard to get the ‘entire view’ on the computer.” Donna’s reason was
similar. She has to open the document to see how much time she was going to need
based on the amount of changes. If she decided she wanted to wait until later, she had
wasted time checking when she could have quickly flipped through the pages and
scanned for changes with a hard copy. Again, this is a problem with seeing the “entire
view.” Lisa also mentioned this problem when asked if she would like to continue with
the process. She wrote, “. . . it was nice to see the changes I need to make by just
glancing at the paper rather than having to pull [the document] up. . .” Because of screen
limitations, working on a computer limits the amount of material one can see at a time,
requiring scrolling to see everything. This is a common theme in literature about
electronic editing (Farkas; Rude & Smith). Based on the comments of Lisa, Jackie, and
Donna, one can conclude that some people would rather see the entire document up front
and the fact that implementing changes is faster does not make them feel more efficient.
Electronic editing is only one step in the document production process, but it
seems logical that if this step is finished more quickly, the whole process would be faster
as well. However, in this case, only Julie felt she spent less time working on a document
from start to finish. The other four felt they spent about the same amount of time on
documents, and Jackie went so far as to say the process might take . . .a little longer
[because of] scrolling through the document.” Julie, the only one who felt the entire
process went more quickly, said this: “I probably worry less thinking the proofer will do
the work of changing the document.” This statement implies that because Julie knows
someone else will be making the changes, she does not take as much time to ensure she

gives the proofer a document that is as correct as she can make it. This attitude was
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evident while we were working on a particularly large project. The document had been
scanned from the original because we did not have access to an electronic copy. During
the scanning process, much of the formatting was lost, including many tables. When
Julie gave me the document for proofing, I fixed all the format and table problems,
meaning my role as an editor had changed to include a larger responsibility for the visual
elements as Rude and Smith noticed in their survey. When Julie saw I was making these
changes, she said she had not done them because she knew I would. In this instance, the
time she spent working on the document was greatly reduced as I did a large portion of
the corrections.

Donna’s response on this question illustrates the opposite attitude from Julie’s.
Donna wrote she did not think the entire process went faster because she wants to send
the draft as well done as possible. Her statement shows that she tries to send the
document to the proofer as complete as possible, maybe so she does not need as much
time later to implement or accept the changes.

Despite whether on not the participants felt they spent less time drafting or typing,
the participants indicated that their style of implementing changes was different. Ann,
Julie, and Donna stated that they usually accepted all changes, sometimes without really
reviewing them. With the hard-copy process, they had to look at every change; now it is
possible for them to revise a document without looking at any of the changes. This
action could be seen as both a positive and a negative. While I am sure it helps the
process go more quickly, and they indicated as such, accepting changes blindly could
allow errors to pass through into the finished document. Editing suggestions are just that,

suggestions; and while some issues, like grammar, leave little room for interpretation,
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others are not so concrete and should be checked to ensure the intended meaning is
delivered.

From the above findings, it appears that the support staff members who did less
original work (Ann and Julie) were the participants who liked it the most. Those who
spent less time typing and actually produced original documents were not as happy with
the process. Even though a majority of the participants did not feel more efficient as a
result of electronic editing, all of them stated it was a process they would like to continue
with. The range of enthusiasm, however, is varied. Donna, Julie, and Ann are more than
willing, giving reasons from “it’s more accurate” to “it’s faster.” Jackie and Lisa seem
more reluctant. Jackie’s response was, “If it is easier for you . . . For me, it’s nice to look
at a paper vs. computer screen. However, I think it does save paper and is more error
free. Isee advantages . .. and disadvantages.” Lisa’s reluctance appears to have the
same cause: she likes to be able to look at a hard copy before committing to working on a
document in case she does not have the time to complete it.

Editor

At the beginning of the study, my role in at the MPRRC was a proofreader. Idid
suggest large changes in content, organization, or format. However, as the study moved
forward, my role slowly began to change. Because the staff found my making large
changes easier for them, my role progress from just a proofer to an editor looking at the
format and organization of documents. Because my role changes, the way I worked also
changed. Iobserved several differences in my own work while using Track Changes vs.
the hard-copy process. These observations can be summarized in the following:

® More substantive organizational editing

29




® More intervention directly in the document with comments
® More formatting directly in the document with comments
e Find/Replace

® More time consuming but closer reading

Substantive organizational editing. First of all, I noticed I made more comments
about organization and structure because I had more room to write them. I was not
limited to squeezing a comment into a margin or a sticky note. I also noticed I made
more substantive changes like rearranging sentences or putting data into a table, as
mentioned in the example earlier.

Intervention directly in the document. Because I had the electronic version, I
could very easily change sentences or introduce new items. With the “reject change”
feature, these changes could always be taken out without more than the click of a mouse.
The ease of rejecting a change provides a counter argument for Farkas’s view that
electronic editing infringed on the author’s ownership.

Formatting. In addition to my adding more comments and suggesting larger
changes, I also noticed I made more formatting suggestions, once again because I could
just make the change. Formatting changes often required an explanation so the person
implementing the change would understand exactly what I meant. Doing it electronically
showed what I was suggesting immediately and eliminated sometimes confusing changes
that could be misunderstood.

Find/Replace. One option of the Track Changes feature I found helpful was the

chance to use “find/replace.” If a document contained the same mistake several times, I
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