ACADEMIC WRITING  /  DOCTORAL WORKSHOP
[bookmark: _GoBack]Text editing and proofreading
Level: PhD / doctoral students   |   Language: English   |   Format: guided workshop and independent writing
Purpose of the practical class
Editing works on several levels: argument and structure first, then paragraph flow, sentence clarity, terminology and mechanical correctness. Proofreading alone cannot repair a faulty inference.
Learning outcomes
Use a staged editing workflow instead of random corrections.
Detect scientific and mechanical inconsistencies.
Prepare a documented revision log and proofread a final passage.
Essential concepts
	Concept
	What it means in research writing

	Substantive editing
	Check claims, evidence, structure, scope and consistency.

	Line editing
	Improve flow, diction, concision and sentence logic.

	Copyediting
	Standardize technical terms, symbols, citations, tables and units.

	Proofreading
	Catch punctuation, grammar, cross-references and layout mistakes before release.



Session plan
	Workshop task
	Mode
	Time

	1. Prioritize types of edits
	Pairs
	15 min

	2. Audit the flawed paragraph
	Individual
	25 min

	3. Three-pass peer-edit
	Pairs
	30 min

	4. Final proof and sign-off
	Individual + debrief
	20 min



Practical activities
Activity 1. Prioritize types of edits  (15 min)
Working format: Pairs
Source material / task situation:
Edit queue: a conclusion claims improved durability without data; a paragraph repeats its topic sentence; a unit appears as “um” in one figure and “µm” elsewhere; a reference is absent; a table number is wrong; an article has a typo in its title.
Instructions:
1.  Classify each as substantive, line, copyediting or proofreading.
2.  Order the problems by risk to scientific validity.
3.  Explain why correcting a typo before repairing unsupported inference may waste effort.
Expected output: A ranked editorial worklist.
	Error  [Type your response here]

	Edit level  [Type your response here]

	Priority  [Type your response here]



Activity 2. Audit the flawed paragraph  (25 min)
Working format: Individual
Source material / task situation:
Flawed teaching draft: “We investigated a dozen sample and we tested them with a device. The treated samples was clearly the best. Figure 4 demonstrate Ra of 1.80 mm for untreated and 1.07 µm for treated specimens. As shown in Table 9 (there is no Table 9), the material has perfect wear resistance. Overall there were 36 independent specimen because three reading were collected on each of 12 coupons. The reduction was exactly 50% and statistically significant.”
Corrective evidence: 12 independent coupons; three sites per coupon; Ra units are µm for both groups; mean 1.80 vs approximately 1.07 µm; no wear or inferential statistics.
Instructions:
1.  Mark at least eight issues, distinguishing scientific errors from grammar problems.
2.  Replace erroneous claims while preserving reported design facts.
3.  Draft a clean 100–130-word revision; do not invent a figure number.
Expected output: A corrected paragraph and error log with eight entries.
	Clean revised paragraph  [Type your response here]

	Error log  [Type your response here]



Activity 3. Three-pass peer-edit  (30 min)
Working format: Pairs
Source material / task situation:
Use the corrected draft from Activity 2 or a nonconfidential passage from your current manuscript.
Instructions:
1.  Pass 1: verify problem–method–result–interpretation alignment.
2.  Pass 2: revise topic sentences, logical order and unnecessary wording.
3.  Pass 3: check numbers, units, acronyms, references, punctuation and headings.
4.  Write six “change / reason” entries and distinguish style preferences from factual corrections.
Expected output: A three-pass change log and final revision.
	Scientific content changes  [Type your response here]

	Clarity changes  [Type your response here]

	Technical corrections  [Type your response here]



Activity 4. Final proof and sign-off  (20 min)
Working format: Individual + debrief
Source material / task situation:
Imagine the paragraph and a figure will be submitted today. The figure is not included, so references to it must remain placeholders until verified.
Instructions:
1.  Read the paragraph aloud to detect awkward syntax.
2.  Check every number against the provided evidence.
3.  Check consistent terms “coupon,” “site” and “independent sample.”
4.  Complete a 7-point final release checklist and state what cannot yet be signed off.
Expected output: A completed proofreading checklist.
	Numbers/units  [Type your response here]

	Figures/cross-references  [Type your response here]

	Citations  [Type your response here]

	Remaining uncertainty  [Type your response here]



Independent assignment
Edit 350–500 words from your own text in three passes. Submit a before/after comparison, an eight-item revision log and the final proofreading checklist.
Assessment rubric (20 points)
	Criterion
	Max
	What earns full credit

	Scientific accuracy and bounded claims
	4
	Claims are supported; observations and inferences are separated.

	Task completion and required outputs
	4
	All specified components and constraints are addressed.

	Reasoning and critical analysis
	4
	Evidence is connected to the question; alternatives and limits are considered.

	Academic style and structure
	4
	Logical organization, precision, terminology and appropriate tone.

	Referencing, ethics and presentation
	4
	Responsible attribution, consistent units and professional formatting.



Scoring rule: 4 = excellent; 3 = competent with minor omissions; 2 = partial; 1 = major problems; 0 = not demonstrated. Use the same rubric for the in-class deliverable or the homework, as announced by the instructor.
Self-check before submission
☐  Does each important claim connect to evidence that I can identify?
☐  Did I separate observed results from interpretation and speculation?
☐  Are terminology, units and sample descriptions consistent?
☐  Did I acknowledge the most relevant limitation?
☐  Can another reader understand exactly what I produced and why?
Instructor notes / suggested responses
These points support facilitation; they are not the only acceptable answers. Where activities use simulated data or fictional studies, do not present them as genuine research.
The “1.80 mm” value is a unit error; the exercise values are in micrometres.
The 36 readings are site-level measurements nested within 12 independent coupons.
Relative reduction is about 40.7%, not 50%; no statistical significance is established by the exercise.
No evidence supports “perfect wear resistance,” and the missing Table 9 reference must be removed or repaired.
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