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ABSTRACT

Scholarly writing presents a complex space that generally follows

a methodical procedure to plan and produce both rationally sound

and creative compositions. Recent works involving large language

models (LLM) demonstrate considerable success in text generation

and revision tasks; however, LLMs still struggle to provide structural

and creative feedback on the document level that is crucial to aca-

demicwriting. In this paper, we introduce a novel taxonomy that cat-

egorizes scholarly writing behaviors according to intention, writer

actions, and the information types of the written data. We also pro-

vide ManuScript, an original dataset annotated with a simplified

version of our taxonomy to show writer actions and the intentions

behind them. Motivated by cognitive writing theory, our taxonomy

for scientific papers includes three levels of categorization in order

to trace the general writing flow and identify the distinct writer ac-

tivities embedded within each higher-level process. ManuScript in-

tends to provide a complete picture of the scholarly writing process

by capturing the linearity and non-linearity of writing trajectory,

such that writing assistants can provide stronger feedback and sug-

gestions on an end-to-end level. The collected writing trajectories

are viewed at https://minnesotanlp.github.io/REWARD_demo/
1

CCS CONCEPTS

• Human-centered computing → Human computer interac-

tion (HCI); • Applied computing → Document analysis; • Soft-
ware and its engineering→ Software creation and management.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Writing is a cognitively active task involving continuous decision-

making, heavy use of working memory, and frequent switching be-

tween multiple activities. Scholarly writing is particularly complex

as it requires the author to coordinate many pieces of multiform

information while also meeting the high standards of academic

communication. Flower and Hayes’ [6] cognitive process theory of

writing organizes these tasks into three processes: planning, during
which the writer generates and organizes ideas and sets writing

goals; translation, during which the writer implements their plan,

keeping in mind the organization of the text as well as word choice

and phrasing; and reviewing, during which the writer evaluates and

revises their text. Flower and Hayes emphasize that these distinct

phases are non-linear and highly embedded, meaning that any pro-

cess or sub-process can be embedded within any other process and

∗
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The public code for the data collection and Chrome extension is here: https://github.

com/minnesotanlp/reward-system
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What research question or problem are you interested in exploring? 
Do you have a hypothesis to test? Investigating the use of 
psychometrics to evaluate text quality and develop a reward function 
for reinforcement learning-based text generation. Hypothesis: 
psychometrics can be a relatively lightweight, robust method of 
human-based text evaluation (relative to crowdsourced survey 
methods) and serve as a basis of RLHF. What gap in the current 
literature have you identified? What related work are you building 
on? RL is a deep field with a lot of unanswered questions, 
particularly for text-based RL. Recent work, i.e. ChatGPT, is based in 
reinforcement learning with human feedback (RLHF) and has 
generated a lot of excitement; this may be a good time to explore 
creative options for human feedback such as psychometrics. Why is 
this research question important? What potential downstream 
implications have you identified? What method or approach do you 
plan to take? …
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Figure 1: An example manuscript with annotations on writ-

ing intentions (left) and writing actions (right). Each hori-

zontal line denotes a single annotation.

move back and forth between each process. In order to provide

relevant feedback at each step of the academic writing process, it is

critical for writing assistants to have a strong understanding of the

planning, translation, and revision stages throughout their entirety.

Recent corpora for the study of writing processes exist for each

of these sub-processes. Berdanier [2] demystifies the academic writ-

ing process in a study showing the “linguistic scheme” involving a

distinct planning and crafting procedure typically followed within

technical writing. Furthermore, much work has been done to study

text revision using keystroke data [1, 3, 13], and revision history

[4, 5, 7, 11, 12]. More recently, Sardo et al. [9] have developed a

corpus and a metric for edit-complexity that draws a complex topo-

logical structure of the writer’s efforts throughout the history of

the essay to study the planning and translation processes. Despite

recent advancements in large language models, particularly text

generation, LLMs still exhibit subpar performance for reasoning

capabilities and particularly planning [10] to have any significant

impact in aiding the writing process [9]. Our work builds upon

these previous studies to provide a dataset with annotations en-

compassing the writing process spanning across all three stages, as

described by Flower and Hayes.

Our contributions include ManuScript, a small dataset of schol-

arly writing actions, and a comprehensive taxonomy of writing

processes that are applicable across various academic disciplines.

ManuScript is annotated following a simplified version of our

taxonomy to capture the end-to-end writing process. Our work is

motivated by the idea that providing writing assistants detailed

information about the writing process will help them give more

appropriate suggestions to writers throughout the writing process.
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Planning
The process of 
generating and 

organizing concepts

Implementation
Implement the plan by 
drafting coherent text 

and adding figures 

Revision
Evaluate and improve the 
consistency, coherence, 
and style of the written 
text

Writing Intentions

Writer Actions

Media / Materials
Natural language 

Section
Paragraph
Sentence

Lexical
Syntax

LaTeX
Formatting
Style
Table
Figure
Math
Citation

Discourse Planning
Generation

Organization

Lexical chaining
Object insertion 
(tables, math)

Substantive
Formal
Stylistic

Figure 2: Hierarchical Taxonomy of Writing Actions

Applying this taxonomy to a dataset of academic writing samples

will give us insight into the academic writing process and provide

us with data to support the generation of suggestions that align

with the writer’s current activity and intention. In the future, we

plan to extend this work by scaling the data collection process over

a longer period of time to develop a more nuanced taxonomy of

writers’ actions and intentions.

2 MANUSCRIPT: A DATASET OF THE

END-TO-ENDWRITING PROCESS

Analyzing a final manuscript alone is intractable for capturing

an author’s original intentions. We have developed a taxonomy

of scholarly writing trajectories illustrated by Figure 2 that can

characterize the finer-grained actions an author takes into distinct

categories but is also general enough to fully capture the author’s

trajectory throughout the entire writing process. The highest level

of our taxonomy describes the intention informing the writer’s ac-

tions, and is based on the three main processes described by Flower

and Hayes [6]. The middle layer describes the various writing ac-

tions that might take place to carry out the writer’s intention. Each

intention is associated with its own set of actions. For example,

while the author is revising their work, they may be making sub-

stantive, formal, or stylistic revisions. The lowest level describes

the linguistic or LaTeX unit that they are currently operating on.

For example, if the writer is drafting and moving around paragraph

topic sentences within a new section of their paper, their spans of

keystrokes would alternate between Planning → Generation →
Section and Planning→Organization→ Section because they

are working at the section level and switching between generating

new ideas and organizing them.

Data Collection. We developed a chrome extension that reverse

engineers Overleaf’s editing history utilizing user keystrokes to

track writing actions in real-time (See details in Appendix A). From

this, we can generate a playback that shows the chronological pro-

gression for each completed writing session. Our initial study in-

volved four participants in a pilot study where they were prompted

to describe their current or future research plans by responding to

the available prompts or in free form over a thirty-minute writing

session.

Label Description

Planning The writer’s intention is to get their ideas down on

paper in a semi-structured manner.

generation The process of adding ideas to the document.

organization Structuring the generated concepts.

Implementation The writer’s intention is to produce high-

quality and persuasive text that meets their writing goals.

lexical
chaining

Writing coherent text where sentences are

linked by the semantic relationships between

words [8].

Revision The writer’s intention is to improve the clarity, con-

sistency, coherence, and style of the written text.

syntactic Fixing grammar, spelling, and punctuation.

lexical Changing words to clarify meaning or improve

coherence.

structural Reordering text to improve organization.

Table 1: Simplified annotation schema applied to our dataset

In total, we collected four writing trajectories, including 46 dis-

continuous edits with 3290 recorded actions. The detailed statistics

are in Appendix C.

Annotation Schema. Due to the limited scope of our pilot study,

we applied a reduced annotation schema, containing two levels

of granularity (Table 1). The higher level includes Planning, Im-

plementation, and Revision. These labels are used to denote the

general process that the writer is working in. The lower level cat-

egorizations include {idea generation, concept organization},
{lexical_chaining}, and {syntactic, lexical, structural} for
each of the three processes respectively. Presently, the category

of Implementation is limited in that the only sub-category is

lexical_chaining. We hope to learn more about the Implementa-

tion process during our next study.

Structural
Lexical

Syntactic
Lexical Chaining

Generation
Organization

PARTICIPANT #1

PARTICIPANT #2

Structural
Lexical

Syntactic
Lexical Chaining

Generation
Organization

Figure 3: Annotated writing trajectory of one participant.

The x-axis shows the writing steps chronologically. The hor-

izontal bands show the three high-level processes of Plan-

ning, Implementation, and Revision.

3 ANNOTATION RESULTS

Three of the authors annotated the samples that were gathered (See

Figure 1 for an example). One author annotated sample 1 in the

course of developing the annotation guidelines. Figure 3 illustrates

the first participant’s writing trajectory. Each of the other three

samples was annotated by two different authors such that each

author annotated two samples, and no two samples had the same

pair of annotators. The inter-annotator agreement score (mean F1)

across the three samples is 65.26. For all scores, see Appendix B.
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4 FUTUREWORK

Extended schema. The simplified annotation schema we applied

to our data is limited in its ability to capture the expressiveness and

nuance of scholarly communication. To this end, we are continuing

to refine the hierarchical taxonomy of scholarly writing (see Figure

2). For example, while revising their work, a writer might replace a

word with another to improve clarity; this would be classified as

Revision→Substantive→Lexical.

Larger data collection. To validate our taxonomy and gain deeper

insight into the scholarly writing process, we will need to collect

more writing data over a longer period of time. The current study

design is too short (30 minutes), and the prompt is too limiting to

gather a comprehensive representation of scholarly writing behav-

iors. Our future study will be conducted over a period of months

and will observe the writing actions of researchers as they write

their actual academic works in order to elicit data that accurately

represents the scholarly writing process.

Withmultiple authors. Oftenwithin thewriting process for schol-
arly papers, multiple authors will work on a manuscript simulta-

neously. For example, the input of other authors, comments, or

suggestions may influence an author’s writing trajectory compared

to their usual writing habits in an individual setting. Therefore,

tracking how the writing trajectory differs between the individual

writing space and the collaborative one poses an interesting task

to explore.

Multiple academic disciplines. The authors of this work have a

bias towards writing conventions in computer science research.

While we developed our taxonomy to be general enough to be ap-

plied to various academic disciplines, there may be nuances in the

writing requirements for other disciplines that we are unfamiliar

with. Further study is required to ascertain appropriate modifi-

cations to our schema for different disciplines. In particular, we

believe the writer actions that belong to the Implementation phase

might need to be expanded for other disciplines, and additional

information units added to the Media/Materials level.

Writing Assistants. ManuScript intends to decode the writing

process in academic writing by capturing writer actions in an end-

to-end manner such that writing assistants can provide more useful

feedback at each phase of the process. Through taxonomizing writer

actions at each point, the dataset can provide a good representation

of the trajectory that authors tend to take within their writing and

their intentions that may provide current writing assistants with

a more clear understanding in predicting the next steps that the

writer envisions.
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A WRITING ACTION TRACKING SYSTEM

Since a single-character record does not provide any useful infor-

mation about a user’s writing actions and intentions, we process

each character level by grouping them to form word- and sentence-

level actions to extract comprehensible edits that paint a more

meaningful picture of their writing topography. First, each time

the user types a space, enters a carriage return, leaves the tab,

copies/pastes/cuts, or switches files, the text currently seen by the

user is recorded. Then, we utilize the diff_match_patch 2
library

to extract the differences between the last and current recorded

content to find the most recent edit.

Sample F P R

2 00.8 00.8 00.8

3 96.6 96.9 96.4

4 98.4 98.0 98.79

Mean 65.26 65.20 65.20

Table 2: Inter-annotator agreement F1, Precision, and Recall

scores for each sample.

B ANNOTATION SCORES

Inter-Annotator Agreement was measured by calculating the F1,

Precision, and Recall scores in a multi-label, multi-class setting (see

Table 2 for the results). To prepare a pair of annotations for scoring,

each unit of text for each sample was treated as a slot containing a

ten-digit bitmap, where each bit represents a different label. Note

that sample two had a near-zero agreement between the annota-

tors. This occurred because of the similarity between the Planning

activity of idea generation and the Implementation activity of lex-

ical_chaining. Sample two was markedly different from all other

samples in that the participant composed the entire sample linearly

from start to finish in perfect, coherent English without going back

to change anything or doing any initial document planning. The

guidelines were ambiguous for this sample. One annotator marked

this text as generation since the participant started drafting from

scratch. The other annotator labeled this sample as Implementa-

tion, since the participant was creating fully-formed paragraphs

that could appear in the final draft.

This suggests that the annotator sometimes has to see into the

future of the document in order to annotate confidently. If partic-

ipant two continued working on this document for another few

hours, we could tell whether these first steps were Planning or

Implementation. If they had gone back and expanded on each of the

paragraphs they drafted, then it would be clear that the first steps

were a Planning process. If they continued to draft this way until

they were done writing the document, then it would be clear that

these first steps were an Implementation process. In this case, we

would assume that the Planning process happened solely in his head

or in an external document. A future study should have an audio

component where the participant narrates their process to provide

insight into the writing intentions. Furthermore, we observe that

participant 2 wrote the way a student may write during a timed

2
https://github.com/google/diff-match-patch

essay examination. Future study design should give participants

more time to work on their sample, perhaps extending over several

sessions.

C DATA AND ANNOTATION STATISTICS

Sample 1 exhibited the most additions/deletions, with Sample 2

showing the second most additions and the fewest deletions in Ta-

ble 3 but had the highest lexical-chaining value in table 4. Therefore,

Sample 2 writers spent most of their time writing paragraphs. Sam-

ple 3 has the middle number of added and deleted words, with the

highest "generation" and "organization" in Table 4, indicating that

most of the content is planning. We can also infer that the number

of words planned is less than the number in formal writing. Sample

4 has the lowest number of words added. Similarly to sample 3, both

annotators classify sample 4 entirely as "planning," but generation

and organization are smaller than in sample 3, which explains why

there were fewer words added, as seen in Table 3.

Sample No.

disc-edits

Added

words

Deleted

words

Recorded

actions

1 11 1304 348 1167

2 4 886 13 808

3 23 769 39 687

4 9 692 52 628

Table 3: The numbers of discontinuous edits, added and

deleted words, and total actions per sample of the Manu-

Script dataset.

Samples

1 2 3 4

Planning 1.0 0.5 1.0 1.0

Generation 1.0 0.0 15.0 5.5

Organization 1.0 0.5 10.0 4.5

Implementation 3.0 0.5 0.0 0.0

lex_chaining 3.0 3.0 0.0 0.0

Revision 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Syntactic 0.0 0 0.0 0.0

Lexical 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Structural 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

None 1.0 0.5 0.5 0.5

Table 4: The distribution of labels per sample (averaged over

2 annotators)

https://github.com/google/diff-match-patch
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Figure 4: This shows the label assigned to each writing step

that each participant wrote. The x-axis shows the writing

steps chronologically. The horizontal bands show the three

high-level processes of Planning (bottom), Implementation

(middle), and Revision (top).

Figure 4 shows the participants’ actions in chronological order

throughout the study session. Notice that the entirety of the study

is spent in the Planning phase for participants three and four. Partic-

ipant one spends a similar amount of actions in the Planning phase

as participants three and four, but editing more quickly, was able

to move into Implementation and even Revision phases towards

the end. Participant two is an outlier; likely, they are implementing

an internal plan rather than planning in the document first.

D ANNOTATION SCHEMA AND TAXONOMY

DESIGN

Simple Schema. To identify the writer’s intentions at each point,

we categorize each higher-level span into various lower-level ones

specific to the different processes. The Planning process involves

the point in which the writer starts generating and organizing con-

cepts and arguments, such as drafting topic sentences or simple

paragraphs, and could also take the form of more fragmented lan-

guage. Planning can be branched into idea generation where

the writer gets their ideas down on the page and concept organi-

zation where the writer is structuring their concepts, arguments,

and topics. The Implementation process can be described as when

the author starts implementing their plan by drafting full sentences

and paragraphs, potentially rewriting material from the Planning

process to fit in with the full context they are generating. We break

this down into distinct periods of lexical_chaining in which a

sequence of sentences are linked by the semantic relationships be-

tween the words in the sentences [8]. The Revision process can

be broken down into syntacticrevisions, lexical revisions, and

structural revisions. The label None is used when no other label

is suitable.

Extended Schema. While we used the simple schema described

above to annotate our preliminary results, we intend to apply a

more complex schema to future studies. To support a more complex

schema, we are developing the taxonomy described in Figure 2.
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