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LEXICAL PATTERNING IN TEXT - A WAY TO
“AUTOMATIC” SUMMARIES

Hilkka Stotesbury
University of Joensuu

Summarizing is an important skill in academic life. In having attempted to discover problems
students face in summary writing and how to alleviate their difficulties, I have been concerned
with the concept of the ideal summary. Even if the communicative purpose is perhaps the
most decisive factor in the outcome of a summarizing product, it is interesting to look at other
procedures developed for the purpose of obtaining summaries. Michael Hoey (1991) has pre-
sented a model of lexical pattern tracing which will be used here to arrive at different sum- -
maries of a particular source text. The principles of lexical patterning are: first, to find simple
and complex repetitions and paraphrases in a text (an article from a semi-academic magazine
in the present case); second, to produce a matrix of lexical repetitions, i.c. a matrix of bond-
ing, on the basis of which so-called 'bands’ can be determined to indicate the sentences with
different numbers of repetitive links; third, to employ the bands as the key to various levels of
automatic summaries. One exemplary summary created by lexical repetition tracing will be
contrasted with a subject specialist and a student summary. The value and applications of
“automatic” summaries will then be discussed.

This paper briefly describes a procedure called lexical patterning, devised
by Michael Hoey (1988, 1991), which makes an attempt at arriving at a stan-
dard set of summaries on the basis of any (expository) source text. Secondly,
one ‘automatic’ summary gained through the procedure is compared to some
‘real-world’! summaries. Thirdly, the value of the method and its pedagogi-
cal applications will be discussed.

My interest in the lexical patterning method derives from a need to obtain
reliable summaries of a particular source text to be used as content criteria
when assessing student or ‘novice’ summaries. Subject-specialist or ‘mature’

1Cohen (1989) designates a summary as a ‘real-world’ one if it has been written for somebody who is not
familiar with the source text and only wanits the gist of it. This requirement also applies in the case of these
exemplary summaries.
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summaries are, however, difficult to obtain and I have therefore welcomed
any other procedures supplementing the more conventional methods of sum-
marization, such as finding the macrostructure of the source text (Kintsch
and van Dijk 1978) or the application of the problem-solution model (e.g.,
Winter 1977 and Hoey 1983: 31-106). Although the communicative purpose
of summarization is undoubtedly a decisive factor for the surface structure of
any summary, my intention is to find whether there might be some way of
arriving at an ideal, or at least a standard, summary of any source text.
Michael Hoey’s method of lexical patterning in text provides an interesting
approach to the problems involved.

_HOEY’S LEXICAL PATTERNING METHOD

Hoey argues for a new way of looking at the storing and processing of lan-
guage. He considers that Halliday and Hasan’s 1976 study of cohesion, and
other similar works, do not supply the whole answer to the question of how
cohesion is interpreted (Hoey 1991: 10-14). Hoey’s argument is that lexical
cohesion is the most important of all cohesion-creating devices in discourse
and points us toward the central areas of text. Thus, if some textual areas
contain no repetition, we are dealing with marginal sentences and the ideas
expressed through these sentences should generally not be included in a sum-
mary.

MAIN CATEGORIES OF LEXICAL REPETITION

The main categories of lexical repetition are:

1.  Simple lexical repetition (SR), which means that lexical
items appear in an identical form in text or, if there are differ-
ences, these are only within the same grammatical paradigm;
e.g., debate (sg.) — debates (pl.)

2. Complex repetition (CR) covers the cases sharing a lexical
morpheme (e.g. history — historian); antonymy formed by affi-
xes (e.g. significant — insignificant), and such identical forms
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which have different grammatical functions; e.g., debate (n.) —
debate (v.).

3. Simple lexical paraphrase (SP). Simple lexical paraphrases
may be either mutual or partial. Partial paraphrase would be,
for example, reference made by a paraphrase, historian, to a
person whose name was mentioned earlier (Edward Keenan).
This does not, however, function in the reverse direction, hence
the term partial paraphrase.

4, Complex paraphrase covers three different cases:

The first includes antonyms not formed with affixes (e.g. willing
— reluctant); the other two cases of paraphrases are created
through a so-called link triangle. The link triangle comes into
play when there are two repetitive links already identified, e.g.,
a complex repetition between history and historian and a simple
paraphrase, such as between the words historian and scholar.
The third case of complex paraphrase occurs when one of the
two links is missing but could be imagined to exist in a particular
textual context. For instance, if the lexical item historian had not
been mentioned but only the lexeme scholar, then through the
link triangle the putative relationship between history and
scholar could be established.

In addition, there are other instances of cohesion which can be considered as
making connections in texts, such as substitution, co-reference, ellipsis and
deixis. The proforms (s/he, they, it) are identified as restricted or partial
cases of repetition since they work one way only.2

ACTUAL ANALYSIS

The first phase of the analysis was to find lexical repetitions and paraphrases
in the source text. The article consisted of 59 sentences, so the scanning of
repetitions was arduous by the time the latter part of the text was reached,
when the most repeated items could be found to occur in more than 20 dif-
ferent sentences.3

2For a detailed discussion of the types of repetition, see Hoey 1991: 52-74,
3Samples of the first phase of analysis are shown in Appendix 7.
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Although it may seem that finding connections over the text and picking out
the lexical repetitions is unproblematic enough, the task involved many diffi-
culties. The initial problems related to genre. The source text (see Appendix
5) was taken from a magazine called History Today. Thus the demands of the
academic discourse community of historians had to be considered in the anal-
ysis. For instance, how far ought different eras and their particular historical
denotations to be respected? Could the Soviet Union and Russia be regarded
as lexical repetitions in the context of situation of the source text? How
should ideological references, such as Communism, Socialism and Bolshe-
vism, be treated? Problem areas and sources of ambiguity emerged through
questions-of directionality and partiality of reference, polysemy and semantic
drift, as well as the fact that meanings are re-negotiated in discourse (e.g.,
McCarthy 1988: 185-198). A problem with co-reference appeared with the
word counterpart, which referred to Soviet investigators in one instance and
to the French revolution in the other.
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TABLE 1. The triangle-shaped bonding matrix

The numbers on the left and right of the triangle

» o

1

(2§. refer to the sentences of the source text (which
(3)..3 is given in Appendix 5). Number (1) refers to the
(4).4.,4 heading. Following the dotted lines horizontally
(5)ceees and vertically it is possible to trace the bond-
(6).....s ing relationships between different sentences.
(7)eeeeeeqg
(B)seeensssy
(9) e eneon:3g

(10) eevrannnrg

(11) eevesvnneen

(12) e e...3..4..

(13;...........313

(14) e eveennneensdy

(15) ceeeavcesnnnnsys

(16) cececncncnnesadyg

(17) e ev.e3e.0a340y

(18)..33.3.4...4....3

(19) eevevensaerseaeealday

(20) vevnrerencoananneny

§21)...............3....21

22) ceenenesBuiianaaann Jem

(23) ceecvoncenacenseansnnsen

28) .33 i iiiiiniinnnniey

((25) o e v eesanoansunsosnsanss

(26) eacemvedeeeeBeiiriniiannnneg

(27) cveeeediniectrrsncrnnsssany

(28) e veenecrosnnsrncaneennannson

(29) eveeveasarasesnsaneeoaenassdy

(30) cvveceBunneneencnenennens33.y

(31) e evenesoasanornannsanoanannnans

(32) ceeecvnnnrsecansnncenaooesnnsenn

(33) eveeceBiuioncanennrencencdociney

(34) .. ceeereecatanans

(35)ceBceenrancnncecconan

{36)vencccncenanceneiboans

(37) evvevenonnsnonansonnnn ve

(38) v evevneoeonocaneasnsarassossanensassosg .
(39) tevenenoncnsensoncncarosnnaneoonsessddy

(40) e ee3uiieieeranannoas feeeerecenegg

(A1) e vennnenonnns ceeens S D

(42) e cveee3ieenens 6.... .

(43) covevenvecanas Ceeen Cesesessasenanangg

(44) e vvecnnnennnsn . S T

(45) e veeacnneannns . e eeeeacee e ags

(46) cve3iiiinnnnsns . Ceeeseseuer e ads
(47)3....3..3..4.. . PRS- P P
(48).43........4. . T T T - P

(49) I DA . - - Y8

(50) Cereaeen D - T

(51) R . S T 7

(52) P I cees .

(53) e cees .

(54) R . .

(55) vees..43.,

(56)  JP S S
(57) 4..3..5.....3 0000 cececesa33i0iieae....45,.3..3..y
(BB v e eeeesasassnsoseanssanssonsosasaessassanssoasssassenssosy
(59) v et neeeansosnasssssoassecasassnancanesasonsossoasssnseeensy
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TABLE 2. Sentence-by-sentence-account of bonding.

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

connects with

does not connect
connects with

does not connect

connects with
« w

does not connect
connects with

does not connext
connects with
« «

does not connect
s

“« w «

connects with

does not connect
connects with
does not connect
connects with

“ «

does not connect
connects with
« “

does not connect
“ w o w

147,57

14,48
118,24,35,48
2,118,24,46,55

112,17,18,40,47,56,57
126,27,30,33,42,49
19,18

8,112,2247,57

6,9, 1'13,17,18,26,47,48,51,52,54,55,57
12,1 14,17,55

131

116

15,121

6,12,13, 118,19

3,4,6,8,12,17 | 35,36,42,47,48,51,57
171

161
91
135,46(2),47.48

7,12, 1 30,33,35,47
7,130,35,48,50
129

281

7.26,27 |

726, 1 36,47,57
135,41(2),49,57
3,18,23,2627,34 1 42,4748
18,331

139

139

37381

6, 144,50

34|

7,18,35, 1 47,48,51

401

4,23() |

1,6,9,12,18,23,26,33,35,42, | 48,51,57
2,3,12,18,23(7),27,35,42,47, | 49,51,54,55,56,57
734481

27401

12,18,42,47,48, 1 52,57

12,511

12,48, 155,57

4,12,1348,54 |

6,48 |
1,6,9,12,18,33,34,47,48,51,54 |
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BONDING SENTENCES

Once all the repetition links had been identified, they were counted in order
to find sentences with three or more links. Sentences with a minimum of
three repetitions are termed bonding sentences by Hoey.# The next phase
was to create a bonding matrix (Table 1), where we can see which sentences
bond with which and how many times. Thus, for example, sentence (18) has
three links with sentences (3), (4), (6) and (17) and four links with sentences
(8) and (12). The same information can also be provided in the shape of a
tree matrix (See Appendix 8), which shows where the emphasis of repetition
is concentrated in the text. The first sentence of a great many texts functions
as a focus of information (i.e., as a topic-opening sentence). In the present
case, where the source text starts in the formulaic fashion of a news magazine
with a reference to a particular event in time when some important person
states something (van Dijk and Kintsch 1983: 245), the first actual sentence
(i.e., sentence No. 2 since No. 1 designates the heading) does not bond more
than once.

SENTENCE-BY-SENTENCE ACCOUNT OF BONDING

The next step in dealing with the bonds was to draw up a sentence-by-sen-
tence account of bonding (shown in Table 2). The numbers in Table 2 refer
to the sentences of the source text. A vertical line between the sentence num-
bers marks a division between the bonding sentences before and after a par-
ticular sentence. This provides information on the agglomeration of repeti-
tion links across a particular text. )

The same information can also be encoded in the form of sentence co-ordi-
nates, which tell us how many of the bonding sentences are located before
and after a particular sentence. Sentences with (0,0) co-ordinates usually have
metadiscursive function: They do not repeat the main information of the arti-

4A bond may be defined to have more than three links depending on the length and lexical density of sentences
(Hoey 1991: 91-92).
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cle but realize anaphoric or cataphoric references, signal, comment or eval-
uate. (The sentence co-ordinates are given in Appendix 1.)

The sentence-by-sentence account, in turn, will suggest some logical-looking
bands. A band is formed by sentences with a similar number of bonding,
The present analysis seemed to generate the following bands shown in Table
3.

TABLE 3. Account of bonding sentences

bonds:  1,2,8,16,24,36,39,46,50,52,56
bond: 14,15,19,21,22,28,29,37,38,41,44 349
bonds:  5,10,11,20,25,31,32,43,45,53,58,59

11 sentences with
11 sentences with
12 sentences with  n

1 sentence with 15 bonds: - 48
3 sentenceswith 11 bonds: 12,18,47 (5)
1 sentence with 11 bonds: 57
1 sentence with 9 bonds: 35
2 sentences with 7 bonds: 6,51 6)
3 sentences with 6 bonds: 7,26,42
6 sentences with 5 bonds:  4,9,17,27,33,55
5 sentences with 4 bonds: 3,13,23(7),34,54 (14)
3 sentences with 3 bonds:  30,40,49

2

1

0

Summary 1: (Eliminating the last 34 sentences)
3,4,6,7,9,12,13,17,18,23,26,27,30,33,34,35,40,42,47,48,49,51,54,55,57
Summary 2: (Eliminating the last 48 sentences)
6,7,12,18,26,35,42,47,48,51,57

Summary 3: (Eliminating all but 5 sentences)

12,18,47,48,57

Summary 4: (The last 4 sentences)

12,18,47,48
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Summary 5: (All sentences bonding with the most bonding sentence: 48)

2,3,12,18,23(7), 27,35,42,47,48,49,51,54,55,56,57 (The underlined sentences do not ap-
pear in any other summary)

Summary 6: The most bonding sentence: 48

If we now refer back to the sentence-by-sentence account (Table 2) and the
bands, as shown in Table 3, we can see which sentences we have to include in
the so-called “automatic” summariesS. On the basis of bonding we can pro-
duce various lengths of summaries, which are all shown in Appendix 2.

Summary 1 includes all the sentences of the original except those with 1, 2,
or no bonds, i.e., it eliminates 34 least bonding sentences or the lowest band.

Summary 2 leaves out the two lowest bands eliminating 48 sentences.
Summary 3 comprises five most bonding sentences.

Summary 4 ideally includes only three most bonding sentences, but the pre-
sent case posited three sentences at the second place, each with 13 bonds,
hence Summary 4 includes four sentences.

Summary 5 is the one including all the sentences which bond with the most
bonding sentence of the source text.

Summary 6 finally gives the putative gist sentence by being the most bond-
ing sentence of the text: In this case it is sentence (48), which is, however,
rather unsatisfactory as the gist of the present source text.

51t should be fairly obvious by now that this method is not automatic at all, but extremely labour-intensive
when performed manually. The idea of automaticity refers to the fact that this sort of summarizing would
eventually suit computerization.
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RAW AUTOMATIC SUMMARIES

The raw automatic summaries still need a finishing touch. In other words, all
unwanted cohesion in the new summaries must be removed and all local
non-lexical cohesive features must be filled with their original referents
so that each summary can be interpreted correctly. In addition, if some sen-
tences are not coherent or mutually relevant, they can and should be deleted
from the summarys,

When the automatic summaries 1-6 (given in Appendix 2) are looked at
more closely the following features emerge:

Summary 1 is lengthy and hardly deserves the title of summary, as it is
loaded with details.

Summary 2 seems to concentrate on the latter part of the source text. It
does not display either of the two lists in the original article, apart from one
item in the form of sentence (26). Hoey (1986) offers the explanation that
lists are a kind of colonies in the sequence of text.” Therefore they do not
bond very often with the more central sentences of the text. Summary 2
comprises several sentences that are not mutually relevant with their adjacent
sentences. Consequently, it does not really satisfy the requirements of a sum-
mary of the present source text,

Summary 3, in turn, gives the gist of the source text fairly well. The only
problem turns out to be with the last sentence, which is not coherent since the
first member of the contrast introduced by the connective on the other hand
is missing. The second reference is made to the problems that Soviet re-

6The incoherent or mutually irrelevant sentences have not been deleted from Summary 5; instead, they are not
given in bold type-face as the more relevant parts of the automatic summary are (see Appendix 2).

TThe concept of colony will be discussed in more detail in the comparison of Summary 5 to the subject-
specialist summary.
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searchers have had in their study in the past. With the elimination of that co-
hesive tie, which is permitted by the method, the summary would be almost
perfect.

The same problem does not arise with Summary 4 as it does not have the
last sentence (57). Sentence (49) ought to be present in both Summary 3 and
4 as the topic of classical revolution does not come across without the con-
trast with now.8 Summary S is quite a good summary of the present source
text and will be further discussed in the next section. Summary 6 is intended
‘to summarize the whole source text, although it fails to achieve this. To make
Summary 6 at all intelligible, it would require the Commission’s complete
name to be filled in. Sentence (48), in other words Summary 6, is a long
sentence with Academician Mints and other key details mentioned; hence its
connections to most topics in the source text.

COMPARISON OF SUMMARY 5 AND TWO REAL-WORLD SUMMARIES

Before attempting a contrast between the “automatic” Summary 5 and two
real-world summaries written on the basis of the same source text, it may be
observed that the most conspicuous difference between the “automatic” sum-
maries and the source text is that the comparison of the Russian Revolution to
other world revolutions is not mentioned in Summary 5. (One of the three
items from a list explaining the similarities between major revolutions ap-
pears, however, in Summary 1, which is the longest of the automatic sum-
maries.) One reason for this might be that the comparison of revolutions is
an extraneous topic, an episode within the main text. Therefore, we might
leave it out of the summary completely. The heading of the source text does
not presuppose the discussion of contrastive research into revolutions. Never-
theless, we should remember that headings can be quite misleading as guide-
lines to summarizing (Stotesbury 1991: 37).

8An earlier study of real-world summaries (Stotesbury 1990) indicated that the question of the Russian
Revolution having reached the stage of a ‘classical’ revolution was regarded as a detail not necessarily worth
bringing into a summary.
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Summary 5 and a subject-specialist summary

Summary 5 (given in Appendix 2) largely includes the same ideas as a sub-
ject-specialist summary, which was written by a British scholar of East
European studies (enclosed in Appendix 3). The subject-specialist summary
displays only three or four sentences not included in Summary 5, and one of
those sentences includes an item from a list contained in the source text (i.e.,
sentence 22). “Automatic” summaries do not seem to include list items. The
reason might be that lists tend to work as ‘colonies’. A colony? is a type of
discourse where its different constituents do not relate to its context but can
be separated and the order of the items can be changed (Hoey 1986: 4—14).
This is an interesting finding, as lists often boast an appearance of pseudo-
importance. The lexical patterning would suggest, however, that the infor-
mation value of list constituents may be marginal and we should generalize
the information instead of presenting it item by item.

The information from sentences (35) and (51)—(55) is not mentioned in the
native speaker summary but, as pointed out earlier, the same sentences were
judged rather irrelevant and peripheral for Summary 5 and should have been
deleted from it in any case. Thus we can regard the native-speaker subject-
specialist summary as successful on the criteria of summaries created by lexi-
cal repetition.

Summary 5 and a student summary

Comparison between Summary 5 and a student summary (given in Appendix
4) makes the student summary appear much further removed than the sub-
ject-specialist summary from the “automatic” summary 5. The student sum-
mary chosen for the comparison is by no means the best summary created by
student summarizers, but it is an intriguing one in that it has been created by

9The term colony was first used by Hoey 1986: 4, 26,
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selection and deletion strategies (in Kintsch and van Dijk’s 1978 terminol-
ogy) or by the quoting strategy, as I have chosen to call the same phe-
nomenonlf, i.e., by cutting chunks of original text, adding a few connectives
and cohesive links and making a few transpositions between the items
chopped from the source text. (The method of the student’s creation of the
summary is accounted for in Appendices 5 and 6.) In a way, this procedure
of summarization seems to work, however unorthodox it is. Yet, as far as the
analysis of lexical repetition is concerned, it turns out to be on false lines;
i.e., it focusses on ideas not judged relevant by the lexical patterning analysis.

IS THE QUOTING STRATEGY ACCEPTABLE IN SUMMARIZATION?

The quoting strategy used by the student summarizer raises the further ques-
tion of whether quoting may be an acceptable strategy in summarization. In a
way, Hoey’s method would appear to endorse this view, since he believes that
the focal sentences can be located, put in a sequential order, and, once un-
wanted non-lexical cohesion and sentences which are mutually irrelevant or
incoherent have been removed, the result is a summary. If quoting is ac-
cepted as a regular strategy for summary writing, the danger of plagiarism
becomes imminent (see also Drury 1991: 431). This may not be so serious in
an ordinary language classroom as it is when unprofessional quoting tech-
niques are carried over to more serious writing, such as academic papers and
theses.

The traditional method of summarizing aims at generalizations and construc-
tions in one’s own words, Mere surface structural selections do not usually
meet the requirements of a ‘good’!! summary. Nevertheless, Hoey’s method
may be quite fruitful and applicable to the more standardized creation of
some summary genres, such as book, film and TV previews, dust-jacket

10For a more detailed discussion of summarizing strategies, see Stotesbury (1990: 43-49).

11The question of the quality of summarization is not without problems. As is the case with the assessment
of translation quality, it is difficult to evaluate summaries. Consequently, they should rather be judged in terms
of their communicative purpose, in other words, whether they have fulfilled the requirements set by the
purpose (Toury 1991: personal communication).
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blurbs, advertisements, and possibly for abridged versions of books, e.g.,
easy readers.

Why the “automatic” Summary 5 is not a proficient summary of its source
text may partly be due to the fact that Hoey’s method is intended mainly for
non-narrative texts. The present text, however, though argumentative when
looked at globally, includes narrative sequences as well, which may affect the
success of automatic summarization.!2 Moreover, an abridgement produced
through a string of surface sentences will seldom create as elegant an effect as
a well-formulated generalized summary with transformations and re-word-
ings. Yet the same information seems to be conveyed by automatic summaries
as by the more conventional ones. Another interesting question is whether
this method is English-specific or whether it might work in other languages
as well. Applications to other languages have yet to be carried out.

In sum, it can be noted that the “automatic” Summary 5 seems to cover the
main information of the source text. Hoey’s expectation of the efficiency of
his methodology was: “it might be possible to use central sentences to pro-
duce a readable summary of the text or to trace themes through the text by
using all the sentences that link with a particular sentence.” (Hoey 1991: 34)
It can be said that this requirement has been met in the present Summary 5:
First, it has produced a readable summary and, second, it has traced the
themes through the source text. Nevertheless, the summary does not include
lists as they are a separate colony-type of texts.that do not usually share the
same lexis as central sentences in text. On the basis of the present analysis it
seems possible to conclude that lists mainly contain marginal!3 information
and what they are trying to clarify is usually stated in their introduction.
Consequently, lists should be dealt with in the way of examples in summaries,
and either generalized or left out altogether (Stotesbury 1991: 35).

12Hoey recognizes the possibility of complications created by differences in genre, text-type and style (Hoey
1991: 189-190).

13The words central and marginal are used here with reference to the quantity of shared lexis.
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PEDAGOGICAL IMPLICATIONS

The lexical patterning method suggests some explorable avenues for pedagog-
ical applications, in particular in the teaching of both lexis and writing.

The results seem to indicate that we should teach the core lexis and the bond-
making items (Hoey 1991: 241); i.e., those lexical items that appear fre-
quently rather than infrequently. Hoey’s argument is that “relevance is in part
a function of multiple repetition” and “our understanding of texts in part de-
pends on our ability to make connections across text on the same factor of
multiple repetition” (ibid.: 240). Therefore, as every language teacher
knows, it does not make any sense to learn words out of context,

What is the implication of this idea for the teaching of ESP and EAP? In
these classes students are overwhelmed with arrays of special vocabulary and
terminology, whereas the lexical patterning mode! would argue for quite the
opposite approach: instead of concentrating on low-frequency specialist
words, attention should be paid to core vocabulary (Carter 1987a: passim;
1988: 171-173)14; in other words, the repetition of a basic or central or nu-
clear lexicon of disciplines, which organizes our reading and understanding.
According to Carter, subject-specific vocabulary is always non-core in rela-
tion to a whole language, although he also recognizes ‘subject-core’ vocabu-
lary, which “will be only expressive of a particular field” and “will be neu-
tral as far as the domain of the discourse is concerned” (Carter 1988: 172).

For the teaching of writing Hoey’s advice is: repetition in writing should be
handled by complex repetition instead of simple repetition; in other words,
by varying the grammatical functions of lexemes. Adjacent sentences do not
bond very often in mature English writing!5. Therefore the old advice to
avoid repetition still holds in principle. Yet instead of instructing learners to

14por the discussion of the concept of core vocabulary, see e.g. Carter (1987a and b).
15Only 13 out of 58 sentences bond with adjacent sentences in the present analysis.
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be cautious of repetition they should be taught and encouraged to make con-
nections across texts rather than between previous or subsequent sentences,
Thus lexical repetition per se is not bad, but learners should learn to use it
correctly.
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Appendix 1 Sentence co-ordinates

Sentence 1 (-,2)
" 2 (0,2)
" 3 (0,4)
" 4 (1,4)
" 5 (0,0)
" 6 (0,7)
" 7 (0,6)
" 8 (0,2)
v 9 (1,4)
" 10 (0,0) Signalling sentence: back- & forward
" 11 (0,0) Signalling sentence: back- & forward
" 12 (2,11)
" 13 (1,3)
" 14 (1,0)
u 15  (0,1)
" 16  (1,1)
" 17 (3,2)
" 18 (6,7)
n 19 (1,0) ;
" 20 (0,0) Signalling backward
" 21 (1,0)
" 22 (1,0)
" 23 (0,4)
" 24 (2,0)
" 25 (0,0) Explaining previous action
" 26 (2,4)
" 27 (1,4)
" 28 (0,1)
" 29 (1,0)
" 30 (3,0)
" 31 (0,0) Signalling sentence: back- & forward
" 32 (0,0) Signalling sentence: back- & forward
" 33 (2,3) ‘
" 34 (0,4)
" 35 (6,3)
" 36 (2,0)
" 37 (0,1)
" 38 (0,1)
" 39 (2,0}
" 40 (1,2)
n 41 (1,0)
" 42 (3,3)
" 43 (0,0) Signalling sentence: comment
" 44 (1,0)
" 45 (0,0) Rhetorical question: backward reference
" 46 (2,0)
" 47 (10,3)
n 48 (9,6)
u 49 (3,0}
" 50 (2,0)
" 51 (5,2}
" 52  (2,0)
" 53 (0,0) Signalling: forward reference
" 54 (2,2)
" 55 (5,2)
" 56 (2,0)
" 57 (11,0)
" 58 (0,0) Comment

" 59 (0,0) Comment
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Appendix 216 The “automatic” summaries 1-6
Summary 1
(The last 34 sentences removed; those with 1,2 or no bonds)

(3) Speaking of October 1917 in particular, <he> [Mr Gorbachev] said: We should not move
into shade [sic] those who made the revolution. (4) We must not forget the names, and even
more immoral is to forget or to keep silent about whole periods in the life of the people who
lived, believed and worked under the leadership of the party in the name of socialism. (6) The
Soviet leader’s remarks have been accompanied by a vigorous and far-ranging debate among.
Soviet academics and others about the legacy of Lenin and Stalin, and of Khrushchev and
Brezhneyv, too. (7) Undoubtedly, the perspective of seventy years onwards that we are all
now acquiring encourages consideration not only of the Russian Revolution but also of its
place in the longer time-scale, including the decades since and the centuries before. (9) Since
the beginning of glasnost in 1985, <these> [the] former unpersons [— Bukharin, Trotsky and
many more —] have made more of a reappearance in imaginative literature than in factual histo-
1y, but there are strong rumours of the possibility of partial rehabilitation in academic analysis
for many if not all of them. (12) The doyen of Soviet specialists on the Revolution, a former
participant in it as well as a survivor of subsequent great debates, the ninety-two-year-old
Academician Isaak Israclevich Mints, has attacked journalists for wanting to chase sensations,
for revealing in the process a desire to rehabilitate the opponents of Bolshevism. (13) ‘But we
are not going to do s0’, asserts Mints, continuing: Can we forget the crime committed by
Trotsky, who during the Brest peace talks in 1918 breached Lenin’s directive to sign a peace
agreement?

(17) While not necessarily disagreeing with Mints, several of his colleagues would want to
take the business of revision further and faster, claiming that this would mean a return to the
true Leninist path after too many years of Stalinist deviation from it. (18) They argue that the
Short Course History of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, first authorised in 1938
and including a most distorted view of the Revolution, still holds too much sway over recent
interpretation, that the shadow over the names of those who made the Revolution remains that
of Stalin. (23) <Secondly,> awkward questions must be asked by Soviet investigators as well
as by their foreign counterparts. (26) <Thirdly> and <no less importantly,> discussion of the
Russian Revolution must be fitted into the larger framework of time and space. (27) Appro-
priately enough for such a purpose, as we commemorate the Seventieth Anniversary of the
October Revolution, we may recall that other revolutions are also reaching significant miles-
tones. (30) And this very year, in September, <a similar amount of time> [two hpndred
years] <has> [have] elapsed since the composition of the American Constitution, an important
sequel to the American Revolution, of 1776. (33) One consequence of <this> [the fact that
each of the revolutions constituted the foundation of a form of government] has been that
none of them could become a subject for completely open public discussion for a considerable
period after the event, although the degree of conformity varied according to time and place
and the nature of the revolution. (34) To take just one example, the Revolution of 1688 made
certain that the tendency towards Roman Catholicism of the later Stuart kings would now be
reversed with an insistence on adherence to the principles of the established Protestant
churches. [IRRELEVANT] (35) Needless to say, in difficult internal and international cir-

1611em(s) between the arrows display the original (here: unwanted) cohesion of the source text; word(s) in
square brackets give the revised versions; i.e., the referents intended by the source text.
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cumstances but also in conformity with a long-established tradition, there has been strict as-
sertion in the Soviet Union of the fundamental importance of the October Revolution.
[INCOHERENT] (40) An important accompanying problem in <this> [the Soviet] cas¢ has
been that of the degree of continuity between the Lenin Revolution and the Stalin Revolution.
(42) As far as the October Revolution is concerned, one recent Western interpretation of So-
viet history barely mentions it: Edward Keenan has written of a Muscovite political culture
formed in the second half of the fifteenth century and re-emerging towards the end of the
1930s. (47) These general and more particular questions have been openly discussed since
1985 by Soviet historians and foreign colleagues in the International Commission on the
History of the October Revolution, an affiliate of the International Committee of Historical
Sciences. (48) At the Commission’s most recent meeting at Odessa in May 1987, Academici-
an Mints recalled that when Soviet historians approached the International Committee in the
1920s with a request for the formation of a section on the Russian Revolution along the lines
of one already constituted for its French counterpart, they were told that the events of 1917
had not yet become ‘classical’. (49) Now the Russian Revolution is widely accepted as the
peer of its French and other predecessors. (51) Western scholars usually include the Russian
example in their historical sociology of revolutions, and have carried out in recent years im-
pressive empirical research on it. (54) No doubt, Academician Mints remembers that he was
heavily reprimanded in the late 1940s for giving insufficient emphasis to the ‘national libera-
tion’ aspects of Great October. (55) Some of his juniors have not forgotten that they in their
turn were censured in the late 1960s for their formulations on 1917 conceming the degree of
spontaneity in the mass movement and the level of facionalism [sic] in the Bolshevik Party.
(57) On the other hand, taking Mr Gorbachev at his word, Academician Mints and most of the
rest are attempting in various ways to make glasnost a reality in the study of the Russian
Revolution.

Summary 2
(The last 48 sentences removed)

(6) The Soviet leader’s remarks [that there should be no forgotten names and no blank pages
in history and literature] have been accompanied by a vigorous and far-ranging debate among
Soviet academics and others about the legacy of Lenin and Stalin, and of Khrushchev and
Brezhnev, too. (7) Undoubtedly, the perspective of seventy years onwards that we are all
now acquiring encourages consideration not only of the Russian Revolution but also of its
place in the longer time-scale, including the decades since and the centuries before.

(12) The doyen of Soviet specialists on the Revolution, a former participant in it as well as a
survivor of subsequent great debates, the ninety-two-year-old Academician Isaak Israelevich
Mints, has attacked journalists for wanting to chase sensations, for revealing in the process a
desire to rehabilitate the opponents of Bolshevism. (18) <They> [Several of his colleagues]
argue that the Short Course History of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, first autho-
rised in 1938 and including a most distorted view of the Revolution, still holds too much
sway over recent interpretation, that the shadow over the names of those who made the Reve-
lution remains that of Stalin. (26) <Thirdly and no less importantly> [To discover what the
‘concept of truth today’ is], discussion of the Russian Revolution must be fitted into the larger
framework of time and space.

[OMISSION OF COMPARISON TO OTHER REVOLUTIONS]

[NOT MUTUALLY RELEVANT] (35) Needless to say, in difficult internal and interna-
tional circumstances but also in conformity with a long-established tradition, there has been
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strict assertion in the Soviet Union of the fundamental importance of the October Revolution.
[NOT MUTUALLY RELEVANT] (42) As far as the October Revolution is concerned,
one recent Western interpretation of Soviet history barely mentions it: Edward Keenan has
written of a Muscovite political culture formed in the second half of the fifteenth century and
re-emerging towards the end of the 1930s.

(47) These general and more particular questions have been openly discussed since 1985 by
Soviet historians and foreign colleagues in the International Commission on the History of the
October Revolution, an affiliate of the Intenational Committee of Historical Sciences. (48) At
the Commission’s most recent meeting at Odessa in May 1987, Academician Mints recalled
that when Soviet historians approached the International Committee in the 1920s with a re-
quest for the formation of a section on the Russian Revolution along the lines of one already
constituted for its French counterpart, they were told that the events of 1917 had not yet be-
come ‘classical’. [NOT MUTUALLY RELEVANT] (51) Western scholars usually in-
clude the Russian example in their historical sociology of revolutions, and have carried out in
recent years impressive empirical research on it. [NOT MUTUALLY RELEVANT] (57)
On the other hand, taking Mr Gorbachev at his word, Academician Mints and most of the rest
are attempting in various ways to make glasnost a reality in the study of the Russian Revolu-
tion.

Summary 3
(All but 5 sentences removed)

(12) The doyen of Soviet specialists on the Revolution, a former participant in it as well as a
survivor of subsequent great debates, the ninety-two-year-old Academician Isaak Israelevich
Mints, has attacked journalists for wanting to chase sensations, for revealing in the process a
desire to rehabilitate the opponents of Bolshevism. (18) <They> [Several of his colleagues]
argue that the Short Course History of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, first autho-
rised in 1938 and including a most distorted view of the Revolution, still holds too much
sway over recent interpretation, that the shadow over the names of those who made the Revo-
lution remains that of Stalin. (47) These general and more particular questions have been
openly discussed since 1985 by Soviet historians and foreign colleagues in the International
Commission on the History of the October Revolution, an affiliate of the International Com-
mittee of Historical Sciences. (48) At the Commission’s most recent meeting at Odessa in
May 1987, Academician Mints recalled that when Soviet historians approached the Interna-
tional Committee in the 1920s with a request for the formation of a section on the Russian
Revolution along the lines of one already constituted for its French counterpart, they were told
that the events of 1917 had not yet become ‘classical’. [INCOHERENT] (57) On the other
hand, taking Mr Gorbachev at his word, Academician Mints and most of the rest are attempt-
ing in various ways to make glasnost a reality in the study of the Russian Revolution.

Summary 4

(The last 4 sentences)

(12) The doyen of Soviet specialists on the Revolution, a former participant in it as well as a
survivor of subsequent great debates, the ninety-two-year-old Academician Isaak Israelevich

Mints, has attacked journalists for wanting to chase sensations, for revealing in the process a
desire to rehabilitate the opponents of Bolshevism. (18) <They> [Several of his colleagues]
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argue that the Short Course History of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, first autho-
rised in 1938 and including a most distorted view of the Revolution, still holds too much
sway over recent interpretation, that the shadow over the names of those who made the Revo-
lution remains that of Stalin. (47) These general and more particular questions have been
openly discussed since 1985 by Soviet historians and foreign colleagues in the International
Commission on the History of the October Revolution, an affiliate of the International Com-
mittee of Historical Sciences. (48) At the Commission’s most recent meeting at Odessa in
May 1987, Academician Mints recalled that when Soviet historians approached the Interna-
tional Committee in the 1920s with a request for the formation of a section on the Russian
Revolution along the lines of one already constituted for its French counterpart, they were told
that the events of 1917 had not yet become ‘classical’.

Summary 5 17
(All the sentences bonding with the most bonding sentence:48)

(2) In February 1987, Mr Gorbachev declared that there should be ‘no forgot-
ten names and no blank pages in history and literature’, (3) Speaking of Oc-

tober 1917 in particular, he said: We should not move into shade [sic] those

who made the revolution. (12) The doyen of Soviet specialists on the Revolu-
tion, a former participant in it as well as a survivor of subsequent great deba-
tes, the ninety-two-year-old Academician Isaak Israelevich Mints, has at-
tacked journalists for wanting to chase sensations, for revealing in the pro-
cess a desire to rehabilitate the opponents of Bolshevism., (18) <They>
[Several of his colleagues] argue that the Short Course History of the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union, first authorised in 1938 and including a most distorted
view of the Revolution, still holds too much sway over recent interpretation,
that the shadow over the names of those who made the Revolution remains
that of Stalin. (23) <Secondly> [To discover what the ‘concept of truth
today’ is], awkward questions must be asked by Soviet investigators as well
as by their foreign counterparts. (27) Appropriately enough for <such a
purpose> [the need of fitting the discussion of the Russian Revolution into
the larger framework of time and space], as we commemorate the Seventieth
Anniversary of the October Revolution, we may recall that other revolutions
are also reaching significant milestones. [NOT MUTUALLY RELEVANT] (35)
Needless to say, in difficult internal and international circumstances but also in conformity
with a long-established tradition, there has been strict assertion in the Soviet Union of the fun-
damental importance of the October Revolution. [SLIGHTLY INCOHERENT] (42) As
far as the October Revolution is concerned, one recent Western interpretation of Soviet history
barely mentions it: Edward Keenan has written of a Muscovite political culture formed in the
second half of the fifteenth century and re-emerging towards the end of the 1930s. (47)
These general and more particular questions have been openly discussed since
1985 by Soviet historians and foreign colleagues in the International Com-
mission on the History of the October Revolution, an affiliate of the Interna-
tional Committee of Historical Sciences. (48) At the Commission’s most re-
cent meeting at Odessa in May 1987, Academician Mints recalled that when
Soviet historians approached the International Committee in the 1920s with a

7pold type-face indicates the mutually relevant and coherent sections of the summary.
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request for the formation of a section on the Russian Revolution along the
lines of one already constituted for its French counterpart, they were told that
the events of 1917 had not yet become ‘classical’. (49) Now the Russian
Revolution is widely accepted as the peer of its French and other predeces-
sors. (51) Western scholars usually include the Russian example in their historical sociology
of revolutions, and have carried out in recent years impressive empirical research on it. (54)
No doubt, Academician Mints remembers that he was heavily reprimanded in the late 1940s
for giving insufficient emphasis to the ‘national liberation’ aspects of Great October. (55)
Some of his juniors have not forgotten that they in their turn were censured in the late 1960s
for their formulations on 1917 conceming the degree of spontaneity in the mass movement
and the level of facionalism [sic] in the Bolshevik Party. (56) Recalling the manner in
which the Khrushchev ‘thaw’ was succeeded by the Brezhnev ‘refreeze’, they
sometimes therefore approach the present ‘reconstruction’ in a gingerly
fashion. (57) On the other hand, taking Mr Gorbachev at his word, Academi-
cian Mints and most of the rést are attempting in various ways to make glasnost
a reality in the study of the Russian Revolution.

Summary 6
(The most bonding sentence)

(48) At the <Commission’s> most recent meeting [of the International Commission on the
History of the October Revolution] at Odessa in May 1987, Academician Mints recalled that
when Soviet historians approached the International Committee in the 1920s with a request
for the formation of a section on the Russian Revolution along the lines of one already consti-
tuted for its French counterpart, they were told that the events of 1917 had not yet become
‘classical’.
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Appendix 3 A summary written by a subject specialist

Summary of Paul Dukes, “‘Glasnost’ and the Russian Revolution,” History Today, Octo-

ber 1987.

(47),(57)
(2)

(=)

(12)

(18)

(=)

(23)

<= (27)
(such a purpose)

(-)

(42)
(E. Keenan)

[(47)](48)

(56)
(57)

Soviet history is-being more openly debated in
the USSR. In February 1987 Gorbachev
encouraged this tendency. The names of Trotsky
and Bukharin have appeared in print in the
Soviet Union again. Some Soviet historians
acknowledge the need for fuller discussion but
call for the maintenance of orthodox
judgements. Others go further, but in the name
of true Leninism. Others again want to
reassess Lenin and the Revolution. What is

needed is full access to the evidence, the
' [Sentence 22 of ST]
addressing of all awkward gquestions in Soviet

history and the placing of the Russian
Revolution in the context of world history. It
should also be related to the history of
revolutions in general. All revolutions,
including the British, French and American
revolutions, create a national orthodoxy for a
period after the revolution. Their
relationship to other events nonetheless
becomes a subject of debate. And some
historians have come to downgrade revolutions
in general, arguing that they do not
necessarily mark major turning-points. At a
May 1987 meeting of Soviet and - foreign
historians in Odessa all these subjects were
raised. Soviet historians' work is now moving
ahead, albeit with caution. More open Soviet
analysis of Soviet history is to be welcomed.

Sentence numbers in the left margin refer to Summary 5.
Sentences (35),(49),(51),(54) and (55) of Summary 5 are not
covered in this summary written by a British subject specialist.



357

Appendix 4

A summary written by a student

EH/XTLI: ‘Glasnost’ and the russian revolution

(2)

(18)

(=)
(27)
(-)
(=)
()
(=)
(49)

(=)

In february 1987 Mr. Gorbachev declared that
there should be 'no forgotten names and no
blank pages in history and literature'’. Since
the beginning of glasnost in 1985, the once
forbidden names like Bukharin, Trotsky and many
more are now being uttered in open discussion.
Many Soviet specialists on the Revolution wants
to take the business of revision far and fast,
claiming that this would mean a return to the
true Leninist path after too many years of Sta-
linist deviation from it. But discussion of
the Russian Revolution must be fitted into the
larger framework of time and space. The other
revolutions are appropriately enough for such
a purpose and chronological coincidence encour-
ages historians to think in terms of
comparisons. Each of the revolutions
constituted the foundation of a form of
government. One consequence of this has been
that none of them could become a subject for
completely open public discussion for a
considerable period after the event.
Revolutions relation to other events in the
history of the same countries has been a
subject of lively discussion. Along with the
movement away from the single revolution as an
all-embracing centre of attention, there has
been a marked tendency to downgrade revolutions
in general. Now the Russian Revolution is
widely accepted as the peer of its French and
other predecessors. The more Soviet
specialists on the Revolution present the full
story, the less possible it will be for others
to remain in error or misunderstanding.

Sentence numbers in the left margin refer to Summary 5.
Sentences (3),(12),(23),(35),(42),(47),(48),(51), (54),(55),(56)
and (57) of Summary 5 are not included in this student summary.
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Appendix 5 The source text: ‘Glasnost’ and the Russian Revolution by Paul Dukes,

43, like

History Today, October 1987. (Photocopy with boxed sections that a

student summarizer has used in his summary.)

‘GLASNOST AND THE RUSSIAN]

REVOLUTION

(W]
n-'(l.) forget the mames, and even more

immoral is to forget or to keep silent
about whole periods in the life of the
people who lived, betieved and worked
under the leadership of the party in the
name of sociatism.

(5) He went on to mention the 1930s, the
period of collectivisation and indus-
trialisation with “allits contradictions,
its achi and its mistakes’.

(6) The Soviet leader's remarks have
been accompanied by a vigorous and
far-ranging debate among Soviet
academics and othersabout thelegacy
of Lenin and Stalin, and of Khrush-
chev and Brezhnev, too. Undoub-

TUSTORY TODAY  (XTOMER. N7

Many Soviet specialists

n .
Qo) | In FeoruARY 1987, MR GORsAcHEY on the ,&?V?‘%":‘egg'a‘"{}y disagreein
4 declared that there should be ‘no (L) ik Mints, several of his collea e
S forgotten names and no blank pages ould [wart To ke the business o

in history and literature’ [Speaking of ol aimin
—{(3) "October 1917 in particular, he said: :::ts:;:'s %\Tlfiar:2:nf:s£?u:l1 to thE
2 We should not move into shade those true Leninist path after too many
who made the revolution. We must not ears of Stalinist deviation from it,

They argue that the Short Course His-
(18 tory of the Communist Party of the Soviet
Uniion, first authorised in 1938 and
induding a most distorted view of the
Revolution, still holds too much sway
over recent interpretation, that the
shadow over the names of those who
made the Revolution remains that of
Stalin, Then, there are those who
(19) would dare tosuggest thateven Lenin
needs cutting down to size, These
(20) might be Russian nationalists, neo-
Slavophiles or even simply seekers

after the truth.
But, to recall the phrase of
(21) Academician Mints, what is ‘the con-

7 tedly, the perspective ofseven!y):e_ars t of truth today’?

2 onwards that weare all now acquiring :veg need the fu]{ ﬁnc:su‘;ﬁ;: p;a on
encourages consideration not only of (22 access to the archives for all sexil:)eus
the Russian Revolution I;:latlalso col“d‘s holars of wh Jook. Sec-
place in the longer time-scale, includ- wkward i
ing the decades since and the cen- (23) ::&'b; Soviet nvestigators a5 e

turies before.

(8) We must not forget ‘the names,
then, which indude several which
have barely been in official existence

since the 19305 —}Bukharin, Trotsky

and many more, Since the beginning

f glasnost in 1985, | these former
unpersons have made more of a reap-
pearance in imaginative [iterature
than in factual history, but there are
strong rumours of the possibility of
partial rehabilitation in academic
analysis for many if not all of them.

Certainly, [the once forbidden names

9

(10) ;

(11) sion.[How far this will go, however, it
is difficult to say. The doyen of Soviet
(12) spedialists on the Revolution, a former
participantin itas well as a survivor of
bsequent great debat the
ninety-two-year-old Academician
[saak Tsraelevich Mints, ked
journalists for wanting to chase sensa-
tions, for revealing in the process a
desire to rehabilitate the opponents of
Bolshevism.’ But we are not going to

(13) do so’, asserts Mints, continuing:
Can we forget the crime comumitted by
Trotsky, who during the Brest peace
talks in 1918 breached Lenin’s directive
to sign a peace agreement? We have not
4 forgotten either that Bukharin nearly
(14) caused a splitin the party by his opposi-
tion to Lenin’s call for struggle against
the imperialist war. Naturally, these
(15) names should not be committed lo
oblivion, but one should take a dass

approach. We takeasimilarapproachto

(16)  the concept of truth today.

as by their foreign counterparts, It is

(24)notem7ughto of the heroic march
of the working.l 12 eorciali
w;‘thm" of those proletari;
who protested against the polides
adopted by the government the
October Revolution. The complexities

(25 ) of the Civil War require a more com-
plete explanation without all the
blame for reverses and failures being
laid at the door of the Allied Interven-
tionists, troublesome though the Brit-
ish, French, American and Japanese

forces indubihbl!)l' were, Thirdly and

rian i

(26)

eventieth Anniversary of the
Octgber Revolution, we_ may recall

The lhatH also reach-
ing significant milestones. Next year,

in 1988, there will be celebrations of

(28) the tricentenary of the British Revolu-
tion of 1688, the ‘Glorious and Blood-
less’ as it used to be called. Then, in
(29) 1989, the French Revolution will be
two hundred years old. And this very

(30) Year in September, a similar amount
of time has elapsed since the composi-

tion of the American Constitution, an 2

important sequel to the America

(31) to think in terms of

Revolution, of 1776. Suchjchronologi-|
cal coincidence encourages historians|

parisons.

1

and
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Revolutions

(sic)

Each of the revolutions constituted
(32)| the foundation of a form of govem-
ment. One consequence of this has
been that none of them could beéome
(33)

a subject for completely open public|
discussion for a_considerable period
after the event Jalthough the degree o
conformuly varied according to time
and place and the nature of the
revolution. To take just one example,
the Revolution of 1688 made certain
that the tendency towards Roman
Catholicism of the later Stuart kings
would now be reversed with an insis-
tence on adherence to the prindples
of the established Protestant
churches. Needless to say, in difficult
internal and international “circum-
stances but also in conformity with a
long-established tradition, there has
been strict asserfion in the Soviet
Union of the fundamental importince
of the October Revolution.

second comparative point to
36) make about the revolutions_under

(34)

(35)

other events in the history of the same
countries has been a subject of livel

case, the
(37) been viewed as the necessary intro-
duction of order after the chaos of the
immediately preceding years. This
development has appeared similar to
(38) the Thermidorean reaction taking
place in France seven years later. In
the Soviet case, the launching of the
(39) Five Year Plans in 1928 and the subse-
quent collectivisation of the p y
have seemed (although never offi-
dally) another Thermidor. An impor-
tant accompanying problem in this
(40) case has been that of the degree of
continuity between the Lenin Revolu-
tion and the Stalin Revolution.
along with the movement|
away from the single revolutionasan
all-embracing centre of atterition,
there has been a marked tendency to

(41)

downgrade_revoluitions in_general.
As far as the October Revolution is
(42) concerned, one recent Western
interpretation of Soviet history barely
mentions it: Edward Keenan has writ-
ten of a Muscovite political culture
formed in the second half of the fif-
teenth century and re-emerging
towards the end of the 1930s. At least
(43) some historians find such a view non-
sensical. While not denying the
importance of long-term continuity,
(44) they would want to ask, why isit so
much greater in the Russian/Soviet
case than in any other? And can the
(45) momentous events of 1917 be reduced
to little significance? However, there
are certainly those who would answer
(46) the second question in the affirma-

largely lost power and the bourgeoisie
had shown itself too weak toassume it
some years before 1917, and that

(47)

(48)

(49)

(50)

(51)

(52)

(53)
(54)

(55)

(56)

(57)

Soviet
speci
th

tive, arguing that the nobility had/ gh'st

(59)

\remain in error or misunderstanding.

power was not then scized by the
proletariatin alliance wilh the peasan-
try, but taken by lhe Bolsheviks on
behalf of a stratum of society that soon
developed into a new class aloof from
the people as a whole.

These general and more particular
questions have been openly discussed
since 1985 by Soviet historians and
foreign colleaguesin the I jonal
Commission on the History of the
October Revolution, an affiliate of the
Intermational Committee of Historical
Sdences. At the Commission’s most
recentmeeting at Odessa in May 1987,
Academician Mints recalled that
when Soviet historians approached
the International Committee in the

1920s with a request for the formation
of asection on the Russian Revolution

along the lines of one already consti-
tuted for its French counte: , they
were told that the events of 1917 had
not_yet become ‘classical’. [N
Russian Revolution is widely
accepted as the peer of its French and
other predecessors.[(Has it yet been
joined in such company by the Chin-
ese Revolution of 1949, also soon to
celebrate an important anniversary?)
Western scholars usually indude the
Russi; ple in their historical
sodiology of revolutions, and have
carried out in recent years impressive
empirical research on it. While not
ceasing tocriticise what they see as the
shortcomings of Soviet work on the
subject, they have developeda deeper

ding of its presuppositions
along with a higher appreciation of its
achievements.

For their part, Soviet historians are
moving ahead, too. No doubt,
Academician Mints remembers that
he was heavily reprimanded in the
late 19405 for giving insufficdent

phasis to the ‘national liberation’
aspects of Great October. Some of his
juniors have not forgotten that they in
their turn were censured in the late
1960s for their formulations on 1917
conceming the degree of spontaneity
in the mass movementand thelevel of
facionalism in the Bolshevik Party.
Recalling the manner in which the
Khrushchev ‘thaw’ was succeeded by
the Brezhnev ‘refreeze’, they some-
times therefore approach the present
‘reconstruction’ in a gingerly fashion.
On the other hand, taking Mr Gor-
bachev at his word, Academician
Mints and most of the rest are
attempting in various ways to make
glasnost a reality in the study of the
Russian Revolution. Certainly, fthe
hey [present the full story, the

less possible it will be for others to

And the more they are able to lift the
weight of the past, the greater will be

Revolution their contribution lowards a lighter

future,

1982),

Paul Dukes is author of The Making of

Russian Abselutism (Longman,
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Appendix 6 The quoting strategy of a student summarizeri8

EH/XIM: ‘Glasnost’ and the russian revolution

In february 1987 Mr. Gorbachev declared that there should be 'no
forgotten names and no blank pages in history and literature'.
Since the beginning of glasnost in 1985, the once forbidden names
like Bukharin, Trotsky and many more are now being uttered in
open discussion. <Several of his <<Mints>> colleagues> [Many
Soviet speciallsts on the Revolution] wants to take the business
of revision far and fast, claiming that this would mean a return
to the true Leninist path after too many years of Stalinist
deviation from it. But discussion of the Russian Revolution must
be fitted into the larger framework of time and space. The other
revolutions are appropriately enough for such a purpose and
chronologlcal coincidence encourages historians to think in terms
of comparisons. Each of the revolutions constituted the founda-
tion of a form of government. One consequence of this has heen
that none of them could become a subject for completely open
pule.c discussion for a considerable period after the event.
<Their> [Revolut:.ons] relation to other events in the history of
the same countries has been a subject of lively discussion.
Along with the movement away from the single revolution as an
all-embracing centre of attentlon, there has been a marked
tendency to downgrade revolutions in general. Now the Russian
Revolution is widely accepted as the peer of its French and other
predecessors. The more <they> [Soviet specialists on the
Revolution] present the full story, the less possible it will be
for others to remain in error or misunderstanding.

18The words between the arrows give the original wordings in the source text (cf. the source text and boxes in
Appendix 5); bold type-face indicates the transformations and additions carried out by the student,
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Appendix 7 Some samples of Lexical Patterning Analysis (Source Text:
‘Glasnost’and the Russian Revolution)

Lexeme

Sentence 9

Type of Repetition

Sentence(s)
referred to

Item(s) repeated

beginning

glasnost Simple Repetition (SR) 1 (title) glasnost

1985

former

unpersons General Noun (GN) 8 Bukharin, Trotsky

made SR made

reappearance

imaginative

literature SR 2 literature

factual

history SR 2 history

strong

rumours

possibility

partial

rehabilitation

academic Complex Repetition (CR) 6 academics

analysis

many SR 8 many

all SR 7 all

them Proform 8 Bukharin, Trotsky and many
more

Sentence 52

ceasing

criticise Complex Paraphrase (CP) 12 attacked

they Proform 51 Western scholars

see

shortcomings

Soviet SR 6,12,18,23,35,39,42,47,48 Soviet

" cP 1,7,20,26,44,49,51 Russian

work CR 4 worked

" Simple Paraphrase (SP) 9 academic analysis

" SP s research

subject GN 1,3,7,12,18,24,26,27,28,29, study of the Russian Rev:n

30,32,33,34,35,40,41,42,47,
48,49,50,51

developed SR 46 developed

v CR 38 development
deeper sp 25 more complete
understanding

presuppositions

higher

appreciation

achievements SR 5 achievements
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Tree Matrix of Bonding

Appendix 8
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