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,co'tln’posing. ‘The reviewed.studiea were then utilized to trm:e i

L

. supplemenced by a text- based analysis of the xriter's

'-revisio'ns 1n boole—-revlews compos:e'd outside the research

—_— e usrufcr/ : . :
T . \ .-J‘

'}r

o2
L Ll

r’”v.

. The purposes for th:ls investigation were to Eﬂtabliah’

U

theoretical and research framework- for composing from a

review of the .literature and to\extend th:ls fremeuork by
K ' R - . ! , - N .
. B . I3

studying the c'omposing processes of an'ective adulb~wr1ter.

. A critical review ‘was carried out of selected s:udies of

=

the development of a: theoretical framework for conposing._

) L7 ) .. , . : \
. regearche Within the théoretical structure that emerged, the -

. . . 2 ' 2 . R N
1nvestigator observed an established~writer.in‘ her normal
work setting as she composed a self-assigned ertiv : "\:/é:’ T

Three rypes of verbal reports from-the* w ir'er were . .

.utiliz-ed _1n the analysi‘s' of her composing. These reports

‘@ ] . s . X * P R
took the. form of a preliminary finterview, thinking-aloud *

protocols and-retrospective 1nterv1ews. The reporta were

» o

.context. . _ . c o sy

The review of composing studies .showed that‘ since 1971°

many researchers have moved ‘auay from a atege model _'of

-

composing and toward a cognitive-process model of co“o'eing

7

...to serve as a theore:ical framework for their ‘research. % The :

A *

'cognitive process model‘was adopted asg’ the theoretical, '

structure for this study. : withip__g_his etructure, enalysis of
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compoaing was hascd upon tme .teseafcher's. inferences ahout

» v

e )
the writmr s verbal reportﬂ and the researcher B

tJa !

- - .

. : observatLst.' The utilization of multiple verhal reports

"" ' . Y . *

S
within 5 caae study me:hod wasg found to be a valuablw

°
B

.____,,_——_'_,,—'
, . —_— N .
information and convergingllinds"of evidence about the
" . T '.. : .. N ‘ :#'J . L .
writer s somposing.- ‘ '] T ' ;o

3

s -ﬂf s Compoaing was foun&*to be a dynamic;process in whicn

A .t-.
J . - : +

! writing ptocesses could not be assigned to any one stage orf

# function. Tnstead composing was characterized‘by complex

", - Interactions " of thinking processes . that wege_ dep}oyed'.

+
-|'~—\

G 1mmediate plans.' These goals,‘strategies and. plans were key

'__;—'-"’ . "\ -

the cognitive proceases employed by’ the writer as bdsed upon.'

approachf¢o reaearch,.yielding l@rge‘pmounts .df baaice

- according to'thc wri:er 8 broad. goals, learned stra:egiee-end

‘N a

Y

:actors In composing.. Tﬁgyi mediated'the influence of

7~

contextual. factora and provided ditection" for the thinking

. . »

ptocesaes. but were themselves subject to teview and

. monifigatigp-as‘the writer' 5 idean q—xeloped thtough her«

K

’ . o‘ : " ' . I’ .
creation of text. . ) A ’ v
N o : . : : -
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. .CHAPTER I
~ INTRODUCTION
~

A

The personal impetus for this study comes f;om'curiosity

-

about how writers go about writing. Initial questidﬁf'::;;e

fromJexperiencee in writing research papers. They were

.guestions such as: Why do I=need:time'te mull over ideas and

L build up stean befOXe‘Iawrite?

p:dject befefe they begiﬁ?V'Do most writers go through
‘{!}-

Y 1»‘ similiar processes when writing’ Later, my inteiest in

writing~wae

e
/

piqued by the glimpses of couposing that

/

v
As . my intereet grew,,q,became

»

published inte ieue.
*‘

_developed someti

during a 'writing episode. ' When I found ech es of.these

hrough
h x
posing more thoroughly.

T A{kﬁr some rea

researchers are currently intetested iirhow writers compose.
—————— 'y l N / .

in this area, it was clear that many

)

K - -

L
\]
~ . .
s

school settings with emerging in{ere. waever.

stifl gape in bi%ic knowledge wi%h many queetions to be asked

.end enewered. Therefore, in an effott to 1earn more’ about.
,__/ . ' <
eompoeing and to ‘broaden the framework

!

1 decided to investigate the compoeing proceeseb of'anuactive

oot

Tevt 4 . Pt vl . " Y oaa . f * v | A WL
v - R = e [ T

Do, good'writere=out11ne a

establiehed wrfters offered in personal conversabions and in

a2

There 1is fndeed a growing bbdy'of :eeearch conducted in °

’there are

of coﬁmoefng.reeeanﬁh{ﬂ<.

P

io

T

LI
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"adult wriﬁer.

.- fBefore Specifyrp/xfl

e o~ e <

ng the purposeq.of the- study, ‘a. bri‘.

£
overview of some. research related to composing is prese ted.'

i PRl woalk sy
» 7 s R
o Lt ';:

t R - | . -
} > .

b, ~ -
o . X
AR N ' <,

- a -
(S . L} ¢ .

e S S !

g - N .
- [
. - L

P4
to provide a theoretical direction-s : ' .- g }' -

f ' : . < ’-'. [ !

Com osli is a valued and necessar activity in our '.;iﬁl.
..y P,/B-S Y £ _':.'” A %

society. King (1978) stated that writings perhaps more than “d' .
. 0 - * ’ " ‘:. e -':: :
'readimg, is a;ye lmark of a tru‘z literate eocieFY-uE]“wjﬂ;
ey SN ‘ ' . y L

Certainly. wri” g‘is essential to full participation in a’ :1-.f;
literate soqiety (p. 196) . f," ‘;., o ‘ ;ﬂ
i * o T N bf.. te. 0 N o " -‘

S Clafk’Et a1.»(1983) maintained ‘that “not only ‘does. ~. -
. . o0 . . - )

; \ ' 4 ‘ i Y ’ "I . a" - ".'-. .
}mfiting, like‘speaking, pr?vide entree imto comnunity for cﬁizf’ﬁ* oL
individual but community isu in fact, ahrxigo exist to the‘ e

o
extent that people are able-to .shdre their thoughts and e
N . . R . .t -
feelings by ‘means of communicative symbols (p- 239). « ﬂ- v
OuV'society has tended to take what might be callg a o ~
product consumer orientation to composing. emphasizing,the R
. [ . .y, . . .
consequeLce of‘vritten temts,for the cognitivé development D
a'aand'pleaEu;e'of readera. -Howeverp thg sigqificance of '
Lo . 'y 5 s 3 ' Iz
understanding the composing processes of » writers stems’ from a ¢ s
2 .‘ e L R ' . -
process producer orientation ‘to> composing whic@ is built Uponﬂ' “
! I
Mt -y
‘the premise that composing is 1mpottant Lot the cognitiwe P 5;
. . . * .".-_‘r’/“il
*~;,fdevelopment and personal fulfﬁdlment of uriters. s o
y oo
Outstanding researchers such as Vg;otaky (1934/19623 and .
Bruner (1971) have, in fact, pointed to: the érucial role of 6\
' . /.l/ L
oral and~written_1angua3e.in cognitive development._ But .- <.
.'Vygotsky also distinguished between the development .ofs - .. .-
. - K\;q : o
. Y oW IR 1%
3 A : , ot e
v . \ . I' ‘.. | faw Tt
' < O 3 . b oy f3
- ' 1 [ - - ., . .



. .
end the development of speakfng. He noted that

L written speech 1is a separate linguistic function, differing
» ¥ L"_/ r
"“#/ from oral speech in both structure and mode of functioning”

l.y

Ff(p. 98). It.is.because of the distinct quali:fé?”qj written
language that ?hig‘(l977) spoke of composingtas "a niquely

- .
~ -, . -

powerful ‘multi-representational mode for learniqgf (ps 125),

King'(1978) and Smith\.(1982)- dlso indicated the power of.

.. . Indeed, Smifh.pofnted to :posing as ong of the wmost

S i T4
B

. J ' R
ot eyt powerful tools" (p. 32) for accessing the implicit store of
- .. _ , -7 .
" P knowledge in the brain. ‘ - - S
li, ‘ "‘_Q?. u“_ Mosenthal (1983) noted that children have most of their
» :_" expertences u%th composing ER schqol. This-circumstance

:x 'l ;.* 1nd1cateu Eﬁe potential for teachers’to.fofluenee‘the

composfﬁ’ﬂprOCesSes dffstudente-. Whiie Murray (1978)

Y- X Jbserved that there is little need for writers themselves to

| poq&ess explicit knowledge af composing procegses if they

e o write well Emig (1967) remarked that teachers who want ‘to
intervene in the composing processea of their students, to

provide appropriate freedons and conattaints, muet dp ;o on

the basie,of explicit knowledge about composing.

' Thefe is now an expending but as yet inadequate‘bodynof

'”3‘ﬁ‘ - i}&owleﬁge aboht.compoeing, /Fur;her fdvesoigeiion is

‘ ‘1 ;. warfeﬁted‘because of the belief'that eomposing'cen be a

R g%?erful m%ans”? development for the writer and because

.H" ,expert opinion suggests xhat ‘more knowledge about composing

1sgneedgd to provide a basis for the devq}opment of effect;ve
ST T . N
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Z— “student writers

h Y

A

. &>
teaching practices. The aim of this study is to extend the

framework for understqndfng°the composing process by studylinyg,

’

thé'composing of an active adult writer.

- The Problen . -~

LY . -

- : ‘ : - o :
The problem which gives rise to this study may be stated™ -

in the following terms:.

— ¥

. ———— . . . .
" Knowledge about composing is at .present insufficient and

narrowly based.’ Existingvreseapch has of'ten focugseq_on"

in school settings, or has been based upon

- Al

-ahglysis of wrif%gaif?oduCFE*Eﬁd not upon observation of

composing processes, In addition, researcﬁ findings about

—

composfﬁg procegses‘ofteh lack integration with existent

research and theory on the nature of composing. In an
, . . _— .

‘attempt to deal with these {ssues, this study will combine

’
-

what 1is currently understood about composing with the

observatioh of an adult writer in the process of composing.

a
%
1

State-enﬂ'of Purpose

\
|

1 -

Thé purpose of this 1nvestigat£or is twofold., First, 1t

is intended to establlish a thedrﬁtical and research framework

for composing from a review of the literature. Second,. it is
intended to extend this framework by studying the composing

processes of an ea;ablished adulf’writer- , v

\ —_



Need for the Study .

The pefggived need for this study is based upon the

preﬁise that understanding thé composing process 1is of
f;onsequence to our society. Underlying this premise are the
beliefs that composing is an important means of {individual

. k]

_cognitive development and is requisite to full participation

in modern soclety. BRI

[ *

Since.most people in our aocieiy have thetr main’
exﬁeplence'with composing in a-scﬁodi setting, it is likely
that teaching practices will have a Bignificant inflhence on
their com;osing abil{ties;' It. is assumed that the teaching

of writing, if 1t 'is to be sound, should be based upon a

. - . ’
- broad foundation of knowledge about the "composing processes

of wfiters. Seen in this way, the value of expanding the

existing.framéwork of knowledge ébbWt-composing processes is

clear, while the need for further study can be supporfed from

ha

within the present body of literature on comggging.

-~

There has'béen continuing reference to thée paucity of

studies on composing - the proarss - as. opposed to
. ' - ‘
composition - the produet or outcome (Lyman, 1929; Godwin,

1961{ Braddock et al., 1963; Hag?ttum, 1964; Emig, 19675
Graves, 1973; King, 1978; Cooper anddeell. }978), Lyéan

noted that researchers up to 1929 had measured the products

of-combﬁsing. In his opinion, the researchers were incorrect

dn asedmipg that such studies also evaluated "the man{fold’
’ " ' 1

-
-t *

+

S



1nténgib1e processes of the mind'by'which those products are
attaiped" (1929, p. 274). fThe finished artifact copceals the
efforts that made 1it. As Murray (1980) wrote, "?rocéés
cannot be inferred from pro;u;; any more thag ajpig can be
inferred from a shugage"(p. 3L

. )
. In reviewing studied related to teaching compos;fion!

Godwin (1963) fpuna no definite ‘answérs for the question

"What is the nature of the writing act?" She noted the

-interdependence of thgﬂe«ﬁmuhicétion skKills .uhichlahé

characterized as reading, wri;iﬁg, speaking, listénlng.

' : . e ) .
observing, and demonstrating, but added that "no one seems tO

“know, or to be able to find 6ut% how or why a student learns .

to write. Certainly the pZocess 1s both cutbulative and
. ' - h "’

complex, the: result of a variety of interrelated sources” (p.

35). LLuaﬁquld be notéd. however, that the studies reviewed

by.Godwin focussed on the ou;comes of wTqung and did not

examine the nature of ghg:writing process.

Braddock et 31;5(1963){ in ¥n extensive review, compared‘.

the statf’?f"rgseatdh in compositiof generally to “chenical

. ’
a

research as it emerged from the state”of alchemy™ (p. 3), and,

listed many afﬁés “fundamental to the teaching and learning

of written,sgggésitioﬂ" that were unexﬁlored by ,careful
. A~ : ' '

N

Y . . . .o . '
research. Included among these were: "“What is involved in
: e <

the act of uritfng?‘.ﬂow does a perbon go about starting a

papen? Hhatiquestions nust he answer for himself? "~ Of what -

does skill in writing redlly Eonsfstr'(p. 53)

M . .t P

"

-

=
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In his review' of Research in written-composition' by

A

Braddock et al., Hagstrum '(1964) found fault V’th even those

studies deemed "best” and stdted that researchers have to

- reflect more and _consult thq experieﬁcé of professional

writers and students before they conduct new experiments

—-——

looking for "hard" data. 3eééar!hers need to ask writers

"exactly whqtfthey do when they write - what they think B

about, Wwhat steps they follow, how they get ready- for

-
Vg

exbreqsion, what thej'read,\gsw'théy have been helped or

“"hindered by rhetoric, by.gramm“r,‘by.the:qniting of others”
" | . -. . ' . i T 3 .
(p. 56). . His add$@e has since been.fofﬁowed by researchers

v e

who. have 'not only asked‘writgrs-to‘feflect on these

\ L . P e - T 4

questions, Bpt have devised more sophisticated heﬁns to

+

. ° 4
observe and/or measure some of them.,

- Emig (1967) stated: "For far too long, for far too many
. ) . . . '. ! . , - . . .
of us, the teaching of ¢omposition has been solely product=~

SRR : centered,” contrasting this state of affairs to the teaching

[

of- mathematics and science in;which "instructors are quite as

interested in the routes students'ﬁﬁké.to’a solutiphlas in
3 . M . . : I .. H
.éh * their identifications -of the soluticns. themselves.” She

I

cou&inued, "1f teaching is intervention, ‘the primal question
in teaching composition is, of course; 'In what kinds of

\ : : :
intervention should we engage?' (p. 128). Research into the

processes by which writers compose is. needed before decisions

.+ . *on how or 1f to intervene can be made. -~ In 1983, Clark et al.

.

believed' this research was still.needed; They stated:
» +

]
’

"written'literacyiis'aq acknowledged and valued outcome of

. ' ' . 4




N

/

/

.- .wws; and Coiper and Odell, 1978, Im

\ .
’ /

o,
o .4

schoolingiin our society, yet it has been lamented tha@#

«

writing 1is the most neglected expressive mode 1in both

[N

research and teaching” (p. 237).

Perl (1979) cited Cooper and Odell's (1978) Research on

‘composing: Points of departure, which considered 4ssues and

et i

’

questions related to composini investigations,'as -signalling
“a shift in~embnasis" in this research.” Perl continued:
‘Alongside the. traditional large 3cale expertﬁéntalmstudiee,'
there is now widespread recogmition of the need for works of

a more modest,‘probing nature, works‘that attempt to

Py

~

elucigate basdic proteises (p. 317L

[y

There has also been qoncernlexpressed about the lack of,.

K e ' L .
: theory to facilitate an understanding of composing and to

»

gulde composing research.’ King (1978) expressed just such a

7

- . . N\ .
concern on behalf of an international group of researchers.

She noted'a shift from'pedagogical‘questionsfro’more basic

.'

research since Btaddht& ] analysis of the’ research fifteen

years before. But “the continuing lack of investigatiom of’

both the composing process and the context of writing were of -
" .

- R Ve
special concern to King's group (p. 193).

In relative terms, King noted greater:p ogress in

research,pn—the composing process than on context variables

such ascthe role of teachers, or the home, or literature fn

influencing children's writing. In process esearch,she

cited significanﬁ work by Emig,'l97l; Graves, .

973;lhritton .



athe'writiqg proéess (p. 200).

. work centered on student writers-and 3ghnol-related writing

tssks} Although there have been various descriptions of the

co%posing process, King noted thar "a g%eat'dgai of study of

the detailed behaviors of writers im/action" needs, to be

carried out-before it is'possible.to delineate which aspects

of the writing process are constant across different tasks

i

(p. 198). King suggested studlies of what writers say about
it ' Y. .

¥

their own procemses"” as one of ten needed types of itudies on_

"Hayes‘and’Flbwer (1980, 1983) and Flower,add Hayes
(1980a, 1980b,. 1981a, 1981b3 donstructed. a cognitive-process

paradigm for writing; They utilized thinking—aloud protoools

in an effort to.tap the"thodght pfocesses that underlie

writers' observable tEhaviors. -Their'eognitive-pr%cess

& :theqry explained-composidg in terms of these inferred3thought

processes. Flower and Ha&es did not believe their theory to-

be in final form[ ‘instead they called it a'"working’

-

hypothesis“ and “a spring-board for further research ~(1981a.

1

ﬁc 366). .
P : Yy . .
Concern gver the absence of a welll established model for

~composing is ongoing. Gebhsrdt (f§82) noted.the confusioh:

that exists in the field becsuse of the sbundsnce of paptial

ﬂ I -

and conflicting theoretical frameworks.' Then too, Mosenthal

1'
(1983). stated that much composing research has been conducted

‘"in the absence of any leading paradigms of writing (p._26).
.while Bereiter and Scardamalia (1983) remarked that there are

“no magic keys" (p.- 3) to an understanding of.composing;“

L



The I%terature reviewed above shows that there has been
a continuf\g call for more study of composing. This

investigation 1s proposed in response to that call with a

beyond .student writers and sghool-related writing tasks.

7

.Séoﬁe and Limitations’

*
13

i

. v . ) ) . “ L . - v /\/
‘x‘..”“. v [ .
~ ] A .

This invesfigation took the form of a case study of the

“t

hfford§ access-to qualitative data that is often inaccessible

o compoéing_proceqses of an established writer. A case study

“—-—f”“. ' ) . . . _/-r
- through other w@epproaches. - The approach. chosen was well
’ - * 3 ‘
» ‘wsuited to fulfilling both the general dintention of the
7"'f . investigafion which qgg”to add to basic knpwleﬁge about———
"-composing ind*fﬁe‘épecific task undertaken, which was to
- observe and sgudy'caqpoh{pg-in—prOCess. ]
1 ,
) A
] |
'
“ .



P
=y
"’ﬂ"
. Y
3
]
1
H
v 1
e -
. "J’
—

AR A

- CHAPTER II
REVIEW or‘hsrsrzn LITERATURE

g ' ) “
The review of literature is divided\into two sections.

The first section reviews research into the\fomposing process

>

while the second settion reviews the nature of the composing

— ' ., .

process. .fach contributed to an uwderst;nding of the

,compqsing.prqgrss from a- different perspectiveu_‘

¢
/

Research'specific to the.eomposing proEess afforded

insight'intofthe methdds researchers have developed tO‘study

compoging and the. theoretical concepts they have propos d on'

the basis of their'findings. Part of the purpose of thds

-y

thesis was to establish a theorenical framework for\
\

-

understanding composing; - Much of this frameworh must grow

out of generalizations from research. Therefore, a eritical

\j" 4
analysis of the procedures and findings of studies closely

réleted to this one was carried out to estsblish what

generalizatione'could be drawn with validity.

Research into the Composing Prochss

Before the seventies there was virtually no systematic

.research that observed and described the composing processes

of writers. Selected studies carried outleince that time

were reviewed in depth\since'the scope of their inquiry,

YN

‘ methods of procedure and validity of their findings all had-

bearing on the perceived need for this study and the

. ' ~—



. . . - ' 1
. 1 : .
theotetical;framework'rﬁot cutrently\exists.

. i
‘ To facilitate the review, dhe studies have been
; _-_’,_——-)K e )

organized under the following headin%s ‘(a) The First Study

1

and Replication, (b)) The Composing Processes of Young

Chtldren, (c) The Composing of Skilled and Unskilled Writers,

(d) Purpose_and Planning in the Composimg Process and (e) The
i N . | * .

Composing of Adnlts in Work Settings.\

-

;- R » o
' ’ :

‘The Pirst Study and Replication .

_‘——"'_'”

\ .

conposing of eight twelfth grade ?tudents. Over four .

sessions, she questioned the studentg about their uritingt
" histories, assigned them_writing~taak?,'notgd the studente

actions.as they wrote and employedia procoduro gntitled

"compesink aloud”. Composing aloudv was an attempt to
externalize internal composing behaviors by having atudents

verbalize their. thoughts, atrategiesland actions as they_

proceeded to write. ' |
I

Building upon the work of Britton et al. (1975), Emig
accepted that all student writing originatea from‘ah
expressive impulse that_btanéhes into two major modes. These

1

she labelled as refliiéxive and extensive (Emig, pp. 36-37).

Tne‘reflexive'mode is-wrimarily in tné affective domain{'

which focusses on the writer s thoughts and feelings- It 1is
{—-”‘characterized by a personal, exploratoty atyl&w'mnd.ié

usually intended for the write; herself or a trupted friend.

. L] ' ) ‘ . ’ X ) L
In the first study of its kind, Emig (197})tscud1qp the :

—

_—
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The~extensiVe mode, in the cognitive domain, is characterized
‘t . : by an assured, impersonal ori reportorial style and is
_intended to convey a mes e to someone other than the w;iter

(usually a teacher). Examination of the compositions

~

students completed for the study and analyses of thedir

-, writing histories convinced Enmig that teflexive writing was

-

ae}f-nponsored while extemsive writing was schoolﬁsponsored-
b L " ~ Lo

Significantly, ﬁmig found ’that each of thﬁse moded was

! N
f T
Al .

characterized by composing ptocesses of diffetent léngths'énd

‘with diffetent clusterings of components (pp.,3-4L

/ composing processi She wrote. |
}‘— . . " P . - e
— The composing does not occur as a left to right
: solid, uninterrupted activity with an even pace.
. o ~“Rather there are recursive, as well as anticipatory
' features, and there are interstices, pauses
involving hesitation phenomena, oﬁuvarf;us lengths
S -~ and sorts that give their composing aloud a certain
. " = perhaps. a characteristic - tempo (1971, p. 84).-

-
-

From her analysis Emig defived ten mengion&wcn'which

-~

- v to study the composing procéss. Sﬁe.determingd that the most
: ]

. i process was ghe na:Lre of )he'stfmpfus, Ehat is, wheéher the
o wni;ing.was selﬁ- or school-sponsored. Schgoltdponsored
. wrifing.was.a "limited and 1imir1ng'experiedbé'for st;dents".

(p. 97)‘ .Such writing vas exclusively in the .extensive mode..

- 1t wasg other-centered and other-disfcted with little focus on
the qelf-ediﬁying aspect of writing that Smith (1982), among

- .,'; Analysis of her sdhjects composing'aloud'tonfirmed 

! Emig' s eatlier 1mpressions (1961) about the alineariqy of the,

impoitant'of«these in influerncing the naﬁure of the composing .

N

R

-



e others, has written about. -

t

Self-sponsored writing generaily 1nvol‘:ved a longer

process. More time {7 the "prewriting" activity accounted

[NPEEN e
‘)t:'), -
for much of .tﬁ'igr :I.ncrease. In self-sponsored—writing

1:r’*"f

starting and"sto “T/g vere dictated by the.plece whereas i=n

s

schoel;spon'sored writing they were dictated by the compbsing
‘__,__eomext, the classreem. Emig noted more contemplation of the
product and more ref,orm'glatibnvin self—sponso;ed wi'itin'g as.
vell as e "co,ni'mittetl and exploratory engagement' with the
field-of 'diseourse" (p. Qk)/These‘characteristics were
~al:asent from schpolﬂsponaored writing which, was otten hastily
wr:ltten, not voiunta.rily revised and often detached and
reportorial. Emig was highly critical of the.teaching of

writing in ‘the sghools, believing it ont of touch with the

A . ' . M"""'/ "

practices of established writ.ers- and the- el‘e_ni_e.n'tfs' of.

B JRPPRS
-Zomposing she obserwed in her subjects. ’

Emig s study was valuable in setting a new directlion for
writing ngarch in essence ahe established composing {in

contrast to EOmposition) as a research subject. 'I‘he case

study appg a h. was sh|own to'be a valid and rich method_ of
an'lassing’ knowledge about students' percep'tiorfs °f, writing and
- .

about what the'y actually do when they 'compose.'. The

e

development of composing aloud as a type of thinking-aloud
protocol was 'an imaginative response to the difficulty of
'observing‘ the inner processes of. composing. Although

-

i.qlperfect.' it has pfo_ved to be a valgable reaet/rch tool in

3
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composing research.

L

™

Mischel's, (1974) cade study of a seventeen-year-old
writer also raised questions about the efficacy of writing: o

ingtruction. + The subject was characterized as "thoughtful,
. -~ \

- w

1

articulate and logic51f. .intellectually_eﬂﬁ developmentally_

-
"

}ar'ahead of the_EVErage twelfth grader”™ but thé only

- 7 = [

<statement that might shed direct lfght on perceptious ‘of hia ‘ .
/' Lo
writing ability was that "his greatest assets do’ not sh_y,aﬂ‘ C

.baper (p. 4)” ‘“ Y '}f o 'i w‘ )
: . ERT L,

Mischelﬂlistened to the student compose aldud in

r -, .

response'to broadly deﬁined writing tasks*'examiq;d his’

N e il

: written work and interviewed him about the obseqved.

composing, his“ideas abthiwriting and his school
Mr. . ’ ' * ’ . B .
expetriences. This study, including the dimensions of the.
) . > -

’ e i, oA
composing protess chosen for observation, was modelled on

f
n - ’

Emig's (1971) study of twelfth graders.

. H ; ~ . c ' o .
Like Emig, Mischel noted that the svudent spent little
s .
time deciding on & subject regardless of the- task. AltHong.

\he amount of time spent planning what to say varied with thew
. NN \,.
naturge of the task all planning was in the studeut.s head'

» i [

and, éexcept for one: Iengthy task in which it was ongoing. 0
planning took place béfore the student started to write 80

that it was not a recursive element tn the proceas._ There’

SR

Yot

‘wasg evidence of - rereading. rePlection and'revision during ‘\

‘writing. sometimes in one interval about half way through a

. piece.,but more often at,ﬂuyend. ‘Ihere-was no extehsivé

(%D v . R
correcting or large acale rewriting. ' o T,



with theAmor)

.

. P )
. & .v. - . H . 4 ’ .
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¢ S * ’ - ~ - -
f . .

°o ,«': . -

-

The procedure ¢f composing aldud was found to provide

a

insight into. the student's composing process although it was:

L] v .
limjted in early sessions perhaps bevause of the .

"inexperience” (p. 307) OoF both- researcher_and subject..-

—
- »

Composing alouiudid\show the teasons for manysof the.

] - 2 . . ] ‘
— K P P

v . ‘ . . .
student's, pauses and his decisions av the‘word and pafggraph' S
v . - . :

level. However, the*procedure did not afford much insigh% ©L 4;¥
/ <,
“into’ his actual structuring.of sentences, for he, verbalized" o

little of his reasons for adding a word here, or deleting a.

Sz ) " t . 0 v H.. . K .

‘ another word, there“ (p” 307). \- IR B -

o _ S o~ o s Lo
This student at sched little value to, uriting And .. !

Hischel asked whether this might be attributable to his 8 -
L 4 /"\\
writing instruction. Mischel quoted Mofffet (1968)7 Baﬁh [ ’/
. <A
reading and writing ate at oggg,ehaldow mechanical activitieb o A

- ™

and deep operations of mind and spirit" }p. 313) Hiséhel' /{ ;Li.f

concluded thdt this'® student & wti%ing instruction had dealt

shallow, mechanical activities negléoting to

§

help’ the stddent develop wtiting for: introspertion. and ':‘l

personal gtontt.' In view of his tescher.s'hish 0ﬁ1ﬂ122¢2LT3' g {:
his intellect one can speculate that composing could be 8 . "

¢

very powerful cognitive tool for him, ould e dnly come tojk

see its‘po&rfsilities- \ _ t .. ‘ - A

‘0 L}

liischél's study is functional in ‘that £% basically

I

confirmed Emig's eatlier findings about tHe characteristiés q\

- ? —

A a—
of -studefts' composing processes and the value of compdsing h“\‘ i
' . —
‘ . Lt R ‘v ‘ " i } ) N )
aloud as a research -method. N o - e
/ A . o
,!/ \ . a? '
/ . ’ . 2‘ T ' - "
i ’ . Ty . N \
/ | ' ’ b ' " '. /.- ' ' ? ¥ v .'.
’ , 4 E . N l . ‘\«,'
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The Composing Processes of Young Children -
. y ! R ?
. ) R T . N , W

GfsVes‘(1973) described writing as "an organic process

that frustrates approaches to explain its operation” (pp. lé4-

. R O
15). In an effort to.gtﬁ??gte instructional and research

4

hypotheses .to invéstigate children'sﬂwriting, he studied the

writing processes of a.group of seven- year-old children in

4,

learning environments classified as formal or, informal. Thév

classifications were dependent on the amount of choice

children had in determining their learning activities and the

4

extent to which they were” able to function without specific

3

“g Lfirections from the teacher. Graves gathered data through.

& :
analysis of samples of writing,'obstrvation of children

writing in their classroom and case study procedure.

C

Because writing is a complex process, Graves believed a
ty,

" case study approach was well suited to its study. He noted.

—— =

-
L]

"There 1s more to a writing episode than the child's
- act f composing and writing down words. . .to
understand even '‘a single writing episode a
researcher must broadly reconnoiter territory
before, during and following the composing of the

Child (po 59).. i g

’ s

His own research design, which'TnZ;;poraCed both large groups
and a-case.study,.Graves believed 1deal. His findings led
him to conclude that msny variables, most of them unknown,
contribute to the writing process at any‘point“ih a writing
episode. ‘His study also made him see the writing process as.

highly idiosyncratic. He .maintained that "children write
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A ” s
for unique reasons, employ highly indtvidual ‘coping—
strategies, and view writing in ways peculiar to thelr own.

S person" (i’- 217)- ‘ .

'Graqgs was able to draw some generalizations, Qouever,
about the childrgn'§ wgiting. nalysis of the observed
writing epis;des on the b{sis of developmental factors such

.e——a8 use of language and‘problem solving behaviors led Graves

» ' '; to classify writers as (a) reflective (high development), or

(b) réadtive (law‘deQelopment). He found that the writing

1
>

developmental level of the chiid “transceads the lmpo;tance

¢

of "environment, 'materials —and methodélqgies;in Influgnce on

children's writing" (p. 211)., Still, the degree of formality

in the enyironment afchted writing in that,children wrote

more.of ten and to greatgé length on a wider range of subjects
I '

} when they ﬁad-freedom“Fg%choose more of thelr activities.

/' Graves concluded that this showed.that children do not need

'moqixatioﬁ-or supervisian in order to write. _Regardless of

-—*énvironmeni,fgirls wrote, longer products. than boys, but boys

-

did more unassigned writing and wrote mbre on themes beyond

v

home and school (which were usually the themes of assigned

]
b H

L
+

. | writing) than girls.
Since 1973, Graves (1983) has coafinued to study the
composing processes of children and~to dewelop teaching

L L. ¢ .
approaches -that he believes foster children's development .as

-

»

‘? writers. - Emig‘(1971) identified the nature f&f the task -

(self- or school-sponsored) as the moéi important factor in
. .
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determining the nature of the composing process. The essence

’

of Gr&ves' approach has been to transform all writing in
. . ¢

schoql settings into "self-sponsored writing.” This means

that students exercise cholce at all stages, iqciuding the

choice of whether or not to write, and assume responsibilf?y
¢

for their writing. Graves has recognized drawing as an

integral part of many children's composing and has.promoted

‘the acoeptance o? invented spelling to free childreh to -

‘compose 1independently. He has addressed Emig's question of

"when and how to intervene” in -the composing process by

promoting the use of short, individual pupil- teacher

conferences in which the teacher s role is to facilitate the

purposes the child has set for the’ writing, to help the child -

to shape the writing through successive drafts rather than to

take control away from the child. Through this proceos,

Graves has maintained that children write more, gain insight

-

into what good writing involves oﬁd the process through which

it may be produced, become engaged with their writing and

rework and rewrite it wilLiéEly: In essence, he has
maintained. that éiei¥ composing assumes mahyyof the
characteristics'ﬁmig (lé?l) attributed toiself-sporsored
writing butAwifhin a school settiog.

ﬁamme and Childers (1983)'videotaped three preschool

children in. 3roup Bessions held over a six month period in

~order to atudy their composing processes. The children

conposed with an adult who presentqd a topic, took dictagfon
. \

and provided help when asked. There wé‘e two types of topiecs
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which involved writing for different audiences. -The majority
.were personal com;unications'to anlimmediate audience whiLe
the rest were making books fo; an unknown audlence.
Categories for nﬂalysis of the data were derived from the
data itself rather than'through the use of a pnedetgrmined
analytical p{ocedﬁre. "4

A number of the f;naings contribute to an underé;anding_
of co;posing. It éas noteh thgf ih; children's.cbﬁpos}ng

*-

"included a variety qf/éEriﬁhling, drawing and writing
: . s . . .
beﬁav;ors" (p- 41) but‘tﬁere were “"dramatic” (p. 45)
différencesuin their éompoéiné procgqsgg_depending on th?
_immediacy of the Quéience for their product. These children
appeared to have a sense of audience that was reflected in
thelir action; and io the way }hey talked about them.
CpmpOjiﬂg for aﬁ immediate audience was characterized as more
sdpﬁlsticated, involving more woﬁd'prddhction and less
scrisbling than composiné for an unknowﬁ‘audience. The
ghiydren's composing did no; occur in prewriting, writing and
revising phases. While rea&ers were left to infer that the
children showed no clear composing patterés duging.tﬁe book-
making sessions, Lamme and Childers were more'p;ecigg ah;u{
‘what haﬁpened during person;l communication sessions. They
Btaked thdt‘the children "dic;ated. then wrote, then drew,

A . o ‘
then shared their completed product™ (p. 44) during these

sepsions,'plaﬂqing and revising as they wrote and drewf They

concluded that personal communications to "numerous rea;‘

e
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4

audi;},es" (p. 47), because of their similarity to talk, were
" .

a good way to initiate children into composing.

. Three othep~£indidgs.of Lamme and Childers contribute to

an Qnderstanding of how young children compose and hold

implications for learning how to compose. First, drawing was

an ﬂjgortant part of the children’'s composing, jJust as Graves

(1973) had §§und it to be with primary-school children..

Second, the study.showed that composing was a very social

activity in which the childreﬁ'talked helped'each other and

read each other 8 writing.\ In contrast to the popular adult-

/\

view of compoging as e silent, solitary activity defined {n

terms of word proddction,

number of their.own creative resources, as well as those of

their peers, for composing. Tﬁis finding points to the

$

potential power of a grdup process that allows for the

contribution of speech, read{ng and dfawing to writing and

. may show writing as a facilitative factor.in the development

of reading. Third the authors obsgrved thac the drawing and

writing of all the children showed signs of development over

the six mont¢h term "of .the Btudy althopgh.there had been no

direct 'teaching. This may indicate two similarities between

speaking and writidg. First, both will develop‘id young

T . - .
children without direct instruction provided there is a

[

conducive setting (also Cley, 1975) and second, both develop

through practice.

[

these young children mustered a-

e e
-

"

.__A___‘"_"___ -
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The Composing of Skilled and Unskilled Writers

-
.

'Stallard (1974) set out to determine the behaviors and
cognitive processes that characterize the composing processes

of "good” senior high school writers. He observed 30

students, 15 "good" writers (those who achieved the highest

scbres on the STEP Essay Writing Test) and 15 control writers

(vho were randomly selected from the remaining students) in-

response to a set task., Immediately after they finished
writing, Stallard interviewed them. "about. the things they
;emembered.qpnéc;ously attending to and feeling concerned

éboqt while writing" (p. 209).

There were significant differences between the groups in

H . , ) . ' .
four areas. First, good writers more often expressed concern

for having a clear purpose for their writing. Second, good

—
writers spent more time in both prewriting and writing

actidities and were slower writers, producing fewer words per

-

minute. Third, good writers more often reaq what Fhey had
already writsen and rePLeéted ubOn it at intervals during thé
writing process~(aézouht1ng for the ionger tiqe the& spénf"in
prqcess):”vfﬁufth, the revisions mad§ by good~yr1tera were
greater in‘numﬁéf and differed in kind from those of the
control group. While there were no differences in epelling,

punctu&tion or syntatticlreviaions'between the two groups,

there were significant differences in singlé and multiple

word changes and paragraph changes. - Etallatd'q gonclusions.

must be treated with caution since he did not, ¢onsider

-y

../"'

—
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‘Lfﬁﬁasible interrelationships among the variables .studied.

]

L

Stallard,Foncluded that good writers "put more effort
into their prodhét than writers selected at random™ (p. 217),
as evideﬁced in their g;e;fer-investment_of time, atte;tion
to communication problems, and repeated reflection on their
wéiting while it was 1in progress.  He reasoned that this

repeated behavior reflected the writer's need to noteTTwhat

is evolving on the'bage. to experience it for himself. . Such

—

experience might influence the writer's perspective of the
. - a . . . v, ) ’
message and exert some control ‘over what comes next” {p.

2f§)2 'Fofﬁfhis'feasdn, étallard supported thesidea that

i J ‘

writing is itself a perceptual and conéeptuhl act,

. Based upon what has been learned about the writing

!

/

Process in the last decade it is clear that there are several
aspects, of Stallar&'s study- that could perhaps have been
imp;ovgd without deviating from h13‘1ntendégfpurpose. First,

~

the provision of a theoretical justification for the

composing'behavio;s chosen, for .observation would have added

welght to Stallard's procedures and concluéibns. Second, a

thinking=-aloud protocol could.have added a valuable,

concufreﬁt. pbgnitive element .to his observations. Finally,

Stallard's definition of good writers, based on part of a

P

-‘gtandardized test, was rather narrow. One is left to wonder

-

whether an alternate definifldn'of a gqod‘writer, derived

from a broader measure than performance on one test, might

haﬁ;ftesUJ;ed in a sample made Wp of different students who
o ‘ , N\

' ]
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would have exhibited a different set of composing behaviors: .
On a positive note, Stallard,recognieed the complexity
of composing and avoided the simplistic suggestion that the

diffetencee he found in writing behaviors would be eliminated

-,

by direct instruction. Instead, he maintained that the

—

behaviors were indicative of the writers' eognitivaﬂprocesges

'
* . -~

and concerns. For future research he raised. questions as to

the function of contemplation and co@peptualization in

LR

——

composing and their place wlth respect to other elements of

the process. _
Perl (19795 analyzed the codposing ptocesses of five
unskilled or “basic college writers. Duting/}}ve, 90 minute

sessions with each student Petl collihted three kinds of "’

-
.

data: written productsg, tapes of . students' composing aloud

i )

and Intervigws about students: percegptions and memories of
'utiting.(p. 3l§). From the written products and audio tapes
she devised a sYetem for coding the studente' behaviors and
charti’;7?hem on a time line. Perl divided the composing
process into.discrete aequences,- prewriting, writing and
editing - and devised .a system of_ three major categories of

behaviors - talking, writing and reading\b which were further

br oken down into 16 subcategories. ' In this way Perl ﬁroduced

PN

R

compoding style sheets” which indicated how students wrotel

L —

by showing "the sequenees of ' behavior that occur,/from the

beginning of the prxtess to the end' (p. 322) S

T~

A major finding was that all of the students displayed

L

consisted(‘compoaing proeésses.. Perl stated:

u . -
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- . s
This consistency suggests a wmuch greater
ingernalizatton of process than has ever before
been suspected. Since the wriften products of
—basic writers often look arbitrary, observersg
commonly assume that the students' approach 1is also
arbitrary. . [(but]) very 1little appears random in
how  they write. The students observed had
stable composing processes which théy used whenever
they were presented with a writing task. (p. 328)

Perl formulated two hypotheses about the general nature of

'_ composing on the basiﬁ oﬁ her findiﬁgg from uqhkflled

= .

straightforward, linear fashion. The groc§ss is one of
s \ . . . .

accumulating discr&fe bits down on the pépér and then workipg

.

bccur 1in a

o et
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Ld

. : ~
from these bits to reflect upon, structure, and then further

develop what.one means to shy”‘(p. 331). Perl chs;acterizeg’

rocess as one of "retrospective structuring. . :the

df

.forward and discover more of what one has to says” Second:

"Composing always involves some measure of both construction

.going back to the sense of one's meaning in order to go

and discovery." Composing'is a process‘of'"cbnstrudting;

.heaning," of bringing the impliéft-sgnse of what the writef

wants to say into an _explicit form. Composing is‘also a

3

procéss of discovery in that "writers know'mo}e fully what

they mean only after having written it. In this way the

. .

explicit written form serves as a window Bn the implicit

sense with which we began" (p. 331).
— . 7 A

o . \ b

Perl blamed poor~products on editing that tntrpdea upon’

gtudengg;_i}lnking early in the composing Procéss'and was

A A

.



26

4 '

dominated by concerns for correctness. She concluded it was
ineffective for -tédchers to see unskilled writera;gither as

simply needing correction of what was "wrong"” "in their

products or as rank beginners who knew nothing about writing.

g

While the first attitude might cause studeﬁfg’to look upon
writing as "a 'cosmetic' process where concern for
: P

correctnehg supercedes development of ideas™ (p. 334), the
second ”ig}orea the highly elaborated.'deeply’embedded
progesses‘the students bring'with them" (p. 335){

Perl noted that!her hypothéseé needed to ke tested in
. - * ” ) *

studies ‘'with different tjpéslof'writers. In fact, both have
: o= ‘ oo T - &

-
received considerable support. It will become apparent in

this .review that numerous researchers have used congcepts
similar to "retrospective structuring” to describe recursive
r -

elements in the comﬁﬁsing’process, while the dual functtons

-, -

of “construction” and "discoveryl havé’Bééﬁ'expresséd by many,
writers in describing their own writing processes and in
. . * -
lsgenegglizing from research on composing.

' # Pianko (1979) described the composing{gﬁocesséa-of‘£7
freshmen qollege“writers whom she di;fded into groups on the
bas;s.of age, sex and writ ng statﬁsi(tradi;ional -
remedial). On the basis oneg videoéaped obsertation of -
each student composing and—é follow*up-ihteryiew to ask the
students p%out the "causes and meaning” (p. 7) of some of

their obéerved behaviors, Pianko discerned seven dimensions

in thelr composing processes:- {(a) prewriting, (b) planning,
(c) compoéing (Eonsisttng of writing, pausing and
y ’ I ‘ )

Y
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rescanning), (d) rerégding of the entire script, (e)
stopping, (f)‘cgntemplating the fini®hed product,l(g) handing
in the product. Based upon these dimensions and information
from "additional intérnieqs about ‘the students' past writing
expériences; she identified 25 variables with which to study
the students' writingjprocesses. .

Many of Pianko 's findings were based on statistital

analysis. These must be treated cautiously due to the small

]

sémple,size and large number of depen&ént variables-
However, some of her findings were noteworthy in that they’

correspond td findings. in related re&tzf‘h or sugge&t

- .-‘

-

intereating areas to be investigated. All Pianko s students,
. ~

: fon-example, reported they planned during, not be f'ore,

composihg. This is similar to what Emig (1971) found but 1is

\Q:newth in contrast to Mischel's (1974) findings. Like Perl

,(1979), Pianko found unskilled writers to have diecernible

conposing processes, but in contrasting these processes to*

those of better writers she found theun td be “of much shorter

-duration'gnd of paorer qpalityﬁ (p. 20). Pianko continued,

"What basically sgparétes'the two groups of writers is the

ability to reflect on what is being written." She-based this

conclnsion on the observation that remedial writers did not

rescan as often "to take stock of what they have written to

aid in the next formulation” (p. 20) nor did they nanse as
oiten. In addition, what the.stndents did during pauses.
seemed of significance., Fianko_obqarved'that "tra&itional

v
i
'
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students were pausing to plan what to write next, rescanning

to see if their plans f£it, and then pausing again to

reformulate”, whereas remedial students “"were glancing around
the room or staring into mid-air, sometimes as a diversicon,

and at other times hoping. « .something else to say next

would suddenly appear to them, They usually did not look to

their own text for the answers™ (p. 14). ' -

So Qﬁiie,?lanko's study reaffirmed th\}resence‘of
A} v "'

recﬁ??fgxﬂznd.retrosp&ctive'st:ucturing in the composing of

all:stuﬂenfs, she found less-in cﬁe procégs of poorer
writérsi 'ThisAwas seen to be detriﬁental éo:their writ}ﬁg
since théy could not "get\p.hofistic.senée of the eﬁoi#tion.
of their papers” (p. 1l4).

IPiango concluded’?ﬁ??fzgere were real differences in the
composing processes of tradlitional and reﬁedial writers,  but

-

one must be cautious of this conclusion, again because of the

3

small saumple size and large number of dependent variables shg\\

utilized in the analysis on Which she basedfher findings.

‘Purpose and Planning in the Composing Process

.-

»
In a more speclialized examination of composing, Flower

and Hayes (1980a) set éutkto "expiqre,the problem-solving or

discovéry process that produces new insights and new ideas”

(p. 22). They used thinking-aloud protocols with exbert and
novice writers to see how they dealt with "the most crucial

part of ttiiﬂgrocess'- tﬂ& act of finding or'defiqing t hfe

. &
- N
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problem to be 'solvéd' 1 task™ (p. 22).

They found that writers de d -tifeir rhetorical problem

1 situation (audience and

in terms of (1) the rhetor
assignment) and (2) the set of goals the writer creates.

Four kinds of goals were observed from the protocols: (a)

goals affecting the readec,‘bbtﬁgjg:Jﬂaeating a voice.(c)
goals building a meining\and’(d) goals producing a al
—n.kd / -n '

‘text; The authors~pointed to the happy, (p. 25) parallel

: ' e &
between communicationﬁt@eory and the writer 8 obaerved

e : . .

practice in termsaof these goals. - . .
. . . ¢ ! 3 ' !
It was posaihlt to diocriminate betweén tho’wéy expert

b

and novice writers defined’problems and worked out solutions.

> — - -

. Expert writers Bpent more time than the novice "in thinking

e

about and cdmmenting on the rhetorical problem, as opposed to -

spending "that time generating’tExfi (p. 29%. This

observation was in agreement with #fudles such as those of

Stallard (1974) and pia/nko (1979) which found skilled writers

produced fewer words per minute than‘unskillei~writers
3 . . ' '
because the skilled writers rescanned or reformulated the

- . R 2 . - } .
- text to a-greater-eﬁtgnf?"i?ﬂlhe same tifq Flower and Hayes

?hfre able t “ﬁrovido a more detailed explanation for these

-

:ntially solving a different problem in. their writing task

than the novice writers. This was .true in the.sensge that the

experts represented the rhetorical proble& in more breadth

’and depth, continuing "to develop their image of the reader,

I - .

l ~

.. | .

'QGrvations- The authors concluded that expert ﬁritérslvere.



- ’ ’ - ) . ! . o 30

.
"
. —

g

‘ '
the situation and their ogwn goals with increasing detail and'

<

specificity” (p. 31), while the novices responded mainly to - .

problems they represented in features and cgnventipne of the‘ . ffg,lg
#V‘written text.and often maintained throoghoot compoginﬁtthe. ' )
- ' "flat Qundevefoped conventionel"repreSentatibn ;df ‘tne ¢
- . problem with wgich they started” (ps 30)‘ A . ) ;"
o~ . -

The authors suggested that problem- finding is a
-cognitive skill, which ‘can lead to creativity. }9 their

“opinion, the ability to find and explore a rhetorical probiem
R is teachaple., Thex,stated: ; o X,
‘Unlike a metaphoric discbver§ , problem- finding-isf‘ .
not a totally mysterious or magical act. Wtritersy .
discover what they want to do by insistently,'\\-,x»"
) . energetically exploring the entire problem before |
- ’ them and building for themselves. a unique image of -

the problqg,bhey want to %glve. (p.‘3l)° . . Sy N
8 . v - .

. g . '

Since readelé are. not told the size of ;he authorm_
‘sample, 1t fds difficult to know whether generalizations qan ) ,.i

v be made. Nevertheless, in terms of b?sic-knowledge. this
M 1 L & U

atudy did help illuminate elementm'of the composing proceee e

. : e /
; v that differ in. expert and novice wribera &nd presumably '

contribute to good writing ‘as oppOSed to poor mri@ingt’ This ‘
. . ¥
research concernedTan element of’ﬁfznning in the composing Coe

."’ . . * a o

process, contribmting to*yhat has become a frui!&ul dbrection S

) -

[ )
for co . ' h. * ‘ -t s
. ' ; mpos ing resea;ch. . . - o - . L

Magsuhashi (1981) studied\how purpose'for‘ﬁritidd

[P

= o . influenced writers planning during composing. Utiliring
. » vddeotapes, she analyzed pausesrin the. writing (theu ‘
" ‘ ' L . ."1' I ,\'T' ‘f oo ' . \‘
’ ' ' o ' 7 \ +
A% e - a
! -
b A ‘ .
- \ - - ’ ' ‘\“\;‘;
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"strgight-away production of discourse, excluding revisions”
lp. 122]) of four skilled-high school writers, writing in
three. modes of diseourse.

Hateuheehi envisaged the writing process as "a cognitive

*

- - s
ractivity be:t explained with concepts of. planping and

" : decieion making” (p. 114)..'In her view it was "highly

‘v

conplex; . .involviﬁg an entide hierarch; of decisions at all

levels in the E oduction of discourse (p.'lzs). She assumed
470 0
“ SR = N : :
) that valid. inferences about writers‘ planning and décision- .

making pould be besed*upon the'lenggh and location of their
ot i . " ¥ ! 'A ’ . -, "
:ﬁ pauses, in;the'produetipm.of the text.. Msastsuhashi ‘also

r - ‘ N . : :
-conducted pést-writing'interviews with the students but did

,“

not ime lude them in her report.b'Sueh a repo:t or composing-

- aloud- protocola could have added weight to the inferred
- ) .

S . inature’ and purpose "of the“pauSes.

g
Unlikh nany researehere who have conducted observational

3 —

2

studies of composing processes,;natsuhashi provided her

subjects hith'a‘se;eetion of topics,two‘diys before -each

' S L .
writing session and encouraged them to "rehearse and plan”
L4 . s . . , ’ .
) S "(ps.117) before the taped writing-sesaion. .This may limit
.-A-"T;-' 7
v eonparisons to other studies which did not provide topics

£ i s L

ahead of time, theneby eliminating any chance of students
‘A } ..plenning ahead. But'becauae Hatsunashi ellowed students the‘
- potential to”eiperienee_the prolonged thinking. pfxnning and
Qte-w;iting engagenent.thatﬁEmig_and othets have_associated

only with self-sponsored w;iting. her rtesults may be more

. .+ - applicable to this study which {investigates "the self=-



—"

3,

'\J‘ 32

sponsored composing of an qdult.

Matsuhashi found some evidence at several levels of text

P

r—

production to support the idea that writers think. and plan in °

different ways to produce writing which Involves different
levels of abst.raction, although; her small sample ‘f writers
(four) and their subjective means of séLecpion limit the

generaigzability of her results. The aﬂthor nqﬁeﬁ‘that her
Q\

research was “"basic and exploratory”, directed to finding out

“"how the mind works to compose written discourse” (p.[31):

" . /”A\_

—

?he,stgdwaguld ﬁerhgﬁs have benefitted from the usb;ofh-

lghinking-aloud protocols and from Ehe use of the interviews

with students to probe and, report on thelr pauses.

Nonetheless, the purpose and methodology reflect the advances

[
.

that have been nfde‘rnlcomposing researcﬁ beyond tentative

-exploration of the c~ﬁgo§ing_gggcesses of students in tdtop

Building upod Matsuhashi's research into planning,
Flower and Haygs (1981b) utilizéd fhinking-aloud protocols to
find out "what writers are acﬁually thinking™ (p. 233) during

the-long \pregnant pauses in their.composing. fheir aim was

to understand the nature qf the planning that researchers

-writer's verbalized thought. They stated:

havewgssumed‘writgrs do when thex,pause. ' ‘ |

Through the ise of protocols. the authors establiahed

that the composi process of a writer can be .broken down
b

&.,_.

»”

-reliably into "units of concentration” or “"composing

episodes” (p. 235) whichg§4e<apparent froi’patterns in the

— - < t
L. . .

—
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Episodeaﬁa;e not ~1ike paragraphs of' a text, ——

organized around a gentral topic which a casual
reader can easily follow. Instead, episodes:sseem
to be organized around goals, so that. one episode
‘could include various topics and various processes

~ from planning to editing -~ all tied together by

their relevance to the writer's current plan or
goal. (p. 238) :

-~

Episode boundaries were considered important points for

‘planning, first, because they were times at which writers

! «

bgoﬁe concéntra;ion and changed focus (ps 238) -and second,

because they seemed to be "the source” (p. 238) of many of

L

" the longer pauses noted in earlier research durihg which 1t

'was assumed planning took *place. Although Flower and Hayes

attested to -the importance of both (a) linear, sentence-—

level, text-based planning and (b) hiérarchial, goal-related

[
»

planning in composingT they wanted to see which was a better
predictor ‘of these major boundaries in %heir writers'
composing processes. Goal-related activity was found to be a

stronger predictor of episode 'boundaries than either

paragraphs or topics 1n the text, suégesting that broad

-—

conﬁ}pt and process goals take up the long pauses in

composing much more than-"decisions of 'what to say next'”
. k4

(p. 241). , ' e

No inforwmation was provided on the characteristics of

the shmple nor the setting or condi¥ions in Which the

research pobk place. However, from the one protovcol sampled
in the text:- of fhe agticle, it appears to Be the sample
uti{lized in Flower andiHayes (1980a).

4 &
. h .

N—-

e
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Generalizing from.these results to other writers is
ruled out becaus; of the small size of the sample. ﬁowever,
Ehg study did provide Lgéight into the nature of planniqg in
composing which 1g rarely expressed in a text but which
nevertheless gives the text 1its structure. Ig also provided
a tentative indication of a difference_betheenithe composiag

process of good and poor writers. The authors cited thedir

own earlier work as well as that of Perl (1979) and

‘Shaughnessy (1973) to suggest that "exclusive dependence on

sentence-level planning” (p. 231) is one of the ma?iu of a

poor writer. They noted some evidence from this study. to

_su"est-that'some of the "crucial” differences between godd

.and poor writers ls;in ‘the kind and qu'ality.’of goals writers”

glve themselves and in their ability'to use this planning to

guidé’fﬁéir own’tomposin; process™ Gp. 243).

% - g

The Composing of Adults in Work Setgzngg

‘The' §tudies reviewed so far have investigated composing

in educational settings only. Odell and Goswami (1982) and

1

Odell, Goswami-and'Her;]pgton'(l983) conducted research into

| 4 ) . - ‘ .
the ‘writing of adults in work settings apd developed the

"methodology of the "discourse-based interview” to broaden the

framework of coﬁpoaing inquiry and research procedures. Of
particular interest to this researcher, was understanding the
nature and depth of the "tacit persona’l knowledge” that these

writers bring to their writing tasks (0Odell et al., 1983, p.

L,



222).

- ¥

The" element of most lmpork to this study 1s the means

/

the authors developed to uncover some of the writers'
composing decistions, which in turn reflected upon thelir
comoosing process., The authors posed alternatives to the
workers for. substantive and stylistic choices they identified
‘4n the workers' uriting on the job and asked the reasons for
‘w//}thelr preferences. These disc urse-bas®d intervlews,v which~

'nad their'foundation} n thd cholces 1dent1f1e¢,Lw‘the

.

- |

writers! texts. were found'to yield a substantial amount of-
' 1nformatlon ‘about the rhetorical and occupational context for
the text. Moat of the choices reflected a broad concern "fur
elements of the rhetorical context: speaker, subject and

audience” (p. 211). Odell et al. (1983) compared the

ef ficiency of Modposing aloud and the discourse-baséd

'intqfriew al research procedures and found them:

. : | . ,
.complementary, recommending that both be included in thes

researchetr's repertoire.
Aldrich (1982) condueted a survey of 254 top.and mid=-

- level managers in the,American military, Federal civil

4

service and firms consulting with government to gather
g’;'-ﬂ- ﬁ
information about the problems of adult writers" (p. 298).

Because she did not provide sample questions, it 1is
impossible to judge the validity of her concluslon\that the
factors that interfere with adult writing are "little or no

advance plannlng of writing tasks, inabllity to organize

content. and fear and avoidance of writing” (p. 298).
\ :

s

-



“# In spite of shortcomings inherent in survey research,

Aldrich's findings can be u;eful in highlighting aspects of
\ .

the composing process to be investigated 'in more detail with

other adults. Questions such as tle following are of

interest in the context of this Jtudy:' RHow much and what
. b e - M

type af‘planning does the writer do? Are there perceptible
. ®

effects of the planning apparent in other dimensions of the

composing process or in the'text préduced? In what ways does .

‘the writek ofganize content? Is 6;ganizatidnyan internal,
tacit process or does.ft have external, explicit elements?

What are the writer's attitudes toward writing? Does she
L J

attitude apparent in the way she works?:

Summary of Research into the Conpoéing Process '

. _ ' |
Now that selected studies of the composing procesd'have

been‘%gvieweJ. a brief summary of their characteristics and

findings is provided. ~

—

Research on the composing .process has been carried out

only in the Last fi{fteen years, usually with studentf in

school settings. Emphasis has been upon colleiting basic-
infdfﬁation.'and a case study approach has been ac9¢pt€d as
an appropriate method of research. In terms of procedures,

-researchers have accepted the priﬁciple that analytical.

\ i <
categories should arise from the data collected and not be

» L4
* .
. .

. —

fear "blocking”‘or "dryiné up” 1’ Qﬁes she postpone get;ing'

started? Once started, are there peréeptible effects of her

&
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»

imposed a priori, from outside, in order Eﬁat a holistic view

of composing might be achieved. Composing aloud or thinking
aloud, has proved useful in externalizing some of the inner

thought processes of composing. Although,researchers have

[

developed several techniques for réEording the behaviors of
writers during a writing episode, basically they all entail

recording verbal and nonverbal behavibr._ The discourse-=based

P i ]

in;eriiew, which draﬁs-upon choiceslxhat can be identified

"within a text, has been shown fg illumina;eycomphaimg

-

decisfions that md§ not be apparent through tﬁiﬁking—aloud

‘p;otocols. Thepe pfotdéolb and h{iggurse-based interviews .

]

*

can be congidered complementary procedures, adding bower to
' *

.

the design when used in tandem. <
Composing‘has been found to be a process with many
recursive elements. The behaviors obser@ed dpfing a'writ;ng‘A

episode have oftén Seeh assigned to three general'étages of
cohposing which may béiéalle& plﬁnniné.‘wtit#ng and revising
(although ;eaegfchersﬁhave.assignéd then vafious némgs).
Recursion has been noted within an; among thede stages:

In reéeﬁt research, the planning that takes ﬁla;e during
pauses in writing has been selected for scrutiny. Some

researchars have tried to differentiate between the composing

processes of students vhom they have classified in various
___'_'.-v‘ " ' ‘ .

ways, but except fof ptudies by Flbwer and Hayes, this has

" been larigi; unsuccessful. "Emig's (1971) distinction of

composing processes in terms of self=- and school=-sponsgred

P
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writing remains the main distinction of composing.in térhms of
task. &owever, Odell and Goswami (1982) and Odell et al.

»
(1983) have studied elements of the composingsprocess of

adults in work ‘ettings on a number of writing tasks and

Matsuhashi (1981) studied planning in relation to the level

. .,_—-/" .
of abstraction in the writing task. With the exception of

I's

Graves;‘there has EESE no direct observation of what could be

’

termed self-sponsored writing.

At 'this juncture, {1t can 'be stated-that composing
o .
studies are growing more numerous and sophisticated, but on

the whole, composing research remains exploratory in nature
and rather narrow in focus.

A}

The Nature of the Cogyposing Process

This section of the literature review is concerned with

the theoretical framework for compoaing within which this

study was conceived. So much has been written about ghe

“a . . et PR

natiure. of - the composing process.thar its imporrance and
inheérent interést to people are self evident. However, the

ideas put forth are beuildering in number’ and contradictory
-y

"in nature. In addition,-most of them do not provide a

conception of. composing that is helpful in research. By way

of {llustration, a few examples of the common perceptions of
a - '
composing are given below.,

Composingihas been seen aa a humanistic activity that

=2

fosters intellectual and emotional growth and as a social

-
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to the pre~theoretical nature of compdsing research (for

. ' ' . '
activity that allows communication across time and space. It
c-
{8 viewed as ancreative activity, mysterious in its origins'

. ﬁw ‘
and. development and as q,j(faightforward practical activity

essential to educational and professional success. Depending

upon the writer, Eomposing is a set of‘skills, a series of

stages, a numbér of thought processes, or an interaction

among writér. Easﬁ and varLous elemeﬁts in the writin&\

\
environment. In nature, its componegts*ﬁre linear, alinear, \“-&,
recursive. embedded or hierarchicallyJarranged. Composing is .

.'p natura}, developmental activity; composing must be -
s&stemgticallx gaugh{._ {n the minds . of some;‘g g;itgr . “
jtrives to represent reality; to others a writer creates ‘ k;*

reall;yﬁ To the former, composing is learning rules and
manipdlating words to correspond to the "réal”‘world,-while

to the“latter, composing 18 a way of thinking and creating

meaning in the world by structuring and organiziné thought.
, p . '
Numerous and varied as these ideas are, none provides a

¥

sufficient answer to the question: What is the nature of the

. . .
composing process? In an'ef;ort'to,structpre an angswer to

this qqéstion,'this section traces the transition from a

stage‘model'uf the composing process to a cognitive-process

model. The cognitive-process model 1is not complete or ...

univérsélly accepteds Indeed there . are still many references

N

R ‘ ' 1 A
example, Matsuhashi, 1981l; Mosenthal, 1983) and'tg the crude

nature of the models that .exist. (Hayes aﬁd_Flower. 1983).



-“-- Stgge Model . : '(
From‘ghe review of literature and from kno%ledge of -
composition texts and theoretical papers, it'seems.clear that
the stage model was the accepted way of looking at composing
Before systematié research on composing-pfocei;ii;i;s
implementéd and, 1in fact§ at the time that th{ early
_opservationgl studies of gt'ﬂeﬂts' composing é;oceaaes ﬁere.
Earfied outs. Essentially.\the stageimod;i'maintains that
composing takes.pl;ce in three discrete stages in‘a linear
arrangement.-/Critica of the model hgvé.contéﬁded that ‘1t
presents aﬂ artificial picture of composing (Sommers, l979)§$
“and reflects the Aé§elopméht of a product - not the process

which produced it (see Figure 1)e A .

STAGE MODEL

& L

Stage 1 SEEm— Stage 2 - p—— -'Stage;S

Planﬁing_,‘ - Writing Revising

4

l. The stage model of composing.’

4

o I [

Emigy(l967) no;ed the prevalence of this concept of

writing. ‘Most descriptions available at the time she wrote

-

presented writing &s a process “1nexorablx" made up of three

stages: planning, writing End revising’ which occur

in .a lockstep, non recursive, left to right
sequence. In other words one always plans, then ',
¥ . I ' ’\;

-

™~
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writes, then revises with no backsliding, no
returning to a previous "stage”. The straight line
is the metaphor implied or stated throughout these .
descriptions. . .one starts at the beginning of the

" process and moves without caoanfusion or diversion to,
the gnd. (p. 131)

Y

Rohman's (1965) "“pre=writing ,/wricting/ re-wricing"”

. »

(p. 106) maodel of the composing proée53<exemplifi%§ the

perception that one stage of the process ﬁusr be completed

nefore another . cai'fhccessfuII} begin.. Concerned with the.

_need for good preparation for writing, Rohman stressed the

. - - ‘_,‘.

importance of pre- writing activities that put writers in
touch with thelr experience. He noted: “(a) Thinking must
be aistinguished from writing. . (b) In terms of cgt}e and

»

effect, thinking precedés writing. (e) Good thin&}ng fan

) ﬁroduce good'writing; and, conversély, without good thinkiﬁE}

good writing is impossible” (p. 106).

%
Similarly, Britton et al.(1975) presented a model of

7\1:195‘1ﬁ three stages which they called Eonception,i;

incubation, production.(pp. 19~ 49), while King' (1978), -

writing for-an international group of researchers, saw the

process consisting of pre-writing (prepararion), articulation

(production of text) and post-writing (verification). The

inadequacy of the. stage model 1in providing a true plcture of
the composing process was ilftstrated in King's description

[

of pqst wriulng. She wrote, “What happens to the writing

* .
valuation and editing ‘that often occur as a piece of writing

i8 revised anF shaped to fulfill the author's purpose” (p-

o . |
s A 4 l‘.

s

»

FRPVYRe ~/ B

"after closure in stage tfiree, post-writins. covers thg"
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199). True to the concept of finite stage? post—-writing
occurs "after closure.” However, the researchers could not
really accept this notion for King added, "By placing
evaluation in a third stage, we do not mean to iméiy that
-vald{ng.géﬁes %nly at tﬁe conclusion of writing. Instead we
éssum% that valuiné and Judging operate from the very

beginning 'in selecting a topic, organizing ideas and:'

. N ) - z . .
information, and in deciding how to express these ideas in

Pt
oot

language” (p. 199)“ LA -
R LIEE R . L ] ‘
One can see that the stage model is a poor fit for the
Y

o~

process even in the. eyes of those who used it. They did fot - -

have the confidegcq in the model that text-book writers such
| . ' -

‘as Warringer (quoted by Emig, 1971, p. 21) showed twenty
L]
years before, when he wrote:

These three basic stages of composition [Subject,
Preparation, Writing] are almost always'-the same
 for any forms of writing. Each of the three stages
proceeds according to certain definite steps,
listed below in order:

a. Chdosiég and limicting the sdbject 1. Sbbjedf

b v

b. Assembling materials

c. Organizing materials - 2. Preparation
_d. Outlining ~ .
. €« Writiag the fifst Jdraft "
£, Revising . ‘ J. Mriting
// B Hriting the final draft N
/// Foﬁ'King's grodp, the stage model may have been the best

they could think of at the time, but research was ptoving the
'model inadequate. The next section will show.that in fact

many writers had moved beyond the stage modal.

* >
¢

.
v - ' b
) A . , .
/ : v
. .
v i . N

\.

S
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| D
It would seem that' the initial movémenc away from a

Transition Phase

, . '
stage model of composing coincided with Ehe fnitiation of
. : c '
research into the composing process. Once eseaﬂchers became
dissatisfied with pronouncements. about| the \process of

composing that were bgsed'entirely n the study of

,compoéitions, they also became dissatisfied with a strict
. > : el B :

adherence to éhe stage model which reflected the products of

‘ compésing Qyt not the process by which the were pféduced.

The research of Janet E fg provides an illustration. | 2
. . ;

Emig (1967) reacte againgi'the dbncepsipp of composing

as a fixed three stag

conception of writin

process because shel believed this

fgnored the realities of the writin}
process as expressfed by ﬁany authors.mWShéfenJisaged'a

‘. s . . \
process thgt could b¢ recursive, "a loop rather\than a linear

affair”, a ptocess

o

‘ : - oo
'y the following. five variables: sophisticlation of the

_students' skills, t éi} témperamenta, ego—stren th nature'df

the modes in which t ey wrote and the nature nd timing of
ting process (pp 131, VfS)
Although her study in 1971 .rejearched the composing proceas
and allongijr recursion, inderaction and layering of its
elements, the next parag}aphs wi show that her research was

’M“;, o
in fact conceived®™n terms of and based upon a concept of

writing that proceeds in a series of discrete stages. , .

g

—

5'“8 (1971)& rived her concept of compsaing from

PP
- Ny -

ose length and nature cou#d be affected -

IS
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so

“writing on the creative proecess. She noted Graham Wallas'

"

four stage's gf creative thought: prepa?\{ion. incubation,

A

illumination and verification {f.-l7) and stated:

L

, : ! )
< Many studen:s of creativity as well as creatots

acroes modes palnting, composing - share this
view «0f the creative process. Writing, for

. .example, which ‘can be regarded as a species ot
creative. beh vior, is8 often described iIn quite ) .
similar terms® (p. 17), . : . - R

4 04

. ‘- | ‘" : “ ’,

s ¥

Q .
Emfg.proceéded oh the premise “"that there are elements;

]
-

. momente, and stages within the composing ptocess which can be

l .

_distinguisbed and characteriaed in some. detail”™ (p. 33) The

ten categories she derived from analysis of her.qaee.studieé

itcluded a mixture "of cognitive proce;:;?\(for exemple,.

'planhing),'observable behaviors. (for example, stopping) ™

‘contektual factors (for exanple, seeming teacher influepce)

. x .

‘and stages related to the progress of a written product (pre-
. . , . 5

. . . v o~ B
- ~ writing).. \ . .
. ' » L .

ntThia represented the beginning of a transition from a
“: 5 3 . | ‘.
Beption of composing couched strictly in terms of stages’

representation based-upon obsﬁrvable behaviors and

‘inferred processes. Emig (and the .researchers who followed

.
N .

~h’§¥r) straddled both repteae&ﬂations, so that muoh of her
framework for composing was derived 1nduc:1vely from her
findinge, but some of it came a priori from the stage modelf
Thus Emig s evidence ;nd personal knowledge of writing told"
« her that compos ng is "lamin‘ed and recureive (p. 33), that
planning could recur thtoughout the proceaa. yet sht

LN " .
. o
- _,,;“ é v . .
V. f . *

-

’

S

o

B
..(
e
P
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¢

€
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3 .

-naintained the stage model notion of a d?etinct pre= writing

8 tage .
- . . o

Perl (1979) moved composing research a step further away

from the stage model when she set out to develop "a

L

.meaningful and repliceble method for rendering the composing -

process as a eequence\of observable and scorable behaviors”

(p. 318) < Althoughjihe discuesed her caae studies under the

?familiar .terms of pre- writing, writing and editing, she

“‘m .-'\

utilized the!&wo latter terme in the sense. of behaviors,.pot

1 "'s?ages and in afih;hree caees she emphasized the proceesee

%oiug on.' Perl atressed the recursive nature of the
v - H

' 'compoeing ehe observed“gd pointed\to eequences of planning -

-uriging:; clarifying - discarding - writing throughout the -
process. =~ . ' . e
. . ft .
v . Perl (l980) specified three types of recurring features
u—*""/. *
in writing (a) rereading bits of disdﬁhree significant to

.J‘ the uriter in a semantic eense,(b) retgrning toreview t‘%
L4 . ‘, .

‘notion of the toptc, and (c) moving inward to the writer's
.- P _ /.
—_— C “’"felt'sense” - the "images, worde,‘ideas, and vague fuzzy

4 -
i

feelings that are anéhored in the writer s body and euoked

by the topic (p. 365)‘% Perl's notion ¢of the composing
. ° K ’ r )

. process began with attending to what a topiec, assigned or

self-initiated, evokes? waiting for a felt dense‘!o form;

.
v

. ’ * -u"'/ N . . .
matching :words to -the%felt sernse; checking to see if the

. vwords correspond to intentions; going on if they match or
’ + N . / N

. S ' .- ¥ e
e waiting. again for a felt sense to form if they do not\g;p.
. . ( N \ v ) . . ! -" ‘ ) . » \l\-

\

-

»

P

¥
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366~-367). Thus‘she believed composing to be ret;ospective
"in that it begins with that is already there, inchoately,

and brings whatever is there forward by using language in

-

structured form" (piﬁi}7). At this point it can be seen that
the deécription_of composing hd§;;oved_beyond stages to

- B -

observed behaviors and inferences ,about the cognitive
. . -

processes that undérlie some of them.

.

. Purely theoréTT:;l papers have .shown a similar trend.
»

[

fFor example, Lauer (1980, 1982) presented Eriting.aé a means

of 'inquiry. In her view, the writing'procehs extends from a

writer's sense of diss%nance.throuéﬁ‘inéight, "to development

and revision of discourse and on to interprefafion by the -

audience.” Writing proceéds thrbugh “identifiable‘stages“}

£

some ‘conscious'{ ot?ers unconscious, which are "neither -

mechanical ‘nor totally linear, but often recursive and

overlapping” (1980, 'p. 54)., Lauver (1982) elaborated on the

nature of the procéss of inquiry,. Arising from a sense of

. . . R N . *
dissonance, inquiry involves a conscious effort to articulate

the "known unkﬁqwn". _This.efférc ditects ‘conscious and

. ) L '
unconscious exploration which pqeﬁktes-fcr lngight, and-is

followed by deliberaﬁe verification. The nmix of stages,

behqvibrs_ﬁgﬂ inferred processes in complex interrelation-

ships is apparent 1n Lauer's 9onceptuélizationf

¥

The movement away from-'a linear concept of the composing

& . . 5.\ . N

process mirrors a movement away from a linear concept of
\ ' . ,/“-

language itself. Bruffee (1979) noted that before Chomsky's

(1957) Syntactic structures, it was generally assumed gﬁtt
) . N 1 ' ' : s ¥
. U R

-
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.lanéuage is "linear and contiquous“, a position which 1is
conatgble with a stage model of composing. In his view,
"Chom;Ky% lasting contribution may be an. implication
1nherént in his transformational grammar, the implication
tpat,language is noﬁrli&ear and discontinuou’s” (p. 53). To
hru}fee,.chis led to tht principle that "what we say and the
way we say i may b; based in some w;; not only on what we

e ' . . . ‘ -
haVe,ju;t-said ai% what we said a few moments . ago, but also
. R -

on what we anticipate saying sometime later” (p. 54). He

relateé’fﬁisLCype of B}ipnihg not so much‘tb conscious
fofeth&ughé (pé in a pre-writing stagé) as tae“an
Jnée;sthndtng at the threshhold of awareness, a sense of the
séructure of the whole thing we intend t;ﬂsﬁy" (p. 54). Thiél
is similar to the “"known unknown" cited by Lauer (1982) and
Gerd1i%s "felt sense” cited by Perl (1980).

Sogmersi(l980) criticism of a stage'model of cémposing

8

arose from a.slightly different concern. She believed the
linear models go Qwryin that.they are based on spéechrwh{ch
is 1rrever§1§1e; This concepi, applied to writing,’means
that the 1mportant;§art of éompogiﬁz ends with enunciation or
peruction. with, revision reduced. tox'no more thén an
afterthought. . . .Revision, 1in Rqﬁman's model, is simply the
rgpekitién of w;iting; or to pursue Br%tton's organic |
metaphor, revision is simply‘the furtﬁer gro#tgmzxkﬁhat is

. already there, the 'preédnceived"product" (pe 379). By way

of contrast, Soqmers_believed, with Roland Barthes (in

N
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. 4

Sommers, 1980), that the possibility of revision is ' the
esgsential difference between speaking ahd wriéng. Revision.‘
in the sense of recursive shapinh. renders the linear moﬂel
of Eompoqing 1éadequate and lncorr;ct.

The debate about the linearity or alinearity of

composing is rendered meaningless by adopting a cognitive-

-ﬁrocesa_model of composing beecause 1f'acc9mmoqates both: (a)

the linear planning-to-writing noted by Gebhardt (1982) and
(b) the recursive and embedded arrangements noted by Perl

(1979) and Sommers (1980).

-—

Cognitive-Process Model o ‘ L

:

, —
—

s

The cognitive-process model was developed by Ha&éa and

A ’

Flower from generalizations: based on the analysis of

Py

thinking=-aloud protocols in thetr composing research. The™™

theory‘was'explained in artlclés by Hayés-and Flowexr (1980,
1983) and Flower and Hayes (198la). It was termed
"provisional” (Hayes and Fiower; 1980, p. 10), a "working

hypothesis” and a "springboard for further research” (Flower

-‘and Hayes, -1981a, p. 366). An outline of ;the major‘elepentsT

. - - ‘
of the theory is p;:;;?hQiAnext. .

. The theory rests on four points:‘ : - SR

. * . t

l. The process of writing }s best understood as a
set of distinctive thinking processes which
writers orchestrate or organize during the act L
of composing. :

2. These processeafhave a hierarchial, 'highly
., embedded organfization in which any given
r . process can be embedded within any other.

r

%
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3. The act of composing dtself 1is a goal~-directed #
thinking process, guided by the writer's own

growing network ?f goals.

4. Writers create their own goals in two ways: by
generating both high-level goals and supporting
sub-goals which embody the writer's developing
sense .of purpgse, and then, at times, by
changing major Boals or establishing new ones
based on what has been learntd in the act of

¥ writing. , (Flower and Hayes, 198la, p. 366)

L

. This model describes the writing ptocéss within the

' » o
context og*the task environment and tiyegwriter's long=~term

/

memory., Flower and Hayes (1981la) provided a dihgram of the

-

“structure of the cognitive~-process model which shows

continuous interaction between (a) the writing processes and

4

X ’
"the task environment and (b) the writing processes and the

'

’_/’—“‘-‘i& ’ N , ' '@
Py Task gnJironment; The task environment includes

writer's long-term memory. —

evernthing outside the writer's skin that influences the

perfo mance of the task, "starting with the rhetorital

o .

‘Problem or assignment aﬁﬁ eventually 1nc1“ding the growing

. . , ™ '
textiitself" (Flower and Hayes, 1981a, p. 369). Flower and

Hayes (19803).stated that a rhetorical'probled is never a

given. 1Instead "1;743 an elaborate construction which the

e
-\

writer‘::reates in the act of'cpmposing" (ps 22). Because
writers do not adopt a given problemn but always define 1t for

themselves, writing can be “"utterly unpredictablie"” (pr 22).

. - [y ¢ . . . o
The texﬂ;produced also forms an important part of the task

enviroﬁmént. "Edch word in the gfdwing text determines and

[

N

1,

limits the choices of what can come next" (Flower and Haye@is

¥ .
\/ | '
.
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1981a, p. 371). In directing tfe composing process, the
growing text is in competition with the writer's knowledge
stored in long-term memory and the writer's plans for dealing

with the Thetorical problem.

Long-term memory. The writer's long-term memory is’th€)

other element of the writing.cahtext. Analogous to Smith's"

s

(1982) "background knowledge™, it _dis-a store of knowledge _

either in the mind or in outside resources "about topic and -

I “

‘audience,” és.weil as knowledge of writing plans and prqblemv’

r

represeﬂta;ioﬁg? (Flower and Hayes,'F§81a. Pe 37lf. ‘The

' : o ; )
authors pointed.to two problems for the,write}: (a) how to

dccess useful information and (b) how to reorganize or adopt

the information to fit the  demands of the rhetorical problem

. .
ag the writer ha's defined it (p. 371).

« B

Writing processes. In the framework of this theory,

- {

-

writing consists of three main processest: planningb'

translating and'teviewing.‘ﬂjhé relations among the

procdsses..that is, the“dynamics of ﬁfitiﬁg are explainéd‘

through the construct of the monitdr.‘ “The monitor fynctions

as a‘::}{izflitratesist whidﬁ\{:términee when the t}iter

- <+

moves from one process to the next"” (Flgwer and Hayes, 198fa,
ﬁ. 374)., The movement itxhetermiﬁgd by the writer's goals

and by individqdi griting:hqbita or styles. Thus the monitor

may function differently from writer to writer and task to

L]

tasks The three main pro&eéqﬁs-wiIE:Xe discussed in the

following section.

r .



&

N

(1Y

Planning 18 a very broad activity that proceeds
throughout composing and “includes the whole range of
thinking activities thatﬂg;e required before we-cen put words
on paper” (Hxiés.and Flower, 1983, p. 209). It 1s a process
in which information isitaken from the task environment and

from“long-term mem%ry and used to set goals and'to establish

_ v a8 writing plan to guide the production'of a text that will

.

‘meet those goals. The plan may be drawn 11 part from long-

term memory or may be formeﬁ’within the planning process
(Hayes ﬁnd Flower, 1980 Ppe 12), In7this process, writera
form ‘an intetnal tepresentation gnot necessarily in the form
of languagé) of the knowlnge that will be useo in writing
(Flower and Hayes, 1981 a, pL372)-

The planning process consists of three sub -processes:
generating,'%rganizing qnd goal-setting, Generating refers

to generating ideas. It includes -“retrieving relebant

;information from long-term memory” (ps 372) which may_be_in

the form of fragmentary thoughts, images or structured

" '

l{nguage. The function of the organizing process 18 "to

seleet the mdst useful of the materials retrieved by the.

generating ptocess and to organize them into. a writing: plan
(Hayes and Flower. 1980 p. 14). The purpose of organizing

is to give structure to the writer s ideas. OrganL;Lng.takes

aetting ‘may be procedural and/or substantive. Goals'ate
+

created_bf’the writer and are developed and refined

\ .
thrOughout composing. Some goals may be drawn.from long=tern -

place at many levele within the composing proceee.-wGoaI;'
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memory'but most are ,generated, developed and revised Sy the

same proées;es tht{,:znerate and organize new ideas"” (Flower
and Hayes, 1981 a, p. 373).,

Transiating 1ﬁfth€‘process of putting ideas, into

written 1angu;ge. f%ese ideas may have been represented in

7 "a variety of‘swmbol systéms othér than langhage"'or

"emhpdied in kejwqfds and organized 1q'a complex network of

*

relationships™ (p. 373). ' The act of transliting the encoded’

representation pf meaning to linear written lénguage “can add

. enormous new constraints and often forces the writer to
. ! * “ * ) .k - ' . X ‘l . .
\g develop, clarify, and often révise that meaning. For that
‘ reason, the act of translating often sends writers back to .

. planning” .(Hayes ahf Flower, 1983, p.;209). Planning and

'J/// transliffgg frequently alternate with each other from minute

to minute.

Reviewing may be a conscious process'in‘which wr{tet:f‘\\
choose to read what they have written as a springboard either

v v I . .
.ﬁr to further translating or to systematically evaluat;ng‘hnd

-

revising the text. But it can also be unplanned, set off.by

- S an Qvaluation‘qf the written text or the Writer's unwritten

»

plans. The sub-processes of revieuing, evaluating and

revising may interrupt any other process ahd.pccur'at any
. - - : .
time durdng the composing process.

,—-——“""‘,. .

. The cognitive-process theory attempts to model the

dynami¢ organization of thinking processes duriég‘cOmposing.

. ’ ' N . ' . . .

ik SN LN .
The authors 113% as one of the model's central premises that
t o ' .. " — . .}" )

« . z »

. .
-~
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“writers are constantly, instant by instant, orchestrating a

battery of cognitive processes as they inteérate planning,

remembering, writing and rereading (Flower and Hayes, 198la,
/“‘“’“*‘-\\

p. 387). Mor£ de;giis of the “Mheory will be presented in

conjunction with the analysis ofy ghe findings }‘bm this

study. At this point, a brief connar sqnlis presented of how

well the-stege model and cognitive-process model (a)

, _ . .
‘represent. the composing process and (b) serve as a

—

fheoretical framework for research.

’ ’ ..

COQEarisdn

- .
L3

Kerlinger (1978)_Jdefined a theoryﬁas "a set of
interrelated constructs Lconeep;s), definitions, and

propositions that-present a systematic view. of phenomena by

specifying relations among variables, with the purpose of..:

explaining and predicting ‘the phenomena“ (p. 9). The

cognitine4process model,is'superibr to the stage model of

composing ‘in t?ims of all three parts of Kerlinfer's

definition" (a) the set of propositions that are provided to .

¥ 4

present a vieuw of composing. (b) the ability to set out the

internelationships among the constructs and propositions  and
(c) the ability to explain-composing and predict it on the

basis of specified variables. These will now be considered

b

in the order presented. ‘ . L

Propositions. In the stage model, copposiné ia.an
.2£ﬁ‘rly‘procesa'6hat takes place +n three diseiﬂguA‘;able.

discrete stages over time, one etage giving~rny to the next

-

.)‘}“f‘
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. # about é¢omposing. In this revfew it

v

LI

in anViJ\flexible, linear fashion. . Each stage i{
characterized by behaviors specific to 1t: Warringer's
model, presented earlier, Ils representative.

Sommers (1979) n&ted that ﬁypo;heses aMut such stages
were cgnggructed a pfiori Mwitgout really quesqioning.uhether
su;ﬁ stages exist™ (p. 4&7). Ezlﬁéi%eﬂirom estabiish?d

"writers has long éuggésted that discrete staéés of writing dé
not,'in fact,:qxigt in*terms of thelr compo;ing proqessé;,

but the labels have perﬁistéd as a convenient way to talk

- ~

*»

researchéggﬂdiscarded propositions of the stage model 'as they

féund evidence in tHelr composing §tud1és that Eontradicted
them. Again, they retained some of the labels to give
structure to their discussions.

IOne'ﬁight‘well ask whether too much is being made of
la§éls. Soﬁmers (1979) helléved not, contending that the

stage concept became fixed and reinforced by composition

_texfbooké which were ' "arranged linearly and‘;hr02rlogically

according to the three stages of the composing process” (p.

48). Sommers illustrated her point by showing how this

——

_ arrangement affected the popular conceptigﬂ of revision. She

has.ﬁeen shown that many 

/

.stated: "The medium becomes the messhge as the idea;yg*

. .. L
communicated that revision is that interlude after you ff&ish
,Gr‘ting and~before(f3u type the paper” %¥p. 48). The
pfopositions of the stage model therefore distorted ‘2}*

process of composing and did not provide an accurate

e s2tTy . '
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framework for research or teaching.
The four main propositions of the cognitive=-process
1] - -~

model have already been presented. They have been derived
4

from systematic studies of the composing process and have

- ¢ e

been structured to reflect what writers do. Cooper and

Holzman (1983, 1985) claimed that; the propositions, and the

-

1

terms they embody, are tod underspecified to be testhble

’

ﬁ1983, p. 287).. In particular, they pointed to tiE?Tac} of a

clear distinction between goals and plansg. In additign, they

maintained that the 'propositaons and, - i'ndeed, .‘the
relaiionships'by which theg are govérned. Are.base¢ upon
resqarch'condﬁq;ed wit a highly dgk&dtibe group in
artificial Qriting situations (1985, ﬁ. 98). Proponents do
not‘sugges: th#tshis mo&el 13comp1ete nor that 1t has found

its ultimate form, merely that it reflects the state of

knowledge about composing better than a stage concept and

. ] g

serves as a more accurate framework for research. This
. - . ‘ .

- 5
present atuJy utilizes—~tigi model- in a ?Q{ﬁ natural situvation -
. \ b N !

and in some ways may se€rve as a test gﬁfhow well it serves as

P

a framework fo}-composing. - ‘

......

Interrelationships. The interrelationship among the
. £ el '
constructs of

[}

other feature of the model, has caused dfssatisfaction. Bincé

this 18 not the relgttonship of the elements of composing as

evidenced by‘publiswed writers or by researchers
' 4 /

investigating composing. . Is

3

The linearity of the stage mode;‘gggsenta a relatively

the stage model is linear.. This, more than any



]
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]

static picture of composing since it does\not account for
shifts 1in fctivity‘during composing. Th%s model states tﬁat
‘writers move from one stage to another but prbyides no
answ€;s as to how or why. Sommers (1979) nocéa‘that«if
c;mpoéing w;re a linear activity then we‘should be able to
construct a behavioral checklist by which to predict the
" point at which a writer would be thinklng, the; gathering
1information, th;n writing, téen rewriting (ps 47). Tlis hés
not been poasibyew %gbh;rdt (l982)_wroke abouf‘a
11near/aigﬁgaifabnfrévérsy‘in composing theory ;;h preaenfed
evidencé to show that a theory of.Eompgg;ng,must allow for
- ‘ .

both linear and alinear relationships. The stage model does

not.

The cognitive-process model can accommodate linear and
alinear felatiouships in composing. It proposes a_compléﬁ
network qf relationships among the tﬁought processes thqt
underdiie the oﬁséfvable behaviors of.composing and In this
"way 1is able to reflect the dynamics of cﬁnposing'from minute

.to minute. ‘

Afthougﬁ‘?lower and Hayes‘tqlked of the1r~the9§y as a

»

. “modél,r Cooper and Holzman claimed they have treated it.
instead, as a litétalldescription,of'the.cognitivq,jmﬁncﬂﬁes

sl

writers employ. dBppef and Holzman saw the cognitive-process

Y

v T . 56

)Lnlheory very much as A model, one that has been buillt upon ~

" indirect evidence of cognitive processes, as fnferred from.

observable actions. They have charged Flower and Hayes with

)

G‘—
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’

ignoring the question of whetther their model 1g valid and

o e

added: “Flower and. Hayes do not test details of their model *
with their research, but instead merely use their model as a
source of labels for datayfﬁ"?he protocols, labels that thus

have no explanator$ power™ (p. 288).
. . . .

Predictability. Within this ;Zliew it has been shown

E ]

'that-tﬂe stage model has been unable to predict codposing
processes and has been grpduall; discarded\bi_researchetgm
On the other hdnd,'the cognitive—process model had dhown soine
_Buccess in piedicting tdf‘performance of different ﬁritets .
and in accounting for perfdrdanée on dfifering writing tdsks.
It has been utilized as a theoretical framework (although

this has not always been specified)‘by researchers such as

Sommers (}980), Matsuhashi (1981) and Flower and Hayes (1980-

.There is clequy‘aome validity to the ‘criticisms put
forth by Cdoper and Holzman. The cognitive-proee&giiﬁdel,

- : - . .

'lacks specificity and. requires clear definitions that will '
allow reiatiopdhigs to be t;Btedr/ However, Cooper and .
Holzdaﬂ would have the model tested in tigjtly cpﬁtrolled‘
(yet'non-intéusiVe) settings on specific varihbles in the K
coapdsing process. Jhis seémsg. like putting.the cart before
thé’ﬁg;:;. ?he\ddfﬁbse of “the model as stéted by Flower and’ » ‘
‘Hayes, has been to "lay the groundwork for a more detailed

'atudy of thihking pQ\Fesses in writing” (19813, Pe 366)

They have attempted to provide a bro@d picturae, the detaiin\ "“%\

of uhich can be more specified. reinforced or rejectad over

-
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[ '
time. W}u’t Cooper and Holzman have called for would .amount
i to testing the pieces withoht attempting to get. a pilcture of-'
whete the plecas might fit./-jl’n"'f,act, Flower and Hayes l}avé

¢ ' b )
invited challenges ¢to t/heir paradigm in the form of s
V- N ? (&Y \ : - .'\’ .

“alternat ive hypotheées supported by substantive ar'gumé'nts g

about the pr.ue'e’s"’of writing itself" (1985, p. 97). ‘ '
. _ . B

> It 'will be clear by this point that the cognitive~

;iroceas model is seen as the begt= available mo'd'el' for
I

cOmposinwnd will be adopted as the theotetical framework
" Q
for this study. -However, the theory is quitg new and this

\ study wil‘l' be a furthek test of ¥ts suitability as a research
' N - a A Y L.

e ) 4 )
framework. ' . .o o e

—

The review of literatuPe “has presented a critical

3 - - N ... Y )
: . amlysis of related studies of the composing ptocess and an. - .
- . ' * %‘
_ v : analysis of an emerging theoretical framework’}for\ COIPOBIng s
, research. The next chapter will deal: w‘ithpmethodolog)‘, )

. . irdcludttg the Bpecific theotetical framework .adopted.

[ . ‘a 4 4
- . ' - ' \
) ' 2 W
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» - : METHODOLOGY N
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e

Jhis chapter will outline.the theoretical framewark for

* 4 . . -

this research, the form the 'study!assume'd, the method of

selec®ing the sam‘le-. the d\ata collection and the analysis o
. - C " .

procedures, =, ' Lo ' . ) - s
. ( " 4 * - Y ; o
s . : 2 Theoretical’ Fra:ﬁbrk A -

i

"rt The theoretical framework foxthis study has been built ‘

L2

x-—-t'hrough the" literature review. The effect of ‘adopting a

. A E ]
theoretical model 1is that expectations are established that

!gerve to inflpence ,-the observations;}at are subsequen:{i
2 .

o made. -This was as true for this study as for!hny other.

. o)

cogniti've prp!'."b&__ theory developed “Floue; and l-lay.gg~
¥ %
.1983

(l981a) and‘ﬂayes and Flouer (1980 which descrlibes‘

composing as‘"a set of distinguiﬂshable Prt;cesses that the -\
S . " e 4 ’ . U ) CT
writer.must orchestrate 2n the act of writing” (1983, p. .208)

N . < : P . ® o .

"was-accepted as the most viable exbl;ana'tion for.composinge..

,! The p'r:lnclp'a'_‘l-featu_rea‘.otr_.the theory were described %19 the .

‘eviewvof litefatdre. " ‘ ‘ R -\,‘

. Jgn the cognitiv@-process model’ che units of wnalysis are

elementary mental p,t‘oceases. v In contrast to ,n_.stage model

- ¥ ¢ Lo . -

paradigm which ‘assigns all elem,ents’ . cognitive and

"contextual -'a place in terme of position and finction within /'

‘ "
~ g

s dis;inct nl'cage of co:nposing. a sognlitive—px;ocesshapproach
¢ +* » o . .
orgnnizes the cg.nt'extual.‘.f_actors and writing processes around
‘ : . ', : s - ‘.‘
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all
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uncontrolled conditions. However, ' the condentration on

i

:
.- ~ .
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the ierrred processes that underlie them. Thus the centre
of focus of,eachfmodel*is different. By - delving into

composing a step deeper to tﬁ?,p:ocesses Which underlie the

surface behaviors, the cognitive-process theory allows more

meaningful and direct comparisons between different writers

’ 8 A . -«
and writing tasks. . -

This tesearch ha$ -taken t e form of "a case study.

s
» -

Graves ¢1973) cited strong gupport:for the case stydy method

¥ O ' ’ s

'end«en¢prséd it on the- basis of his own results. He stated:

< ’ - . O .

In order to imp ove both procedures and :study
scope, future pesdarch in writing should'continue’
to explore t feasibility of the case study
{methqd.. ool a profession.where there 1is a
commttment to the teaching and understanding of the
individual child it.is-1irqnlec that re earch" .
devoted to the full study of single” individu ls is A&
so rare. (ps. 222) ‘.

A Y
]

The findings from ‘case étudiea‘canno' be.generalized

J .

’

$
.

becaugm small nuhﬁé?a of.suﬁjects are studed in,largelf'

\

1nd1v1dhals in naturai s!rroundings is\ the. 'very

»

characteristic to recommend the case study metho? when the

. l

purpose 18 depth and breadth of basic knothdge. The

complexity pf'cqmposing has been attested to yﬁ%y ttges-’ It
SR . N N . 4 .
_nit a stfa;ghtforwafd set of skill or procedures

unrelated to the characteristics of ‘the individual.writer: or
v . - "y 1 . N
the environment. Because of this Graves (1973) wrote: .

. . \ L3

\
‘There 15 more to a writing episode than the child!s
act of composing’ and writing dQwn words. The
observation of writing at only one poin? in time

. : - ! 5 PR }
. 1)
N ‘ ' r
* ¢ M
.

"~
E
>
#_ -
kY
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] \1\. .

limits an ana1;§ls of the writing process and may
result in conclusiong which overlook i{mportant

s variables. Therefore, to understand even a single

"writing epdisode a researcher must broadly
reconnoitre territory before, during and following
the composing. (p. 54) ; :

- e

L] -

The case stuéy method allows an exploration of the multitude

]
of factors which may impinge upon the writer's composing
™

*

processes.

\
Su-gle

-

Helen Porter, a professional writer for more than twenty
. . T,

years, was chosen to take part in this study. . Thiere has been *

considerable research on the composing processes of studénts

in_scﬁool settiogs-and some tese&{dh with adults in work
settings wheﬂg-thé writing- tasks tWere. prescribed by the job.

v : i

By choosing an estéblisheg adult. writer who exercises
considerable gholqe in thg writing tasks she undertakes, this
study'broadened the fr;mework of-cdmposiqg reseqrch._'The
cholce was based upon the 1n;estigator's‘knowledge'of the

writer's uotk{ accessibilicy to the writer, and the writer's

willingness to. participate in the stu{y.

S ’ N

" Procedure ’ ..
. This stqdy, zhich atgempted'to externﬁgize and analyze

thg processes by which an adﬁ¢§:yf1ter Loppopes, took place
over a peribﬁ og four Qggjhp ‘and procelded in faur phases:

(a) preliminary, (b) observatianal, (c)|retrospective, and

>
' » . 2
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Preliminary Phase- T,

The preliminarg pha.se .consisted of two meetings between
the investigator and the writer. =The purpose of the first
¥

meeting was to Iintroduce the wtiter\'w the “5pec1fic intene of
. 1

) i
the study, to discuss her part 1in ft, and to set the scene

.
A

for the recorded interviews and observation of composing
#

which followed. The investigator alsoc collected successive

drafts orf some of H"elen'a writing’ for later analysis o‘t'

revisions. The next meeting took the form of an audiotaped

interview which centered on the autho.r 8 background ani

4

- experiences in wrifing and the 1influence of fagily, teachers

and .'ot'ﬁep writers, as well as the author's attitudes to

(writ.ing and h’graapﬁroach to her work. -

1

) Observational .Phase '

]

Dufing the chdervational phase of the inquiry, the

el

researcjer met with Helea-three times -at her home. . Meet ings
va.'ried in length f_‘i:',om a‘pptoximate.ly two to four hours. At

the beginning of each*ses'sion, reseatcher and writer went to

the writer's study uher,e\sl‘trq;ked on one article until she_
. » . A
choge to stop.. This period varied from one'to.one and one-

t "

ha'l‘{-houra. "In each segssion Helen “orked on the sanme
aftlcle, which she tentatively entitled "Cats,"” coqpletinﬁ

ap'p:‘-oximately one typed page per session. Jn all she

-

completed one typed draft of the article.'

']
: ..Helen wae asked to "Ch{“(k aloud" as she composed, in the
e o * ' ', ! )
w »
1 oy . ) ‘
\ .

F
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.,
manner develoggﬂ by Emig (1971) and Flower and Hayes (1980a,
e 1981a,b)s This is a process-tracing method in which writers
. . are sasked to say aloud everything they think and everything
that occurs to them whilae :hey are writing. Writers are‘
asked not to reflect on what occurs to them nor ,interpret
ey what they think but to verbalize thoughtif'concerns and ideaer
as they come to mind. But there-is disdgreement in the
literature over the whole quesmion of how to illuminate and
xternalize an internalized process and, Lo partic&lar; over,
the merits of thinking aloud. The followiﬂg discussion”
}addreéses some of the disparate Vieus.’ ' ’
. = - Q{ilerhach end‘Johnston (1984) found several advahtages

—

to the use of verbal reporte, such as thinking aloud, in

4 reading research.. These 1included providing "veridical, -
i P
»

.deseriptions of cognitive processes which otherwiﬁf could-

.u : only be investigated indirectly,' providing ‘access to the

: *\ reasoming processes underlying higher level cognitive
activity™ and allowing analysis of the affective components
of reading’;:;cesses" (p. 308). The same adﬁantoges eould he’
claimed for the use of verbal reports in composing research.

R

Indeed, since Emig's utili;ation of the verbal reporting

/4: jgoceaute that she called "composing h\oud“, it hes hecome_an
. accepted and emulated ptocedure zfor eshmple,.uischel; 1974;
» Perl, 1979)-fof.atfo{dingﬁinsight into the ways wri;ers think

: | while'they ecompose. -Flower and_Hayea i1980a, ibsib) have

e systematized the procedure of composjng aloed along the lines

of ihinking-aloud protocols used by cognirive psychologists.

/"‘. . - ~ ] 4 . . -

"
€
Vs

-~
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subjects, leaviny

"Second, ‘verbal rep

64

‘ .
Theprotocolin.acomposingsituationis a listing of all the

—

vritexr's verbalizati}ns presented in sequence. Flower and

Hayes “(1981b) ‘stated: -

" 1f accurately*™handled, thinking-aloud protocols
ylield enormous amounts of 1ipformagtion without

.significantly changing the focus or content of
thought. Giving a protocol isgmuch like talking to
oneself while writing. . igitocols give us an
extremely detailed, blow-by-bltow ,record of a
writer's constantly shifting conscidus attention,
rand by capturing the flow of concurrent thought
processes, protocols gvoid the unreliability of
retrospective generali tion. (p. 233)

*

Neven‘heless there are difficulties and disadvantages 1in
. ! /

v

- ‘ ' . 1 .
us}ng verbal‘reports such as thinking aloud.” Emig (1971) and

——

. : e . .. . y
O0dell et al. (1983) noted that thinkipg aloud can prove

¥ -

distracting and difficult for éome writers and in some cases

provides little beyond verbalization of the text produced{

.
‘-‘_,_‘-

Afflerbach and Johnston (1984) indicated some reasong why

x

this wmay be so. First, verbal reporting is "novel” fnr_most
- L

ting'require subjects "to allocate

attention to both prodessing and reporting oﬁ the process

(p. 309), while ‘the first point may be add;essed through a

proceéss to familiarize the subject with the repotting ra?k

- I

the second is not so eaiﬁly approached .and bears elaborarion.
N

Afflerbach and Johnston noted that some tasks are- more

compatible Kich vérbal reporﬂing thcn others because of the
»

differing cognitive demands thut may be inherefit in each

activity. Utilizing a cognitive workbench” model of working

3 ‘ ' o . »

« . " i ,ﬂ "  d

them unsure of what they are to do.

s
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memory (develogped by Britton, Glynn and_Smi?h, in press),

they explained the tension.thatxﬁay develop between the

demands of performing a set tasﬁé on the one hand, and

reﬁoqtfng on it, on the other. . .

Cognitive operations performed on the
workbench, which 1is of relatively limited size.
Becausetoﬁ‘the limited space available, the more
crowded the workbench becomes (in this instance
having to perform processes and report .on them),

. the greater the possibility of system failure

+ because of too many things gofhg on at the same

+» time. (p. 311) ‘e f ug -

T

are

1

Flower and Hﬁyes.utilizgd thinking-aloud protocols in
the research on which the cbgﬁitive-progeés.thecfy was ‘based.’

They.hate Eeen:c(itibizsd4ty Faigley and Hitte.(l9él) and
e R ' R
Cooper and Holtzman (1983, 1985) on the grounds that thinking

aloud nay have distracted tfe fesearch'subjégts and may have

< v

altered the cognitive opératiOnb‘invdlvéd'in the subjdct's
composing. Should thinking aloud indeed have had these

effects then a distorted picture of composing may have

‘_émergéd frdwm the research. Cooper andﬁnolﬁzﬁan.aﬁparently

v . o . 4 R N
believed this to be the case. They spoke of thinking aloud
as an "odd  thing” and a "trjck" (1983, p: 289). They also

aueationed‘whbther ”protocois 'capturé a detailed record' or

e

invent ohef\(l983, P i?O).'and vondered whether thiﬁ@ing

aloud contributes Eq.making a wtiting‘sithétion so artificial

- -~ . %

J . . B N LI . o , # '
that results are inapplicable beyond the research, setting.
3 . . : S ' ! ' '
However, as Flower and Hayes
' !

Cooper and Holt?man equated ;hiﬁkiné aloud with 1n§ro§pec$1qﬁ.'

. N .
f ; R
7 - ~

H‘ - { . B o A

(1985) have countered,

»



which puts “"severe constraints on how subjects observed and
.on what theyﬁobserved“ (p. 94). ‘This indeed could qrowd the
s cognitive workbench since ‘it calls for subjects tobchange
their perceptiohedee,well as report on them. Flower and
Hayes cited evidence assembled by Ericsson andiﬁimon (1980)
to show that the act of repbrting about mental ptocesses

.

. . o "
A . while they are going on alters the structure”and course of

>

those processes ohlytheh 1t "directs subjects in how they

»

shoul'd atteﬁd or what tﬂey should attend(to"i(p.'96) and
. ) . us L

* [
”

‘-___,.-"\"

@

ordinarily attend to in doing'the taskd (p . 95). “'
Cooper and Holtzman (1985) were still not satisfied.

however, for they interpreted the same evidence as: ahowi%g

o

y .

that any processes that do not make use of shortrgsrm-nemory-

"’_’
and any- situation that overloads ?hort-term memory will

‘\"forces_subjects'to attend to information they 'would not, °

3

result in a distorted verbalizatidn of the processes” (p.i

i 99)- They ancluded ‘that cognitive processes are

"unreachahﬂe“ through. thinking aloud in either laboratory or

. i i ) ,
’ ) non-laboratory conditions. =* , - 0

g Thé arguments ‘in favor of and against the utilization of
. i . . R [ ] . . .

thinking aloud'wete ueighed and it was decided to use it, as
'Flower and Hayes did. without'dLreEtfng the writer toward
- what to perceive or how to: berceive. Under theee conditions

] | - it was thought that thinking aloud could pr vide insight 'into

Helen's cognitive processes without adding sighificantly to
. . . . . A L4

(% : her_coénitivedioﬁd- In addition, this method was uged=in
L] ' . - R , ‘ " .
'll'"\{ ' .t B
- ' P DR

i
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conjunction with retrospective dintegviews so that the
! .

- ' analysis was based upon converging evidence. R -

. . ;
The session#® were audto-recorded on a small tape
.7 reccorder placed- 6ut of the‘b{&ter's way. From a corner of
the room the fesearqher noted the writer's non-verbal

behavioﬂb The investigator intruded as little as possible
upo: the writer's work space gearing_in mind the caution of
Tamor and andﬁ(lej) that "hovering over a w;iteé can have a
‘1gnificant.inf1ufnge on the quli;y and quantity bf'whdt is
‘wﬂigten” (p.  118). At the end of each segsion, . the
researcher epliented the text that had been written.
i i -

: Retroapective Phase ) : v . e

X . :
This phase consisted of two types of interviews: (a)
» Wy M ) '
retrospective interviews, to clarify and expand upon the

. observations of compoiing;fand (b) a discourse-=based
] S % . -

} .
S . interview, to ellcidate revisimg decisisns in articles

% m~ ® » .
written uvtside the research setting. Both typeg of.

:>1nterviews were audiotaped. In addition, a taxonomy
' develqped bif{figley and Hitte (1981) was used in conjunction

‘ with the i}scourae based interview for analyzigg the,
%,

revisions. ' = N
. ?

- . The retrdapecéive interviews took place immediately

afteqhﬂelen finished writing. They were 1dformal in nature.

. . Hhile Lthe reaearcher askéd queations about the compﬁsing that

-~

—

“"had been q%aerved. Helen raised points from her paet

expérience that often provided a>broadqr7confext for. the
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1mmgdiaté situa;ion- . ' -

‘ Although it ;as apparent that retrospective interviews

. "~ could be a rich ,source of information about composing,
}esearchers such as Emig (1971) and Hayes and Flower (1983)

- have urged caution in using them as the primary research

. methdd. Emig noted the probability of inaccuracy caused "in
. ° ’ :

. . )

¢ part by the time-lag between ghqﬁyritiqg;and_qye7dgscr1ption

of 'that writing” (p. 9). 1Im this study, the retrospective
. . $ e .
'  interviews occurred immediately after composing 50 time-lag

+

wvas not a serious factor as long as Helen addressed the

- N *

‘writing she hadldone in the iéhgarch sittati&n. When she g
S ' reached back to paat,experiepgés it may have becBme a more
important cbns;derat{od. ' ' ‘ - S
R ‘ . . o . )

Hayes and Flower raised additional sources of congern

: about retrospective interviews. They indicated that.{uch ~—""
, ' . |

- N . . . ‘

accounts may have éuilt-in unreliablility because they}are J

filtered through” the. writer's other experiénces, knowle v
outlook on the world and even attitude toward the ,
investigator. Because of these factors, the accounts J§y be
. - L2
_intentionally or uninteationally inaccurate. ' .
In this study, the retrospective interview was one of
. several research dpproaches. The purpose in.using it W to
’ obtain evidence that could be compared to that obfaified from
g the“protodals and dihdg;?gefbased.interviéws.~‘These methods
- were viewed as chgckd onﬁani-poteqtial unreliability of the
retrospective accounts. o - -
: _ . ¢
The discourse-based, interview took place after the last
o - g
TN
-~ + 4 ¢
.
o < * "



"coﬂosing session and retrospective interview. This. type of

samplea of writing and are asked (depending on the natur,

69

interview was developed by Odell and Goswami (1982) and Oclell
et al. (1983) for use with adult writers in work settings. ~

It 1is baeed upon a researcher's identification and selection
. ‘ i .
of stylistic and substantive choices made by writers within

? : .
one sample or across a numnber of sa-mples of writiny (One very

-3

simple example of a choice could be the use of the .passive
voise;i-e-one piece of writing and the use of the activé in
another. , The interviewer would hope to “uncover the author s_‘
reasoning behind.the decision in each case). .‘Interyiew )
shee't.a are prepared yith selections that reflect the ehoic:s .

and one or two roughly comparable alternatives that apnear in”

oth'er places in the -subjects’ ‘writing. Sub.je“cts read the -

of
the choice 1dent1£{ed) about the reaeoning that led to the‘
preference of one alternative over another, whether t(h_ey
would be_w.illing to subszitute Q,ﬁe. alternative for another,
or 1h¢iﬁde :.ar exclude a ~st:at‘ement- | .

Odell ‘et d"[. believed the discoursecbased interview

helped tap «"the tacit personal ;knowledge that writers bring

to bear on their “writing tasks" (1983, P 222) This is .

Aknowledge degved tcirough repeated experience which can be - -

3
used without writers'® "having to formulate it consciously~

each time they write" (n. 223)., They assumed. that asking

writers to consider glternatives "mignt create a cognitive

dissonance tlhat',,wouil'd enable a writer to become conscious-lpf

. B . Fa
.



- __‘n

_operating under a “"first-draft strat‘egy""a(’rhis will be

e s e e But foAr. now I'l1 just leave ie” (1, p. l): . In the

/_' . - 70

“the tacit knowledge that justified the use of a particular
(

alternative™ (p. 229). »

The researcher planned to identify the choices to be '
- , /S

followed up in the discourae-l?ased interview by coumparing the

text Helen composed durri'&ng the research sessions withk some of

her published work. It was hoped that Helen's explanations -7
of her cholces wouid provide evidence aﬁ:out her comﬁosing - .
that could be\co'mpared tc;'the protocols. qu_.g,yé:. when it |

- '

became cleax; that He}len intended to produce what sh‘e very —

definitely 'thought of aga "first draft” in the composing
sessions and no more, the idea of ‘identifying choices from a
comparison of that text to published work w‘as‘ discarded. The

’ ' . ° -— —

rationale behind. this was that Helen had delayed making final -

decisions on many aspects of her composing because she wasl -

discusse‘d in detail in Chapt_ei‘ IV, Analysis and Discussion of
Results), - Her basis for -a great‘ many of th.e choicés .chgt she
made could well havle been that Ehey wer.e adequa te for a élré:
draft in whicﬁ her goal.vas to get a written record 6( he‘rl
ideas, bu;..théy were all to .be subject to -.r.eview: in
'subqquent c!r;f?s. There ;re man:;r instances .in ﬂthg..ptoto't:.ols
that point to this conclusion. For\examp'le, in the Hr_sot
composing aei_;ion Hgl.e;t stated: ."h'l'ow,, 1'm putting ;:e;sya* e
down t'wi'c'e but wvhen I.go ovér it '11 think.of another word
third s'esalion. Helen remarked: "No I can't get this. Righ‘t*-

. N ',;/
now I'm just going to say . . o+ " (3, pt 13), .-~

oa
e,
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decided to. nndef-tﬂuke

duthor had mgfé“successive’ drafts _of-‘

A}

‘ért i.cles‘

'specifically with revisions.

. csrtainly choices that had been made by the writer Within the

' vslusble role tn~ anelyzing l:hose choices. P R

E ,1981).

_ corrections of | grammar and mechanics sinc.e these were assumed’

";pe‘r.mq.tst iong (es

‘to have been made on the grounds oi‘ correctness and

71

w
"t

strategy also meant that revising could not be _. .
, , .

This

Lol

studied in the same way 8¢ the other processes in composing

By

because Helen, in fsct', was seen to be‘'po tponi.ng many‘ 5

revisions. until a later time:. This meant, in effect, they
"

a sepa'rste revision anflysis. Th

)two of her.

oo o
avai*labl‘e

r

to the resteqrcher. ,Although t'he.‘u }q,

o .

‘~nas not'. designed to .be'usad-. .
e . C)

i.r. was- felt that revisionsv were

discourse bssed incervie'w

Ve .
~ t ot [

The in.terview, ?hercfore, could play a'

[ I y " . " LI a
. .

hody of he~r. te!u:.

Accordingly,,, examplg\s were drawn up by juxtaposing two

L
or more versions of selected parts of the text as they had:'

The writer was asked.."

o

‘r,eyisio:ns N

appee.red,in t‘he, ,yg_r,iter ] revi-sions. ,

w'hi'(:h‘:‘ve"i‘i’i'onl' sh'e preferred snd why. The

rsprese‘nted additions, deletionsy .subsritutigns and
b

+ - .

they are defined by Fsigley and witte.l“ B

Since the srticles hsd been p'ublished gome months.""
N

before. the suthor often could not re'm—e‘mber what her finsl'

Byt x

decision had been and so could Mot mskJ4 er choice on that ' e

basis slone.' 'I’he examples chosen represented stylistic and'

semantic chsnges but . excluded axamples wl}ch aepresented.n‘

‘ . 0
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acceptable form. LT L , . < L 10T
/ \In actuality, the choices idemtifbed for discusuion i:’n v
: K]
\ the digcourse-based interview led the writer to diacuss.'ma‘ny .
. - ) T -
"other.examples of her writing. Thus this interview also '
; ) ‘ . . . o N . - ! . Y . ‘
‘ ' .- contributed to 4 broafer, view of Helen's wor'k’ and ‘-her -,/ 7’ =«
B N ) ' . ] . -t r
o ‘ ~attitudes .toward compos.ing. o — 7 ee R
} S lt was unfortunate that, the thinking- a].oud procoools and ,,:_.
. - ) . w ./' .‘
L, discourse -base 1nterviews could not be used together : to _ .
. . . “'. " = . - : L “ "'
i 5 o obta.in i;;sight 1nt-o Helen‘s composing 1n th-‘ls reaear“c'h' B
E . ‘ s — - .:T . Lt
- '*context- o 'l‘he discours-e ‘based interview did- :Lndeed prove A. K l:" T
R . 4 ‘riéh source of inf_g;—ura‘tioa«qbo{\t her compoaing. 'Most o_f 1!: " P
‘ ) fell out‘side the sc0pe of 'the, present study.' howeyer, an‘d, ’
v, .- ° ~" e 1 . . . ) - . /“'—‘2‘
. L will not 'b e .« LT I :
S e',.pt sented"a\t this time o T . e
o xonomy tﬂat was. used _id conju;\ction wil: the = ; *
e 1Y ! } C . L. . ‘ld'-
AP discodrse- based _,Ln-t'&"rview was destgned ‘ppecifical Yy
‘w-‘ .
. analyze¢/ "the ef-fec o‘f re'vision‘ chaqges on' meaning“ (P, gley
- "and Nittey 1981 p. 401), It was based on "whether ﬁew e - b
- . : ' .
= ’ 1nf r:mation is brought ‘to the text: or w‘hether old inform& ur'\' ”

. 13 t moVed. in such a way that it c?nn/o-t\be recovered through -

wing 1nferences (p..402) Gl'ranges that. do not -bring ne\l

oy ™ ! ’ . v

'information or remove'\'old informatipn were called surfac’
/

v’

. ch,anges ’ while 3hanges that do affect concepts i.n the text O .
. "uere labelled meanihgnchanges ,or' text baoe changes (p. S o
T - A - , T i
,,,: 402).. Surface changes can be of - :wo.,,types. (a) f-ormal 4 !
‘; N ,

_ (GOPY‘Editins OPerﬂtionﬂ).and (b) meaning preaer 1ng (cha 3ea

TN, which day paraphrase the concepta L th text but do not' o
N CEN F . L0 -
= ) . . ' ) - r'y ‘' L N
NSRRI ..‘alter them) Meanlng changea can be (a) microotructure ‘ .
) . I \ i A i 0 . , . 1 R—— ' )
- L x'. ] Lt ' L] - 1 ,7.
o L . v N i ', "‘.'J;
' ' ‘ . ‘. ..r . '@ 4 “ ¢ » b \-’M ¢ =
‘8 . » . I'.“ . 4 o -a R )
., | o N S LR S
3 j . — . O LA ‘ , o RS P
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wr
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_(b)- nacrpitruc:ufe (chanhes

delcripgtve. Categories’?or analypis

(changes that do not :alter the summary or gist of a téxt) and
! R b = . Y . - -

do alter ‘the gist of a '

te‘x_t)-' . - ar ..
) - * ‘ . . § . e
) ’1?e‘researcher chosg the ve%Lsion axonomy for th}s
I ‘,_ - \o . .

study because At provided 1nformation thée complementéd what
'could be learned_through t@e discourae-baaiﬁ,)ntervrew.

uhue the taxornomy could provide insight into what was 'doned

durlng revising and how ic affected the téx:, the diﬁcourse—r

“‘bageg interview %opld probe “the uriter s general pu:poseg.in

. .t . . : - - 4 »
\(evising and .the specific reasons behind selectedfrevisiogse «
. Y ‘ _ .

* 1‘ .. R . ~
vt ’ ’ - 2 & ‘ - . ]

AnaI;ais‘_‘ ) . . . ’ . -

»

;;:Trghspribts of all the"intgrviews and protocols of the ]
s i )

thfnking-iioud tapes bere'brbduced. Revisiong within and .

Qbetween the succesfive drafts of two articles written outside
- .

df the reaearch cont!&t were noted.‘ Analyses were

» .

vere deri%ed from_the

: cog\itive-proc&ss xheory. from Lhe obser¥ations of c3mpo§1ng.

’

,lmdf in the case of revisions, from theTsyﬂtém devised by
Faiglo’ and Hl\te (1931) Jhd the rationalt develofed for the

dilcourne-based Intorview by'Ode;lq?nd ﬁ:swami (1982) and

»0dell et |1.1(1983)o‘ Figure 2 1s a schematic, ropresentatgph

s !
ol the ways 1n which/;q(ormation 3athered in the. research was
v,
used” in nnaly:ing Helen's ¢ mpoaing. N - -
» L0 Cn
R . “‘L -~ .
. C. 3
) i A
{ ¢ .
" . ' a' ?;» ;‘ ¥ g J;;;; ..u . .
H A § v ! .
5.‘5, . a; ) S + \ a;" 'i\
*{J' R - 5 " + &
¢ . ' * -
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.. . preliminary 1nterv1euﬂ,__a—p background report .. '
e . ’.‘ Y -
: i discourse~based ‘interview -
v . R . . Y,
2.+ drafts of book reviews evision taxonomy :
¥ il discourse-based*interview -
. ' Y ’ , revision analysis- i
C e, i ' . i _
't . [ " . ‘ - /
- 3. thinking=aloud protocols cognitive-process theory *
X . ¢ _ ‘ d
A regrospectiJe fnterview . 3 £
. : field notes * 2\ v
\\!L*’ \ C e —1
' text o ,
. ~ discourse-based interview . ‘ ot
. -~ ' o A
‘: bgckgrognd repg){\ 'y ' .
' ' ©_ reylsion analysis ] : .
N ‘l » - . " . ‘ . .
. oo }ﬁh" i ‘ . L . ?ﬁ
- ) . : " Heldn's domposing process #, \
< * i . . 1 . _.
¥ - 4 3 - '- + . . ' - .
- 4.' dHelen's composing process¢——>Literature '
. . ;) ' . ... ) . . . . ..' ' A .
¥ \. ' e .
\ o . ) | ,
! p ' Pigure 2. Schematic representation of, 6 the ways in which
ff ' : binfornation was utilized in ahalyzing Helen's com~.
& posing. .

Figuraﬂz indlc;tea that the central.and‘gzoe'de;gliad
jqnalysf%'wae of Heian'n componing.brocesn. Thin w:s cn{ricd .
_ou't uitﬁih the framework of the cognlttvn-proccll "theotry of .
writi;‘} In this"nalyal; the rauearchar Wtﬂliznd ldzlral'l )

R g
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sources of information.obtained,duriﬁgafhe composing

‘sessions. namely, (a) the thinking aloud protocols, (b) tﬁe

retrospective interviews, (e)- the researcher s1field notes
4’ . ’ e . .
and (d) the text produced by the-writer. 'Additional sources

of information om without the composing sessions, namely,

. (a) a preliminary intézview (b) a discourse-besed intervieu,
N ‘ . ‘a *
(c) drafts of book reviews written by Helen previously and

(d)- the revision taxonomy devised by Faigley and Hilte were

utilized in producing a background repﬁrt and an analysis of

-

- Helen's revisions. fhese two products‘uere then used to.
R -

pJ‘vide more breadth to the analysis of her composing{
. -
finelly. the findings about -Helen's composfng were comp}red

to previous '‘findings about composing in the litersmure. The

fol{fwing parsgraphs provide more detsil about (a) the

L%
analysis of Helen's composing process withi
‘ ) .

¥ it -

the research‘
b

!L sessions, (b) the bagkground report and (c)“t e analysis of

- - . ) -,

L B
revisions- ‘ C

Compofing process..The rhinking-eloud pr'hOCOls vera

analyzed in terms of the 8 c¢ture provided by the cognitive=

'y

process theory, hAll statements which identify cognirive
proeeeees within the composins p;Lce;s were founded upon
inferences which in turn. vare baeed upon Helen 8 protocols.
Quite often th‘.e inferences ware substentieted _by reference
“«to the interviews, the researcher 8 field notes (msde,wh@n

the writer was composing) and the text produced during the
# -

# rescargh sessions. - . . . N

L . . : b
"3 ™. Conslderation of Helen's cqmposing was .divided into

. 3 1
-
* T = -
' 4
. . .
N .
.

I’ -
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: flhree main sections: (a) the writing processes;(b)-goall;//» ) ~

strategi?% and' plfﬁ?’and {c) the context for composing.

¥
Background Teport. Excerpts from the preliminary and
% /;,——"
dis ourse- bssed inrerviews were integrated into a. report fo

vide background for :&e (nalysis Qf composing.'

®

g .
Revisioi analysis. fhe re rcher used the taxonomy

-~

developed by Faigley and Witte to categorike and analyze .
- - . P
revisions made on and between successive drafts of two

-

articles. The tgxonomy extends to the operations fnvolved in

the four typks,of revision changes, but these were not
r, c ., o ! ) ,
. considered. Because text~based r@vision analysis has an - ¥

1

ancilisry;role in this studyl;anilysis’of.selected aspects of
, . ) e ‘

the revisions in 'one arricle~written by Helen are reported.

1
' . ) *

SoTe of the writer 8 revisions wvere then chosen for further

investigation through the discourse based interview in the
manner that has been.described previously. ' . Sy o
\\ "Ihis concludes the discussion *9f the methodology ‘of this '

- study. The snalysis ﬁnd discussion of results follow next..

. . . .
s - v B . ! . [N
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CHAPTER IV / . s T
-7 - /. > ! ".
. ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION/OP, RESULTS. - . L ,
i ) . . S * .
} o o d P { : ] '
X .'rhe analysis and discussion of r Qlta_ will assume the

N L tcructure outlined .in the lay[hapt‘er. Fol'lfowing that, a’
. ’ ¥

section led "Summ\tion and Comparison to the Lit‘erature-
. \ . » . ¢
will COW?lude “the chapté?. e e e e
P ) The evfdence presented ls drawrb from the t,ranscripts— of ’ -
) " Helen's protdcols and interviews. Thg__f.uu t\ran\aqripta are
. . d A "-‘\.\‘ . '
. " 4 not contained in this manuscript but a key to those sources -
" *"quoted is presented next. l T.h R = U
- » ' ‘ ) . . . \\\'
g : / e - ‘ _ S - .
. o \ - Key to Sourtes B ' ’;
’ Source ) ‘. /”S Symbol - Bxa-plé : Bxplanatfofl . '
a * . R . . 1 B
¥ . ' 'Preliminary Interview P, ps. 1 & P're\)\:!.minaty in=- . .
‘ . terylew p. 1wy, - P
) . . . , : . ;. . .
Thinking=aloud Protocols
, : Session 1 .. L oL, s 22 1 Thinkingfgloud
. Session 2 F Y - protocol, seasion 1, . .
Sesuion 3' L3 ‘ pe 22 _ : , ‘ - =
U L Re:ronpecu\ive Interviews ) ‘ L o, . . .
R © Sesaftal , RI © + K3, ppe 22-23 ‘i, Réfro- V.
g "Sesgsion, R2- spective Inter. n
, Senion 3 , - R3, :+ Session 3} pp. 23 C ‘
' -‘Diiconru'-nased ' B ) D, p. 6 : Discourse=
y . lngerview ; ‘based Interview, w
N Field Note®,' , : ' ‘ : .
/ ‘ - © Session ‘Fl _tot pngimted oL b
* %  Session 2 o F2 7 F2 4 ‘Fleld rrb'E’i. Seasion 'f
Session 3 2 - A . . o
- & ] ‘. ‘ ‘ . [ 3 f ] ”; '
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“ ¢ ' Background Leport ' _
P \ ’ . V ’ ' (]

-

'The objective iﬁ'dxawing toge:her'excerpt: from the

[ )

preliminary and discouraevbased 1nterviews was to add depn'.

to the picture of Helen Porter, the wri:er. that would emetge

4"

ftom the agilysis of'her compoaing. .

+

¢
]

Helen’began to call hersqnf a writer “hE' ‘she had her

x E)

= R first piece of work pubfished. ' h ) . ‘

eomnuniéy on the soutﬁ?f‘de of the. harbour in St. 3ohn 's,

I felt a bit gelf= conscigus about it at firet but
with ,the cens%p‘or the voter's 1list 1 stopped
saying housewife. . . It felt as 1f I didn't
"deserve the title for a while but now 1it's just so
natural 1it's the same as saying l'm- a.woman. I
don't have -any hesitation now because I really feel
+ that is what .I am.(P P.9) : . A
. . . i .
In facg& Helen has written+ many magazine articles, book

L Y : - S ' ' .
:eviewer\ifdio plays, poems gnd short stories, a book-length

memoir and  a nOVer Tuhich is as yet unpublished). Her

stories. and poems have appeared in: anthologies' her articles.

many of a light, humoroue natnre. have been pick’? up by

magazines as far away as South Africa and Aultralie. ﬂany_of

her articles gpd meViewa are. writte in respons to

aanignmenta from periodicale, while her .} gse

-~

ries, playe.

1

anq poems are uaually salf- initiated and \neqlieited..

Helen Porter wag hA:n in 1930 on the South Side (a

Newfoundland)‘ e a child she was an avid ruder. "I wu

always freading,” she safd, "1'd have ‘a book on my lllt or 4n

LY
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e o , ~ . Y '
It seemed that as a writer you did a job”and then
you did writing. This was the way I saw everything
like ,painting, music. Everybody did their job and
then they had an twterest. .. .I did try for a job
.one summer_ at the Evening frle ram. I thought 1
wanted to be a reporter then. . « .they just said . .
‘at the Telegram that they didn't hire women: So
"that wés- 1t. You know that didn't even seem
- ' ‘strange. I just said well they don't hire women,
so- 1. just went omn from there.”. This was quite

“ \ '/; © accepted in the forties and fifties. (P, p. 6) °

Y

¥, - .
’ J ) * . Y J
o * . . . . . . B
1 ’ -
L .

While her children tere small Helen wrote very little.

..;?ee writing as .a career, . ‘ .

. . .
r = . . . -

- g p—

We m'oved‘around a 1t. because john, my-husband, wa's

-

- L a teacher. 1 had Very little ‘time. 1 was always.
< tired. All 1 wanted was to-get a good night's
:; R ‘ ’ saleep. ‘1 used-to have things in the back of my
-~ mind about writing and once in a while I'd see a .
- column. . .and I used to think now Hf I could do .
. something like that .that would be great because 1
. - could do it at home you know. "I used.to try to do
I : a cotumn sometimés just for myself to see, what
o= wéuld 1-'write.about and so.on. (P, p. 7) - :
.f. . ’
Wuring this time’ Heleh enrolled in a creati!e uriting
, class."There she rece;wed feedback on h%F work, “We had a
’ B A :
: gdod tegcher who seemed to like ppa; we vwere dging. He was
S - . " B ! P '
C encouraging and talked to us about how to get thipgs’_
published" (P, P 7’.. She'also.met peoble who. were in her
P mosition, trying to get at writing seriouuly having uanted
to do 1t for yearn (P. p. 7). Sote of these peo le have
' ',continued to thia day to serve as a forun for her writing.~
A ”Helen began to sell scripts to CBC radio and to oaarch
' ; dut marketn for her storieu. ‘She 'recalled: ‘"Prom 1935’1
5 :
' ‘started to look at it as something rgllly serious” (P . 1)
- ok et Ly, e “%5;" !Y LA ? .
. . 4 ': . . [ . B
¢ ' . \ ', )
0 . 2 '

-
Y
-
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my deak. « + »When I was supposed to he doirlg something elge
EN

1 would be reading a book that had nothing to do'with school

o2 e

’

in writing and who encoutegeq her to continue. Her father,
= » . "y N " :

*.too, valued her reading and writing; she ‘remembers hinm

f .
wtiting for hig union and reading a lot hims'élf‘. 3“,‘? ‘her

mother was not so supportive perhaps because she 'had five

-

children to care for ‘and would have lii(,ed more help from .

!
Hel_‘n:. "She didn't see the value of it as. much as dad did

b

and she ~ would sometimes cohsider,‘it a waste of time

es'pecial'l'y when she wae tl.:ying to. get me to do anything
' ' - ‘ :

A

e becausge I had no 1nc11nation to do the't‘hings that had to be

- ) . ' N v
3

d’one around the house“ (P, po l.). Her mother's concerna‘were

praématic: "'How are you ever going to manage in 'your own

. . \ i . R . o, 3 . \
. house?" '’ R o - k__,p \

P

Against tha ‘advice of her teachers who wanted her to 'fo i

-—e‘\

t'o un;versity. Helen took a commercial course, then went to

'\

. work at the provincial Justice, depa!tment." Duxjing, \)er free’
" time au wrote poeus a%storias. < ‘ S

Around that time I von a couple of prizee in poetry
contests. . . .It was an honorable mention of 5
. $25.00 both times. So that was the only thing that
~ . ~wvas recognized thdt 'I did. Sometimes I'd send
‘ etorien to places and they'd come back bupI'd be
‘sending them to big American magazines., had no

' ~ '+ {dea of ' what you did, you know, and my stories at
£ ’ that point were just like .everyone elae 8. El'here-

vas nothing original. (P, P 5')

-
A

.Although Helen w.anted to oubliah her work, she. did not

Shes recalled. several teachers v\lh'o"dfei‘:t she -had a talent -

‘
- T J
v

, , N - 79
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Although she had found workdrxa library,the only work Belen
wan:ed was writing.- After a cod?le of years all I could

think ahout was when 1 get enough money 4'11 stay home again
o~ . N . ' ) ' » . L 4 )
unq.uxite all-the time” (P..p, 8). Still, even with a family
and a job, Helen and some of,her'ffiends wrote and sold a lot

[ 4

' of material, especially commentaries and reviews,for CBC

i‘adio:* . i A >

e . We'd be doing things like running down from work in

our lunch hour to record it -and probably write 1t
. . the last thing before we went to bed in the nighe.
’ - "  Things like thet and sometimes staying -in to lunch
, ) at the library and going down to the basement and
. writing things:. 1 actually got more done then tﬁan
g . 0 1 do now. It was really amazing. 1 think you're
: » so enthusiastic when you start that nothing 1is

5\\\3oing to stand in your wayy (P p.-8)
- ' ng ‘at that

Helen explained the impulse behind he& writing at

time: p ‘ kA . ' Lo = e
B r ‘,"’ ' .
I'/ “} .

. I wanted people to know what I knew. Sometimes
things would "hit me, like a revelation and 1
wouldn't be able €o rest until someone else knew 1t »

- ’ 0. Maybe they did anyhow but 1 didn't think.they
vdid. Of course money was a consideration but I
. think money. was the secondaryconsideration. . .But
. now I've been at it for over twenty years so I've -
.8said a lot of the thiﬁﬂﬂ I wanted to s'ay. Sb it's *
* not'so impOttanc to get them outs (P, p. 8) °

. R .
. e ) u" LN

Fw ‘ : ‘
- ‘?ha perceived a thame eommon to- the topics she has
& r
’writtgn about over the last twenty yeara.,‘.' ’
) h . ,,\ W l,' ﬂ' -"ﬂ v R " ‘ . !
. s ' I*vould say that fy .main aubjeet has always been s B

- the !lmih relationships, within the family' of bed’
.tvean a munwand womand who are very close. . . «The"

¢ . . other - thing 1l'Ve afbayn .done 1is humour. making £un:
f . ofthingl.lnpeciallyfadsw (P, p.9)w P -
. . o 4 o« ™
L] . i N .. ' 1 - - v
- - } ' b N v R ‘ )
.‘ ‘ ) !' . . l" :‘.l’ '. L]
Lo £ v ‘ o VI o
WS . ‘ - Ve - . e
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-1t was difficult for Helen to be definfitive about her

s .0 style but she did say this: "It's very personal 1

think. . Jn the sense thkt I'm télling things very much from
-my point of view. But I'm hoping that 1t'li hit somebody
. . . P < ._ A

" else's. 1 mean 1;’9 not just a”mattér'of feeling that’

-~

whatever happens to you 1shimpoftanf" (D..PP; f05'106)

. ‘ Although there are a number of writers she admir s.i
) ’ . \
. Helen qould»most "like to be 11ke" Alice Munro. N )

-1 think 1it's because 'she gets underneath things 8o
fluch, She gets down further than almost anyone
.else can go into-people. She presents it in a .very
‘readable, straightforward fashion. She néver uses
giomicks. . . ‘And another thing I really love.
about her 4is that no matter how bad anyone.is}, *
there's nobody who is absolutely hateful in.every:
regpect. + « You know two things happen when 1-
read something by her. 1 get inspired in the, sense .
that I'd like to be -able to do .things more like she
, does themes But I also get discouraged because 1
think 1'1) never be able to do anyching as good as
that- (P. P ].S) .

-
A

F]

Halen haa written in aeveral genrea. Sonsa and poenms

Ty 4,

come with. relative ease, .but the short stOry,'uhich;>he finds

&

‘ < more difficult. 1s her pYeferred form. -
8 ' . i L] . '.l..
‘ oo hey're hard .to'sell.but that's whete I like =,
c vu.to express myself best, in that: length. ¢+ +The R
L . " Bhort, story is hagd though, harder than an article,, )
- . 7. - 7 - fer 1instagge, because ‘I find atmosphere and -
. ' . de!cri.ptft)n%rd. ‘1 rea have to .work at that, I - o
N T ~can feel m elf workKing at ft. An article 1is -
‘. - “l,gua‘lly just a matter of getting an 1dea. Py P
. R e ey

. 89veral.¢om'menta provided insight into the way Hellen‘
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- works. . For example, she remarked: e
) . . ,
> ¥
LS S . I don!' t do outlines but I certainly take note I
I R
RN |
N
t
4
L 8
-7
b
. .
I
. X
‘r Tk
t ' [ 3
.
ey
’w

editors and other writers, she has developed a stoc

1 find when Iget afew*thinga down on papet then \N A{moet
wi

don't think Ive ever done a short story or an ing
withou{ a few things written down about the ki of
= person‘it is about and every now and.then’ﬂ'thinw
of sdmething else and I'll w e that down. . .1
‘ never sit down and say ''Now I'Ve .got to think-about

' this . charaeter.” No, ,things .can occur ,to me. .
anywhere:. That's why wherever I go I keep a
notebook. (P, p.22) : : B *

- . . .
. . hY

‘Through-her reading, her own. writing and feedback

general writing guidelines and more specific strat . es to

"aid her. For’ 'example, Helen comm‘a‘ad on'the dif iculty of

beginning a new assignment and the apptoach'she takes.
"Anything to put it off, you knou. Well all writers will

tell yOU‘that. _Anything to put off.getting to the
. i .

typeuriter"‘(D. p. 16).‘ To begin she. frequenyiyctties to'

5 .
suspend criticism and just get something down’ on paper to act
& .

T as a stimulus. 0ften she starts with a quotation, "Sometimes

like my Eir’t paragraph and so l can sort of start of h my

secohd paragraph\ The’ beginning is always hard“ (D, ps 18).u.

HeIen is aocustomod to vorking with the constrainta o£

time deadlinea and word 1imits.' While adhering to a word

limit can ‘be. very difficult. Helen alao paw poaitive eFfects‘
\

ty
on hér writing- "You have to make~decisions and it'a good )

v

for’ your work in aqme uays because yOu.end up’, still saying
what you want'to say (D.‘p.-34). Later-she stetedl MIt's

. s C o
nmuing ‘how many words you: can cut. You thinks I can't, 1t



will make no sense, but. 1: doea (D p. 66).
Neverthele;s, the obligation to deliver ‘a specified

produdt at a apécific time j?}&qs her-sqme anxiety and'

creates 8 double bind: si‘ce e anxiety makes the Qrftins_
more difficult to begin-[ I Fo b
. ' . Loe . . - , S b

When I know I've only got time.enough to do it I _
think, oh. my, . imagine f I cah't pull it
S together. . . .Now 1'm - not like that 1f I just say
¥ I'11 write a short story. Then I can get started

because then it doesn't matitere 1 think what's SN

behind it is that if this doepn't work then I don't.
B kn?w what I‘m going to say o theam.” (D, pp. 11=-"
13 . | . e

[

H—’
T

Helen also .spoke . abouE the vays in which ﬁ%r idead

] o originate.' Like - many othef “\iters, Jhe-is a ksen, alert
£

. ' observer.of life, noticing and nding significanca in people
. ‘ . .

and events that many others niss thtzy—eﬁ the bus and

.

- sitting in restauranta have -been t‘f of pér principal soufées‘

. ?f-#deas. -She regticted} . . —_— '

A bus is a place where you're with people but .you, -

e - don't- know them, you don't know their names and you '
L can kind of give them a life because you. don't ]
‘really know them. . . .I remember one day there was :
anold pan: sitting right up 1in front of the bus and
{ he looked ‘out* the window ras we were passing.a = .
%- © | furniture gtore and hé said,to the driver, "Thaths R

. a nice c¢hestetfield suite if anyprne had a4 housl to

: put 4t in." Then.right away, 1 never have wrictten .
about it but you start thinki@g. well has he got a. ‘
.. < -house or what-is £t? This 1s.the kind of thing my o
W " Btories always, come from. (P, p,s.12) . e
; R A I ' c_ : PO \“__.g o - ,
- ) : P " \ﬂ/‘
‘ © -Helen spoke of :he diEficulty of nnkiua enough tinc in

\

1ng: “I think ‘one ofﬂ

[ ) !

’ her life for wr{




“1nvolvement enough.;

am intergatgi in too:many things.” '

+

.Altﬁdugh‘she béligves B

-85

aone'wr#tﬁia'iaoiate thémseivés'gdo‘much.’fo'ihé-dehriﬂénc-df'

;Hﬁir‘ﬁork

AW

she does not thinkishe shwts herself off frOm

The sttucture and seclusion imposed upon

hercuhen ahe has occasionally gone away tgwa u;tters' retreat

#;ve been welcomed respiteu.
LA

¢

ey '
¢ - . Lo
4 . ';v A} ' -

Those were the only times in'my 11fe that I've ever

' had time set aside for writing-and’it really

~worked. 1 did(more in that two weeks both'times’ I

" was..there than I would do. i1 more- than' two monthdﬂ

msypa in Bix months, if I was homé. So, .there. 18"

-something jboutxit and gyou know thg
1

g the
dfiscipline I shou haye. I should be able‘'to’say
tgat when 1'm not 4t the retreat, you know, that

, edery morning I will go in there‘gnfﬂwhether I
think have anything to say of not I've just got
to . sit down and put. the paper 1in. But I really .

haven't worked like th much in my life. It's
either doing it bedayse sonme ng is absolutely
going mad to get oup or 1it's doing it because it
has got to be.in by /a certain.date., But," .th time
At was“T'f here to yrite so I've got to wrl

p. 24) X .

a .
.

e,

her. a reCIUBive li¥e does not. Writing will likely conttnue

'
N

H.len Port r in her intorviows to, eonstruet arn imane of her

‘Thio 8 ¢tion(haa

&

.

. .

-

%Shg gxplained"”

ings that are. 'oing on. - And 'then there's my
family. . . :All those things take you way. .Bugs
then agdin I - fiil there wouldn't be much of a life
gertainly wouldn't want to be the
ﬂito (P. P 19.) o )

Yoy

: - . . g
. s
. . .

B s !

‘..

X albeit a very\4mportaht facet..of_a;ye:y\

¢

'y' ] LT v "li \ ‘ / ¢

rawh'on Eh 1nfofnationlprov1ded by

RS ;,
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N
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EN
N7 backgrOund as.a u-.riter and to provide a b

. Tl which t:o consider the z(alysi's of Wér composin- A .
| .descriptive analysis of. Helen'd composing prodgss fO6llows .’ R
next. - .. . R T T e
> ._n . . ., _..- -7 LY . ~:, ) X ﬁ’ - ;AI’-._“'.‘\ 7“'., ‘,-.
. , . B v . T A
“’ . ; . P ’,. " V - N L) v, .’ . ',:;' » *, ‘”'
N o Composing Process .". .-, _ - " glg ie
.‘ ) . . ‘.~ ) ‘(. o - ° “. "*. ‘, ) N .4..‘ .-...L‘:‘ Ry
. N , " LIS :1.\; ',,_. . “« 4 ) w
o o It has béen difficult to crea;e an adeﬁuate written o Vo
\\_. - Y ™ - - CET 4
s L depic‘tion of Helen's composing‘ Linear,.v uritten*lang,ulgew /)
. A . -— * 2
ca ' prcrvi' s a weak representation of - the conplex interactions- : ..'-.;
within it. Several diagram's ave presented to hb’fp portray QL e,
P .., “ ’ F.l'a" . P oL
— . the dynamic nature of the compobi-ng process lp:-t, of courue.,
‘a - ‘ - - .‘-‘,,
. tme diagrams ate alsq stat ic by nature. While tﬁe\ can \J
J dépict reiation,ships, they cafitnot fully capture the qow)e ent 4
‘ - 1, . N . . ‘.._ ~. . . ‘~, 'n',' TR . Pl “
‘and flow within composing. Lot S .}w'"\v Lo ) o
o - N . T ’t ) “ ‘. ,-”. ..
% - \ During the obsep}ational phase of the atudy l!elen Wo ked LR
A At o, e
Y =2 . .: “.a-_;,
. T in her usual setting. She com‘posed “on _a amall nanusl.’ Sy
3 ! o l -, Y e IR
g v typewriter. sur\.rounded by shelvea and stacks of Hooka. f
) . s [ - I R -i"' TV
. Lt (TS
. noteb0'oks and memordbilia. Tt seemed ea comfcrrtable. ‘_.~'r,‘.
" \ . } ’ . ' K '~ - : S~ ‘” ¥ g ot * . B B4
. persor:alized work. envirbnmen‘t'. ' w:lthin the thr.ae se'hliOns,\ ’__,0 2
' ‘_Helen made revisions to hef te:tt' on t#‘e typ’ewriter.. v sha ',\.
I 'y t .1. ‘., I
C apotte somethin}\ that she wanted to cha*ngq atter shs had SRR
. d tﬁhe papar from the typvriier.. she wrota .on fhe draft . ' L
‘us W : ! .o ' M
" . ¢ T
. “ n pen. . The setna patthrn waa obsdrved in the drm!ta of N
e e r ) N £t R R b ""J Lo~
T , »- . - . ’ N g
Ly L .a‘rtlicles that wer’e cbmpleted'mut o.f the resasrch sdtting qu g
v . ,- K .
\ Lo made avnilable to the reuarmher. L :w ' -'-'. T ',‘:’-"
, ) , ’ I u. - i .o !_ i |‘ X . .
' } . Tﬁ"e analysis of Halen q cqnpoging q‘!ll bs dividcd 1nto it
l' " ‘L * |, } 'J. M - s I o A
3 ' y v " - SN " R { w :“v '-"' '- = r"‘“
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:tk}ge‘settionsE (a) the writing processes,  (b) goals,

Pa

. strategies and plans and (c) the cantext for composing. This

. sessions were th}t,eacﬁ one differed from the others in terms

- —"

division is adopted fo}lclarity and ease of presentation. It

does not ininate that Helen's.composipg-uasﬁpivided into

AN .
A i
disCrete segskents. i - a

——

——
- N

The Writing Processes

\Y; ' ' P P

. N . . \. .
The fesggr&her's initialimpressions of the composing

¥ '

~

~“‘“\wof‘thadba{farnsrof“prpcesses that predominated but all

N

. ses¥Tons ‘were similar in that (a) all;procegseq,préQLcted by -

the cognitive process model vere ﬁpparent in each quhlon.
. . " IS ‘ i
(b) processes recurred within sessions and (c) processes

of ten assumed hiérarchial and embedded structures.

.

The relationships ‘of the writing processes were

’

considered in each session individually,ibut it is indicated

.
'

when the characteristics of the re aviohshlpg transcend

"sessions. "’
"~

’

. i - 3 v
Ffret session. The reseatqher's initial {mpression was

A . - . \ ¢ .
that Helen had thought beforehand abbut what her topic,

1

\\\audience and even) her first few lines ' of text would be.

S ! '
After collecting/wome information from source books, she

appeared to move directly to :ranplating her ideas 1into text.
»’ . L. ’ . L .
» This cbacepttop of the session was borne out in the

analysig of the prétocols and field notes. Figure 3 is a

.
- .

schematic representaéibn of the relationships of the
)

processes which uefe in evfdence during session one. The

-\\

-
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rectangle repfehents the t(;Z and "space” occupled by the B

o

* tcomposing session. The relative size of components within -

.. "
the rectangle is meant to indicate their relative rmﬁortance

" (of the relativeé?pace“ they occupied) during thé session.
Qvenlapping of circles indicates overlapping of the processes

whereas the connection of one circle to another by arrows SN

indicates an insertion of one cpmplet’ed"prpcess into an’
] &
. iy - ‘ ~
ongoing process., R _ . . . , ‘ : T~

Plgure'3 <L R

[ Translate -

- : ' _ \

. Pigure 3. Schematic representation of the relationships
among the writing processes within the first
composing session. .

~

4 ‘\_ : + . \
Helen's commeni's showed that she had a topic and title

in mind when she sat down but was/unaure whether she h'ad
H ’ !l “w- -

- -



t el

. Ingga later

enough information.-to "carry 1
. 3 -

interview, Helen remarked "All I had really was the idea of

-

cats being maligned and I didn't Ynow where I was going from

P

there" (R2, p. 5). She spent ap roximatgiy fifteen minutes”

searching source book for uotations about cats, and

-

commented: a;lfdon't always ‘do this. Sometimes 1 have enough
'+ N . . - . &

An—my original notes or in my head” (Fl). ~ ) i

' . . T . ) . L

X Close inspection of the protocolsand field notes showed
- . ¢ : 4 - ' ¥

‘ th@f/dfter this Helen had little additional’yneed to generate

\ -

information. Most_of‘ﬁér’fihe was spent moving between

R . ' - » -
pPlanning and translating. For example, Helen spoke as she

typed:

L4

I 1liked Michelle'’s little verse, perhaps because.l
like Michelle and I also like cats. So does she,
obviously. Now, I'm just trying to lead into the
next paragraph which 1is always hard.' {pause) Uhm.
I1'mKind of connecting Michelle up with the cats
here for a minute.g Uhm, "dhm [cleared her throat].
Now ‘uh [pausé) I've got to try to get into this bit
about, uh, a lot of 'people like cats and a lot of
people don't like them or didn't like them at
legst, because almost everything, almost every
quotation you find about a cat 1s not
complementary. Uh [pause] I could put -im—something
about, uh, Elliot's book, uh, about cats and, uh,
the play, musical, that's been made from 1t. (1,
PPs 2=3) ., . :

i
R » .
Thete were also a few instances of evaluation and thre®™

brief periods of review. 'The folfowfng 15 Ane a@hmple:
"Now, ok@j“so I've got, uh. that's spell?& wrong. fHelen
altered a speiling and read'from‘her text). , Cat-ltke or
feline, %hich sounds okay, and_slyl; malicious, which

doesn't., Uh, tﬁat's okay because, uh it's a good contrast,

G

]

-\
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~uh, uh, now let me see. . " (l, p. 6).

Intugtlvely. one might expect that a writer might spend
some timesinitially in planning about the topic, for example

making téntative decfsions-about hoﬁ,to define it and how to
; _ A

proceed to de;giOp it. \Qflgn's conmposing made it clear .that

this type of planning hédwbgen &oné, but it is not pfésent in

the protocol because she .had thaugh;'dbodt.her.topié_qnd made

initial, general plans for it before- the session. Within the
. + - ’ . N . r\ v

P \ : » ' ‘
session she'|was able to ‘move quickly to translating and

- -

planning that was related }o the moment.ﬁy.mOment prdduction

of text. o - ; : ’
Iq the interviews after aﬁmposing,.ﬂelen indicat;d that

1

the amount of informal ylahping!pgfore "sitting down to -

write” can vary greatly. At times, there 1s a lot more, than
was indicated here. She contrasted ébmposﬂij tWis pieée to
~ 4

onég that hawve been running'through'h;;“pind for months.
These are “"things 1 have,réglgy_wanted to write"” and come

YOver that time, goals, plans,

h

"really easily” (R2, p. 4).
’ . * . '

P

eveﬁ apecific.informa;ion may ﬁave.been.developed, evaluated

, » .
and refined and.translated into some form on’paper. These

.could be seen as instances of the entire compasing process

‘being embédded within planning.

&

Second ‘session. On first view, planning~jplans about

what to say, how to organiie and how to compose) and

t;ahslating appeared t6 predominate ‘in the second composing
l ! U ~ ' .

seasion, Anélygis'of the protocol suggested thay‘this

*

R g

o
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impression was sound and supplied detail to f1{ll it owut. ;

Figure 4—1is a schematic representation of the relation?ﬁ*%% ’
among processes evident in session two. ) : .
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Helen *began by.Feviewdng what she had written in.the

first session, making several revisiops that changed wording

XN | I
but maintaine? the meaning of \the original drafh Between
R v
sessions one and two Helen had noted a number of Ldeas she
1M 1 . *

wadted to follow up and had listed'quotationa'and definitions

éhe want&d.to utilize. In anaIyzing‘hér‘codpdsin

re

--plans for her writing. : - RS ,i_-.3*3

1 1 e

- o There were. twd apparently opposing forces at work here:

On the one hand, Helen felt ‘that - she should wor¥ on all *-
. 3spécts of composing the article within the reseatch sessldn

1

* S
but, on tge other handy7the ideas that came to her (“pushing

-

at me") were not governed by the timing of ‘the observed oo
' / © w

v com*osing sessions (R2, p. 16) and so could occur to her when

1

she wdas alone. After reviewing what she had written in the’ :

first sitting Helen remarked, "Now I didn't touch any§h1n8 S

~

.—= but I did take notes.” She laughed, "I don't know 1f that's
allowed. I had to write things down, you know,'béqause.~t |
that's the way 1 write" (2, ps» 2). ‘ ' éL__,q_l,‘

After this meeti;g Helen dommented: ':Hhen } got somd of "
these ideaa I could have dohe them in the plece id;TEBﬂ\Qj\; 3
S “ -~
.Just writing them down in notes the way 1 did" (R2, p. 26). oo

»

This indicated that under different circumstances Helen may

d .
have translated theae directly into text. But within this R

]
task' environment Helen referred to- her notes and to the text
she had already written to orient herself within her

\ .
k]
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- composing task.

She said: T

.-

94

Helen's next commen?ﬁfsuggested planning operations.

4

-

So what I've got to decide now 1s ho m I going'to
start, what do I do next? [ ause] qd I think 1'l1
g0 into the bit about seals [ of her notes
between sessions concerned seals] I think that's

*  what I'll try. Now, number my page, put my name on

. e s
- .

2

3

{

appeared to be getting very difficult, She said-" ‘l‘hete 8 »

types of plegning, She commented: @
’ - \ * 0 .

-~

_more than one way [pause].

‘top, ,get me going [types]. And I ended [looks back

at text]. Okay, %o I've got to start a new’
~ paragraph. .Uh. . (2 « 5) e

A

-

>

T ‘ *
I think I'l1l just uh), he uh, I don't think there's

one [a quotation] there about a cat house., I just,

-see now I'll look it up in the dictionary cause I'd

really like to use that, could be there, I'dq like
to use that ' in refeyence to the aeal too.

[Consults dictionary). I don't really know where-

I'm going with this yet. Hope it will come 1in
time. Just a mattér of getting everything down and
then once 1.get the first draft made I'll see if
it's going to work out or not. . [Still consulting
dictionary) Cat [pause) it's not there, 80 1'11
have to make one up.: (2, pp. 10-11)

——a——
+ e

-
.

\ .
When she appdared to reach a point where she

' This led go translatdng interspersed'with evaluating and some.

-y g o —

editing.w-kt one point the translating slowed down apd/

There's more than one way to
swing a seal, 'or [pause], let's see, uh, uh [pause] he
-,[panse] uh, uW'(i,‘p.IO). Then Helen's comments began to

reflect the generating process interspersed with several

had:

-sufficient accessible knowledge to proceed, tran&lating

“f' . became predominant and remained that way for the rest of: the

0 l ot '
. .
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composing session. Other processes intervened frequently,

but Helen always returned to tﬁanslating. Of the processes

that interrupted translating, planning was foremost but there
. ‘ ‘ .
were also numerous instances of evaluating, revising ™hd

f
{

generating. These findings agrbed~wltﬁ;uhat ohe would eXpect
— P T ' . J ' . LY - A )
intuitively.: -The article wasjwell underway at the start of

3

®his second ses3ton; the\writek'e goals were to translate her
ideas into text. The £ lloYing excetpt from the second

protocol 111ustrated the n&ture of Helen 8 composing at this

;time. In ‘the midst of translating, Helen asked herself,
v, -
Now. ‘what am I going to do? One of those days 1'n
goling to do a study orl,l uh, how cats come to be
scapegoats, if you'll pardon the metaphor, mix my
metaphor. One of those days [types] on [types] how
such innocent creatures as cats- -came to be
scapegoats, 1if you'll pardon t-he mixed metaphor,
and for, uh, scapegoats, got to be scapegoats. for
something_e;se, scépegohts. I think I'11l just say
in all the situations 1I' Ve mentioned and dozens of
others. Uh [pause]. Perhaps [pause]. Let me see;
have 1 got anything he [consults her notes].
Perhaps cats like womenf[pause] have been victinms
[pause] of uh [typing] have been victims of other
Peoplé's [pause, indistinguishable murmur] of. uh,
-false, been victim .0of [pause] let me see, can't say
false myth, I suppose because a myth is false 18~
[pause] far as I can se¢ [looks up definition of
myth and reads it out] luhm, 80 I could'probably
saybl think I'll put fallse myths anyway and I can
charnge 1t after -because it doesn't seem to
necessarily say here that myths are false, [types])
false myths, false myths, uhm developed over the
years? by people who don't know, developed
tﬁroughout history by people who don't know what
Pey re talking about and, uhm, don't attempt to

find out, and. make no atﬂempt [types]. (2, pp. 18- !
21) : |

Lo

When Helen reached the point where she had utilized all

»
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the information she had amassed, she stopped and stated:
“Yeah I think that's about all I can do now. I'm sort of
getting 1into sometﬁing else and I really haven't thought

about it yet™ (2, p. 26), It seemed that Helen needed to
N

generate ideds about what she would say and how she would

proceed but she was tpo tired to proceed at that time.
. . .

Third sesaion- - The researcher s impréssibn of the third.

session was thgt the process was. charncterizéd by a lengthy

RS e |
c review followed mainly by extended translating of ideas into
text. Analysis\of the protocols again confirmed this basic
! | “ .
' . impressfon andl added details to augment it.: Figure 5

\ represents the relatfonships dmong processes evident in-

session three, as based on this analysis;

e e o =



Fligure 5

Review

,"

Figure 5. Schematic represenE§Cion of the ﬂélattonshipa
among the writing processes within the third
composing session. '

* 3

i

Helen began with an extendea review which covgred the
text she had written in the two previous sessionP. Other
processes were eqﬁedded within the review, making 1t unlike.
-whaF would be expected from a linear model of cgmposing.'
Indeed, the review appeared to be-a microcosm of the entlre‘
coqposing procesa'since the comments that were interspersed

'with the reading.of the text were indicative of most of the

elements of composing: generating, revisiﬁj. translating,
' ‘ v oL .
organizing, evaluating and planning. This réview provided an

illustration of two wentral features of the cognitive-process



\
[

model:_ (a) the deployment of cognitive processes is directed
~ .

-

by the writer's goal(s) and (b) the cognitive processes
‘ 1

within composing often assume an embedded structure. ‘At

other times Helen appeared to utilize the same pfocesses 4“

different relationships add to different ends. ) \

l\'

~The following excerpts from the third protocol

111uatrated how some of the writing processes were marshalled

by Helen for the’ purposes of review. After reading onel

section of her,text in which she had taken some of the
. . |
negative sayings that are made about cats and ascribed themn

. A 4
to seals, Helen commented:

. - . B -

Well now, I'm changing that because that was what I
found when I looked it up, but, uh, my friend .just
said 1it's more common to say "there's more than one
way to skin a cat” and that's what I'm going to
use. There § more than one way, it's not ia the
“quotations but it's often said there's more than
one way to skin a seal. (3, p. 3) -

. . % . ] 1

b

N . , <
Later .in the review, Helen asked herself: ' %’

@ . ;
% now what am 1 going to do with that? Rillinga ,
-seai by choking her with cream? So maybe I need '
that after all. Uhm. Wait now, ulim. More than T
“one. Yeah. I think I'll just change it to more ‘
than one way to skin a seal. Wait now, though. 1
like that "cream" bit there. So -perhaps I'11l, I'll
leave that in. More ways of killing a seal than
choking+her with cream. I'll leave that in so then
I'11 put a little stet mark there to show that I
want to leave that in. (3, pp. 5-6) - . T

In the rest of the protocol there were many instances of

\

planning and of translating (some of which were,extended).

I
Translating was frequently interrupted by planning and by

- t ’
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evaluating. The following are so me statementg whtch.evfﬁied

A [}
plans’ and which are representative of planning statements ln*\

-all threé sessiohs' "L've got to carry 6n from there* (3 Pné\*
9)./’ﬁ&st check that QB pel12), “Now I'n just going to say

&
(3\, p. 13), "1'id probabl) change that after,” (3, 5. 13Dy,

-——

"T111. just make it two [examplesl, ‘thete. doesn t always have
’ — e '
to be three (3, p. 2@) Statements such as those uhich

j o
follow‘yere taken to furnish evidemce of. evaluation.

Inp ! > - ' ."..

AThere g rone too many" (3..p. 8), "I can"t get this ra&ht{
(3, p. 3),'"1 need ant}djectime there” (3, w' 18). The
following comment was 1ntbrpreted as a c0mbinatlon of an a‘
{ evaluative statemgnt and.a'proceas plan:  “Now shis s pretty
mean but‘I}Il put it ln anyway and then take {t odtraﬁter"

(3,. p." 18). S | : - .

- - -
& -

A * ' £ . * o

Near the end of the session the?e~wa% a seeond inatance

‘of reviewingi this one of much shorter dugation fhan the

firgg, - It began with a.written planning statement in which

"‘ e

Helen made a note to herselfto try to work another quobatipn

. \ .

into the text-later. Then she contirfued: “Oh, maybe I can

get 1t in there now, Waig, I'll just put it ub here” (3, p.
a . i N -

23). She followed these stateme(?r with a sequence of
i ' . e
[
trapslkting. But this .epfsode in its entirfgy repreeente% qﬂ\

revision because the text produce@,wis‘then quicklye
B A

into the existing text. Once .again
: : K

integrated by .t¥e write

~

[

-
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.tomfurther d specific goal.
‘t%“ Helen concluded, with a rhetorical plan in the form of a

S

%ﬁ note to herself which she would implement when she returned .

rf ' phece
to work on a second draft of the article.

"

b4
In this session as well as in the two previous sessions

- 14

the w;iier's process of translating her ideas and knowledge

into ﬁ;itten.fext was ifteresting to analyze since 1t showed
considerable var&ebiiit Fef exaﬁple,-in 4ll three

.-E:EBiehs, inscanced’df&ranslating varied in the extent tbo

which- there wasnevideﬁe&4Li- (a) reviewing. evaluating and

revis ng . interrugting the ' translating process and (b)

«’”?EUising or reformulating on a verd evel within the
- ‘ \ J/AJ‘\

v -
tggnslating process. In the instanceés in which reviewing and
" evaluating interrupted'ﬁhe trwnslatiné procese the writer
stopped translating to reconsider what she had done.

Sometimes written revisions followed, often they did not. 1In

—_

otfier Lastances Heken did not appear to stop translating to
review what she had written but she was observed trfing out

different wordings as sherwas translating. In these

» J - i

. . Vd
v.instances the process of making changes was more aptly termed
. " 4

reformulation than revision since the changeg occurred "in

ptucesm on a verbal level. They were usually not
i-
accompanied by evaluative statements and did not, 1a this

eaea&cher 8 opinionwﬁfeﬁresent an interruption of the
lrﬁansiatiq; preceas. Reformulating appeared to vary 1in
‘Qrequency with the degree of difficulty the driter found in
getting h;r ideas "down" and may also be a featugg of her

»



101
“ —

F g
particular composing style. - . -

There were many. eiamblbs.in which translating did not

- proceed ip a straight line forward and fnvolved verbal
reforgy{:::ons but no evaluation or written revisfns. Thé

, following might bé'typiéal examplfs. The first is drawn from

the second protocol. -t o

. . 4

Uhm. Killing a geal by choking her with cream.
They'd. say that's even more inhumane than the way,
killing seals by.choking them with cregm, they'd
say that's even more humane, more inhumane or less
humane, less humane. than the way they kill them
now. (2, Pe 12) -

LY

. This next excergt is from the third protocol and comes from

tﬁe beginning of a long perisd of translating.

-

. Some, some researchers, uh, some researchers uh
, maintained, uh, that the fear of women, that the
male, the male fear of women, of women is based on,
. uhm, i{s based on, uhm, woman's mysterious menstral’
. - cycle, mysterious moon-dominated menstral cycle and
the vh, and, uh, the mystery of the birth process
itgself, self. Some uh, wait now. Feminists and "
othegs have uh, feminists and others, uhs Some, a
few feminists. A few feminists and others, uh,
feel, feel that the fear is based on jealousy, this
fear. (3, pp. 9-10) | .

Here again! there was consideerle reformulating but no

written revision. *
] . * !
Often it would be necessary to observe the "writer

-

composing or have a copy of the text ﬁroduced to compare with

an audiotape or transcript in order to distinguish written

S

rgvlaions from reformulations. This exaople 1s from the

second protocol and contains both verbal reformulation and
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written revisipn, as well as evaluation and planning.

LY

Now let me see, the reaction to (pause) such
statements if they applied to seals would be good,

' would/surely ‘é good enough for an extra for a few
extra millions in contributions uhm reaction,
reaction, reaction to statements, statements (sigh)
such as those above (pause) that's not very good

ff but I'll put it in for now. I think I can put
careful manipulation of (humming) statements,_and

like those above instead of such as those above,.
uhm, would surely be good for a few extra million,
millions in donations from seal lovers the world
O!er. (2, PP 17‘18)

. .

In this example Helen revised "reactions to" to "careful

maqipulation.;f“ and "such as” to "léke',on a u?itten level.
The ‘sentence whiTh she left within the text,Téad: "Careful
manipulation of statements 1iﬁe those above would surely be
good for a few extra millions in donafions from seal lovers
the world over."” |

At'othéﬁ times, Iin the midst of translating, Helen
evaluated what she said and made plans to reevaluate It
_later. This was all in a verbal level and would not appear’
at all in the texﬂ; An example from the third pr6t0c01 would
be: ' . f

I can't get this right now. I'm jJ:t going to say

“to glve the comfort and to, to provide the

._ctom. « Jto provide the comfort of another living
\creatlre in the house, uh, I'll probably change

that after, (pause) living creature in the house.
(3, p. 13)
These examples were provided to give some indication of

the flavour of Helen's translating as well as an idea of the
M ;
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subleties of composing that never appear in a written draft.

Summation. Flower and Hayeé (198la) stated:

A process that 1s hierarchial and admits many

embedded sub-processes is powerful because LIt is

flexible: it lets the writer do a great deal with

only a few relatively simple processes - the basic

ones being plan, translate and review. (Flower and
. Hayes,.198la, p. 378)

A
This statement <sums up the elements of Helen's composing

(as they were inferred from her pRotocor;) in the three

comﬁosing sessions. Rer uririhg prqcéases did appear to
assume a variety qf-hieratchiczl.and emBédded arrangéments

within a flexible framework. The most striking feature was

the flé&ibglity, which was achfgved through th; ways in which
the three basic writing processes and their Qub-proc{ssés
vere deployed. While the numbers of processes involved In
writing were not large, thelr permutation; and ;d;binatlons
were. In fact, Helen exerci@ed considerable latitude in how

she marshalled the wrltlng,pro%esses.

This latfitude highlights the dynamics of composing,

which, 1in this investigator's opinfon, is where a vqry“

effective emghasis in stddying composing lies. From the-

Y ]
analysis of Heglen's composing over three sessions, it was

. ‘

obvious that a writing process cannot be assigned to any one

trmé, place or purpose in composing. The sessions were

marked by an ebb and .flow movement; processes in various
n

combinations came into and faded out of prominence over the

course of each session.
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LY

%he observation of this type of movement leads to the
question of whether there wag direction for the movement, and
1f so, "who turned the wheel?” Although'the discussion in
the section which follows on Goa;s, Strategies and Plans will
-~ deal with the issue of direction,in detail, it can be stated
simply that the movement was directed and the conciyéﬂof th;
monitor as a "writing st}ategisb whigh determines when the

",

writer moves from one process to the next" (Flower and Hayes,

.

1981la, p. 374) was a useful oné‘fo?\gndersfanding where the ’
direction originated. It is -important to remember ﬁOWevgr,
. - ' AL T T o . : ‘ )

that with a competent writer like Helen, who could call upon

a'wealéh of writing plans and experiences;lmuchiof this

H .
direction would be unconscioys and instantaneous, proc€eding

on several levels or in several directions simultaneously.

The three sessions -that have been dedcribed .were
separ$ted over time, but they were all directed by the same
goals and strategles towar& the production of one pieée of
text. Thus the three are parﬁlof a whole. Each session aust
' 'bd seen in relationshiﬁ to the ogivbeforg becau;e.it vas
evident that Helen proceeded egchstime in view of what she-
had already done. This was as true for the first session as
for the third. Helep began the first session by geng;atidg
information for her article. But she did, this within the
purview oftheglobalplansshehadform;d.inher mindbefmre
fhf session. | .

The review with ghich session two began was an obvipus

link back to session one. ., But thisisession:yas also
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prediéated on the plans and information.H;Ien had generaFed
beéween the sessions. Session three began with a iarge-scale
review which iiigted this session back to the two previous
sessions. Helen based the moment to moment plans which
guided the completion of the draft squarely upon. what
hap;enedain that review. Reviewing was probably’ mdte -
prominent in this Eomposing than it would have Héén if the
article had .been composed over a hhgrteF period of giqe; ‘But
then it could»also‘be said thp{ érénslatinglgight have
pre&entgﬁ-moré difficuifies if fhe fopié chosen had been
highly agstract. “What this po}nts up, of course, 1is that the ’
deployment of the yriting processes w;s affected sy various
elements qf the context for composing.'«The sessions can.be
described as }hey occgrred, but one cannot Say they would be
the same in o;her circumstances, (Some of the circumstances
which may have”i%fgcted the composing in these research
sesslons are discussed in a later section under The Coptext
for Composiﬁg), - ' .

At this point so;g obaervationq about each of the aaic::

writing processes will be pfesented} beginqing wit the

process of reviewiﬁg. The periods of reviewing,

-«
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In the courss_giaghese sessions, reviewing could be seen
!bot‘h as a way of 1n1't1ating a new sawslon by providim;g a link
with the past—awmd as a process triggered in the midst of
translating or planning.‘ In both instanczd, reviewing could

help refresh the writer's mind about what she had already

done, provide an opportunity to reevaluate it, and help

. i

: . -
direct her toward what to do next. Smith (1982) noted:
“"What 18 writtén (or revised) becomes 1in _effect new

information to the writer, a new basis for reflection” (p»

T 104). This 1s .accomplished,,” in large part, through review.

Hayes and Flower (1983) remarked on the fendrmous new

constraints” (p. 209) tﬁét can be Ilnheérent 15 translating
notions, ideas or structJred knowledg; into written lgnguaéé.
It 15 1ikely that the ease of translating would be affected
by the accessibilit; of the writer's knowledge, her command
of the convenfionb of the English language and the clarity- of
her plans and goals. Helen 1s an experienqgﬁ writer and EEZ.

L +

conventions presented no broblems. But fluétuations in the

—

- . L4
difficulty of translating (shown by fluctuations in the

amount of “verbal reformulation it contained) could be traced
. ’ 8 .

to her knowledge and plans.. Thus there were times when she

was seen to be struggling with problems of creating coherent
1

'te}t from her. store of ideas and her new information as well

as some times when the process of tailoring her writing to

her goal and plans (as evidenced by her evaluative comments)
- -—
pregented c¢onstraints. : R

-

The writing process that is most difffcult to discugs is

106
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planning. In terms of the cognitlve-pro;eas model, planning
15 one of the three basic writing processes (planning,
translating and reviewing) under the direction of the.
ﬁonitor. At the same time, fhe goals, strategies and plans_
formed through the playning proceés driv; the entire
composing'précess, including, of course, translating and
Lreviewing.- Iﬁtuitivei;z it would seem that the monftdF woulq
alsa operate undﬁr.the'umbfella of the writer's pgoals,
'strqtegies.gnd plans. o

Certainly %l?nping was an integral part of Helen's

composing In all séssions, before session one and between
: : ] .

sessions one and two. Planning occqrred on several levels.

First, it proceeded at an immediate, local level to gulde

moment by moment composing; these plans arose as necded, were

inmplemented and faded away. - Second, strategles (broader

plans of long standing) were drawn from Helen's store of

\ ‘ —

knowledge;xthese pervaded the three sessions. Third, a top-
level goal was set in planning pri;t to composing and it Qaa
evident that Hélen k;pt it inimind.throughout her,chpoéipg
sessio#s. She planned and translated in %ight of hgr goaf
and reviewed her text in its.terms; This goal, and to a
lesser extenf, the strategies she calléd-on, assumed a
;upetorAInate position and alf other éspects sf composing

were filteted through them.

There were several very clear instances in the protocols

.of a linear relationship between planning and translating..

P
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One obvious example occurred in the first session, in which

[
T

~,”-~;*" Helen utilized the 'plans she had made before the session
e H began to direct her gearch for information and her writing of
AN - B
A the first lines of text. There were also many instances 1in °

H

which planning was embedded witpin other processes, such as
reviewing, ;nd othérg in‘which it was related to evaluating,
generating and ifansl;ttng:in a variet§ of ways.

; - R Taken.togéther, these three sessions r;pnesented the
composing of the first draft §f Helen's a;tic;é, "Cats".

While the description that has been provided indicated what

occurred, it has skirted qﬁestions of why 1t occufred and

L, camewmees wmommem aviesseses

what provided“the'difect{on for composing. These issues will

be addressed in detail in the following section.

Goals, Strategies and Plans

e — e ——

.During the three research sessions Helen worked on an

\ .'°hfzfcie thch she called "Cats”. Helen 1nd1ca;;d that she
.waf taking ué a real writing task (as opposed to Wwriting
Ve something to which she had no commitment beyond the research
‘context). She followed up an idea that had‘been with her for

gsome time to write an article on some of the common negative

; - sayings about cats. She intended to submit the article to
the Geekend edition of a national newspaper for publicntionf
ThrOughout Helen's composing, the 1n1tiat1qp;of processes and

” N

movement between them (again, as‘inferrLd from Helen's

\ -

protocols and comments after composing) appeared to be

purposeful, y"ithin the research context, her composing

e -

¢
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appearaed to be directed by fgrces operating on three levels.
"~ —--~These have been labelled {¥)_goals, (b) strategies and (c)

—

1 plans to differentiate then.
First, and on the broadest level, it could be said that
Helen's composing was Iinitiated and propelled by thé
e encompassing goal of producing a_marketable article, that did
not require extens}ve reseaJcp anﬂ was short enouéh‘to be
v completed in the fi;st,dqut‘withdn'the tegearqh confexte .. . ..:
This go;l encompasse& the Fﬁetoric&l‘problem as the wr1t€;~ﬂ~_7—_—i.
defined 1t and had be@n.esfqb;isﬁed &y the wfite; befgpe“the.'
first composing session began. As cémposing progressed, ‘the
goal 'was modified and refined in a tentative manner in terms
of purpose, tone %pd audieﬁce. Second, on a nore immediate
level,..Helen's composing was direited by a "first’ draft

strategy" which remained in effect throughout the composing

sessions. This gtrategy placed prlority on generating a
large numbér of ‘1deas related to the chpwén topic and
translating them into gramﬁatical form. This was done on‘tgq
implicit understanding ;hat a tighter focus woJld be
developed and the translation into written language would be
refined on successive drafts. Third, the composing was
guided moment by moment by many instances of planning about
what to say, how tb organizeiinformation and‘how to go about
the detailed acfions\of éomposiqg. ‘These plans were of short
duration. As one was implemented, new ones were generated ,

!
and put into effect. =

. ’ One can look at the goals, strategies‘and plans that-

'
i
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Helen set for herself andye their interactive effects with
other factors in. the task environment by examining her
protocols and interviews. In the view of the cognitive-
process theory the writer's goals, strategies and plans'are
of crucial im‘po.rtance in composing since "511 those forces
which might '/gu1de' compo&ng, such as the rhetorical
situgtion. ._one's knowledge, the genre, etc. are mediated

through-the g6als, plans and criteria for the evaluation of

dié;ouree actually set up by the writé_r" (Flower and Hayes,

1981la, p. 379).

Goals. ., There Beemed to be thre; definitive ele;nents to
the goal Helen established for her composing. These were:
(a) to write a marketable article, (b) to fulfill her promise

to take part in. this study and (c) to avoid a long-term

commitment to the research. Helen drew on Her knowledge of

. markets, her experience in writing .articles and her
’%might entall in

pérceptions of what the research conte
particularizing her goal so that it assumed the more tangible
form‘of a "short", "light article”, that would eXamine some
common negative att:tudea toward cats, for the audiehce. of a
national newspaper or general interest periodical--

Because ll_c_al’en did not want to commi'c her lifnned writing
time to the research p.roject over the long ternm anci because
she was uncertain howbthinking aloud a‘nd the presence of the

researcher would affect her composing, she chose to write a

. ¥
piece which she.had no obligation to deliver to anyone, which

110
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took a form she kneu‘well and which required only a short

time for research and writing. -
T e .
* The ﬁollowinﬁ@juotamion from the second retrospective
. ,5‘- s
. o
interview provideﬁfr’glidpse of the body of knowledge and,

experience on which Helén drew in giving her goal a tangible

«

form. %he stated that this was "a 1000 word article” and-

continued:’
-

-

- 1 woyld never write 2000 words on something like
this. It would get too much for the subject unless
you were doipgg a studied ptece where you had
researched it and where you found out about how all
this 'start'ed. Then it would be more 1like an

2» academic paper. (R2, p. 25) N

Helen reflected back over her ﬁomposing after the

completion of the third session:

What I wanted was just an innocent little article
about cats. . + I wanted something pretty light
tooe And I'm still trying to keep the light touch
but {t's turned a little heavier than I intended it
to b ut .this 1is not the only time this has
happerredf with me. (R3, - -pp., 8-9)

Thi-s last example 1illustrated .two other EEEEers\of ﬁelen'a
goal-setting that_weré reflected in the .protocols and
interview%: a) Helen monitored her goal throughout her
composing and b) she permitted some flexibility In her goal-
setting, allowing her aimsigo change gradually as her ideas
developed in writing. These wili be discussed in more detail
in the paragraphas which follow.
.

It was apparent in all of Helen's protocols that/she

evaluated her composing in terms of her criteria for what was

L]

-
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appropriate in the "light article” she had set out td write.
For example, in the first protocol, Helen said, "but I've

got to try to keep it light” (1, p. 5), "better not get too

-

“gserious” (1, p. 8), "probably try to make that a bit funny"”
(1, p. 9) In the second profocpl she commented, “So now I'm
Just going to dpfcmlate" (2, p. 5). 1

‘Altho‘i: it was-apparent that Helen monitofgd’the fif

N ' ‘\':’ '
between what she set out to Htit?iﬂnd what shewrote, she .was
ot N .

flexible in-applying some of the criteria gsuggested by het
\ . . ’

goal. For instance, Helen did not try to redirect heys

.

thinking as her ideas éssumed a feminist framework and she

¢

- ~p .
was willing to refige both her initial concept of the
audience for the pilefe and her 1initial 1dea of the

appropriate tone for the article‘in line with her developing
' t

ideas. Thus, near the start of the second composing session

Helen remarked, "now I don't know {f this thing could even

”

Jturn into *a comparison between women and cats. 1 don't know.
It didn't start out that way” (2, p. 3}, And after the third

sessfon Hklen remarked:

1 wanted to do something klnd of slanted toward
"Mermald Inn” in the Globe apnd Mail and this 1s
what I was thinking about with this, or the Cats
magazine. But I think since there's 84 much about
women ifn it now; The Cats magazine tends to be very
light and I don't think they'd 'want to get into
this stuff. The Globe and Mail might ‘or even a
feminist magazine. (R3, pp. 11-12) '

[

Based upon Helen's comm\nts. this flexible manner of

goal-getting and ad Jjustment 18 her norm. It is not the way
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that she always works, however, for she contrasted writing *

v

this artlcle to situatfons {n which "the whole ,artfcle is in - ,  =°
ny head before I write anything down" (R3—, P 9)., 1In thoi‘ie R -
, .
instances, .gsumably. the finished article would mirtor the ) ‘(.
\
initial goal to a greater degree. /v E - s .
Even in the context of composing "th’is .article, there R (
were some aspects of her initidl goal that Helen did not if )
adjust. For example, she was noc preparqd to alter hef basic * -
- . .
concépt of this as a@, conjectural plece. “Shg srtatedr'\~ P
. \ ' ] .
I'm not going to investigate. You know I say "One ' »
“i of those days I'm -going to do a study.” But I'm .
: not doing that now.. I'm not tryingpto find out why v
+ it 1s that cats are maligned. I'm just specufating 4
becayse it's more of an essaythan a studied thing >
you Khow. (R2, pp« 13~14) , . ‘
. ) . ’
‘ . . \ . a
Thus{it can be said that Helen modified her goal as her
ideas deav oped in the course of composing but.she still kept
i)
sight of WHer initial goal. She was not surprised by thefway ’j
0 ) -
the article turned out because she monitored the development
of her ideas. Thig remark is taken from the final interview:
o . ’ Y
When I started all I was talking,about was tfihe cats '
and the idea of seals was in my wmind as a
conparison mofe than women., But wh%n I-started
finding all those references like "catty”, “she's a i
cat and that.kind of thing that's wbhié nade me
think‘ about the women. Aqnd then I was/teading Mary.
Daly at the same timed She was ¢t lking about t"_ \ -
language and what language does to you ’So it all - '\
‘kind of grew together., (R3, 9. 6) v
Finally, Helen's tomments indicated that her procegs of
refining and adjusting goals goes on thl"‘ou‘fgh. Buccessive
e v /‘F - : ' X
] . "



-

drafts. After completing this draft, she stated:

e

—
Py N

'‘Once 1 get this far I feel better about 1t. I know
that 4t will eventually be an article. It might
not bear much resemblance to what I have now but
the idea will be there, the cat and woman 1idea will
be there. (R3, p. 5)

. +

Strategies. Strategies serve the writer in that they

eithé\\;de?reass the number of constraints being act’ed on
"or. . .lower the level at which they are deemed' satisfied”
(Flower aﬁdﬂHayes} 19800, pp;40-41).‘ﬁe}enfs main strategy
in these gessgona has b;en lgﬁelleﬁ a'"firaf?draft ;trategyﬂ

a

It dappeared to incorporate two sub-strategles: a)

?5art1tion“ (divide the problems of composing into mpre'

i

manageable chunks) and b) "pfiorize and satisfice" (set

priorities and adopt the first aceeptable‘81tuation) (Flower

and Hayes, 1980b, pp. 41=-42). Most often thelse sub-
' g
strategies worked togethet.

.-"""‘"
In general terms the first-draft strategy seemed to

}ncorporate‘three broad notions:

'l

-1« A firgt draft was preliminary and inexact. It
A; was permissible to leave blanks and imclude
' -notes about more work being required. Thus the
problems of writing did not all have to be
worked on at once; it was permissfble to
partition. '

‘2. Priority was put on getting ideas down on
paper. Best expression or full development of
. hdeap was not necessary.

3. The criterion for satisfice or proceeding, was
that the writing be in sentence form and make

( sense to the writer in order that she could
continue to generate ideas and translate them

into written text. . .

\

N
W
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These notions were reflected in (a) more than twenty
instances of statements expressing the intentfon to

~-partition/priorize and satisfice In the protocols and (b)

AV
many statements In the interviews

The combination of the Ptrategies of partitfon with
priorize and satisffcq ln the protocols concerned: (a)
choice of ti}le, (b) many instances of word cﬁoice, (c)
decisions to leave blanks and look for informatioh later, (df

delay ‘of debisionshon the appropriateness and accuracy of

information chosen, (e) evaluation of wording on.a sentence"

level, and (fjidalay o% decisions on whether to include or
delete s?étemeqts.

These were reflecéed in statements such as “"Now Il'm sure
I won't call it 'Cats'.bu; 1'11 call 1t 'Cats' now"” (1, p.
1), “leave that blank and ask her abou} {ie” (1, pv 2), "1'l1
prebably change that bpt ah;hdw just to get ahead leave it
there fqé now." il,ip.-7), "What's hig namé, Patrick
Thompson? or womething like .that. 1I'll cﬁeck; (2, 7p. 15),

“"No I can't get this., Right now I'm just going to say. . ."

; {3, p. 13), "This is pretty mean but I'll put {t in anyway

.

-

and then take £t out afterf (3, p. 18):"

In writing this draft Helen evaluated both what she
wrote aqd_tﬂe progress of her c;mpoein‘. But her comments,
such as the 1a;t-e§amp1e above, {illustrased that she
partitioned evaluation {nto stages and left final evaluation

¥
for a future draft. These next examples illustrate the

/-‘
. ' RN



extent to which Heeen ablded by her firtwn—-draft strategy. In

the peiond protocol she remarked, "I dog't really know where

—
I'm going . with this yet. . . .Just a matter of getting every-

thing down and then once 1 get the first draft made I'll see
. 1 <
1f it's golng to work out or not” (2, p. 11)." After the

——

final sesslon, Helen said: -

Everything 1s done the same way whether 1its
something I've been asked to do or not, "iIn the
sense that the first draft I doun't care, I don't
really have much of a focus on the first drafr.
Now that wastes a bit of time but it's the only way
1 can ‘do it.. (D, pp. 26- 27)

Helen's statements also contained evidence that she
employe; other strateéies in composing. None of them seemed
to exert as much 1nfldgnce over her wrltiné a the first=draft
strategy'de. Nevertheless, they provided a measure of
difection for her compexing. 'Fgr example, Helen pu}posely

distanced herself from her writing over time in order to
1]

evalyaie "Usually what I .do 1is write as much as I'm
gofng to in dne d;y and put it away and don't reaJ it over
until I comé back [to write another da§u"(k1, pp. 1=-2). 1In
"additfon, she envisaged her €omposipé in term# of at least

three drafts and proceeded om that bagise.

N

I never do less than three and I sometimes do four
and 1've done up to eight on one thing. Three 1is
usual, « »+ +S50 this 18 the rough one, the second
I'm getting more of an idea, the third one 1s going

to be what 1 want or as-close to what 1 want as it @
cah be. (R2, pp. 29-30)

N h ]
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ﬁelen also indicated Btrategies she utflfifzes for
beginning a new piece of writing (:xhe beginning is always
hard,” D, p. 18), as well as strategie; that govern her
writing in specific ge;res (for example she has different
criteria for the mix oft quotation and narrative, and for
choice of vocabular} in articles versus short stories). From
her comments 1t was cléar that these siratégiea have .
developed over time from extenéive reading, writing and

#y
feedback ffom others. //f . '

7
e’ .

Plans. Flower and Hayes (1980 b) saw plans as the most
powerful types of'strategies available to writers because
Eﬁey can be used to reduce and infegrate constraints (p. 43).
In this study plans are Jistinguished from stragegles oun
another basis as well! plans are seen to 6pgrate in the
short term and be related to decisions that must be made.
continuously throughlout composing whereas strategles are of
longer standing and'direct‘composing on a broader level.
There were.a great many instances of planning statements
in Helen's protocols and somé‘exampies of these have already

been ‘provided in the discussion of the writigg processes.

L4

The following examples have been chosen to indicate the

different sorts of planning that guided Helen's moment by

mome’nt composing.

* i

6% a broad level were plans that expressed intentions to
do something\felated to solving the rhetorical problcm
adopted by the writer. The following are some examples of

rhetorical plans: (a) "Now 1'm just going to lead into the

»
*

1' -
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next paragraph, which ,6s always hard” (1, p. 2), (b) "So what

7

I've got to decide now is How am I going to start? ‘What do I
¢o:next?" (2, p. 5), (c) OK. I've got to carry. on from
there” (3, p. 9), (d)’"I‘m just going to write 'Check
carefully to see {f the seal part should be omitted and put
aside to use 1in another‘article”'(B, P 25).

On a narrower, more immediate level were plans that

represented intentions to say or'expfess certain content

(plans to say3, and others that -incorporated intentions to

direct the composing process 1ﬁ certain -ways (plans to
compose), :These next statements dre indicative of plans to
say: (a) "Uhme. So I prabably could say, I think l'il.put in
'false myths' anyway and I can change it after” (2, p. 20),

{b) I'm trying to get something then about dogs. I'd like to

put something in about mink too”™ (1, p. %), (¢) "Right now

I'm just going to say. « ." (3, p. I'3). The comment§ which
follow represent plans to compose: {a) "I'm kind of
connecting Michelle up with the cats here for a minute” (1,

Pe 2); (b) “"probably try to make that a bit funany" (1, p. 9),

(c) "So0 I've got to start a new_paragraph” (2, p. 5), (d) "1

think I'll go into the bit about seals. I think that's what
-

I'1l try” (2, p. 5), (e) "1 need a quote there” (3, p. 4),

)

(f) "I'11l just put it ifup here” (3, p. 23), (g) “1'11 ' use
three [examples])” (2, pt 10). |
These planning statements are only a selection from the

protocols. They wert choser to indicate both the large
\ ' L '
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number and the scope of the plans that were being formed and
implemebted within Helen's composing in all sessions.

The discussion thus far has centered on a description of
the writing process within Helen'é composing and the goals,
strategies and pla;s that providedhits direction. But
composing never occurs in a vacuum. Therefore the dlscussloﬁ

moves now to a consideration of the context in which Helen's

composing occurred.

The Context for Composing

In this study, the context in which composing occurred

was considered to be a very important factor in determining

g

\
the nature of the composing }hat took place and therefore, 1in

*

aﬁfecfing the nature of the composing that was observed. But

one cannot assume that all research on writing treats

‘considerations of context alike. ‘This was illustcated by

) e .
Emig (1982), who contrasted inquiry on the basis of whether

it is governed by a positivistic or phenomenological outlook.

t

"She stated:

-

-

One of the major differentiations between
positivism and phenomenology as governing gazes ips

the attitude toward the context in which phenomena
appear - toward what can be called the width of
one's gaze and the focus/field relation. For the '
phenomenologist, focus upon the pheno‘mew must '\
include acknowledgement of the field; bu or the
positivist, there i1is.no field, only focus, only the
phenomenon to be examined a-contexturally, with no
consideration or .acknowledgement of setting. (p.

66)

Experimental research is based on a positivistic

.
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outlook. Since 1t stresses generalizability, it sets up a
controlled, laboratory setting and engages in what Mishler
(1979) called “"context - stripping” and in making "context -
free assumptions” (in Emig, 1982, pp. 66-67). But Emig,
citing Urie Bronfenbrenner (1977), noted that “the controlled
setting 18 also a context, "a context of a very powerful
sort, often deeply‘affectiﬁg what—Ts being observed and
'asgessed" (pe 67). This point has also been made by
Berkenkotter (1983) and Cooper and Holzman (1583L
.Indeed, Foop?rland Holzﬁan (l§85) have ;}1ticized the
research on which the cognitive-prdcess model of writing wasr

- based for ignoring the influence of the research context Upon
the fgpdings. Flower and Hayes :n fact gave very little
information about their research subjects and the con;ext in
which ;hey composed. There'are occasional indications tﬁaﬂ
their writers responded to writin;—taskﬁ’that were conceived
by the researchers. For example, Flower and'Hayes wrote:
“In the following protocBl, we see a subje?t respondhpg to
the demand for sufficiently integrated knowledge, She has

\probaﬁly never had to talk, much less‘w;ite. about her

sub ject before” (1980b, p. 34)., The following excerpt from

the protocol pof Jne of thgit subjects may indicate that their
sub jects wrote under conditions that differed.in some degree
from thope they were used to. One writer said, "Until the

‘coffege comes I feel I can't begin so I will shut the door and

f&e‘gl have a bit more privacy" (i981b. p." 235). But th;y

’ ~ . -
offered no definitive stafements about the context in which

]
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their subjects wrote, nor did they didgcuss the possible
influence of the context upon what they observed. The 1intent
in the present research was to understand Helen's composing
from hér own frame of reference: to examine what she viewed

composing’to be, to learn what-1it meant to herand to observe,

how ghg‘went.about it. From this point of view, éh; context
in which He}eh's composing took place was§an inmportant factor
when 1inquiring “inte her attitudes ng:observing her
processes. Attentioﬁ,will'mow turn to the conditions under.,
which this present research was condﬁcted. “How did those

conditions affect the task environment? '"What were thelr

T

like'ly effects on Helen's composing? g

It has already been‘acknowledged that the setting fur

r
| this 1nquirx

was not controlled, iIn an effort to keep Helen's
working environment.as natural as possible. Yet there were
4 .

some intrusions upon the writer's normal working environment.

Their 1?f?uence will be addressed through comments Helen made
- .
during th% retrospective interviews.

The first intrusion to be considered was the presence of

the researcher. After the first composing session, Helen

stated: ( v

v
128

I can't even understand how reporters c;ﬁ‘u ite,
because there's & whole 1ot of people ig/the
offices. I mean I can't write, 1if anybody else in
the house canmd {n and.sat where you're sitting.
The only reasén 1 can do it now 18 because you're
here about 1t But when my hwseband was alive, or
thedfhildren r anythipg, as soon a8 they cooe in,
ever {f they're not talking, I just stop. I always
Juat stop. But 1 suppose Lt's something “you get
used to. (R, pp. 18-20)
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L}

HMen vas offered a taperecorder_gso she could work much
as Donald/HurrE; had {n Berkenkotter's (1983) study. But she
felt she would be uncomfortable. Shé‘said “No, I'd rather

for you to bé here because I'm sure {f I was here by myself

- \
. 1'd feel too fkolish to do 1t" (R2, pp. 26-27). That comment

raises the sechnd, and what appears to have been the maljor

»

intrusion, the process of thinking aloud. .
. -

Hw#ﬂiéxjxorff 1983) Praised the cognitive process model

..,,.,._
T

developed by Flower and Hayes but questionéd whether the

- writers 1n thelr xperiment% "were affected in as .yet
unidentified ways when they were being observed in the act of
Y * -
\
composing. One wondeia if there is a quantum difference
A bemﬁeen the approaches.&sed by that writer who consciolsly
2 1 .
\ * and vocally observes himsglf in the act of writing and that
) | - writer who writes in her normal writing environment,
' \ .
unobserved save by herself™ (p\ 217).
AN .
After the first composing session Helen said:
I'm interrupting myself because I'm doing it like
this. You're not getting, you'll never get the way
e ——— I really work. It's impossible. Because the way I
, really work is alone. I don't say anything oul
‘ loud. The only thing I'11 ever say out lopd 1s 1f
I'm doing something for the radio and I wanted to
, know if it's easy to read. . .s0 the whole thing is
false." (Rl, pp. 12-13) .
N = o . . . ' i
wy ~"When asked if thinking aloug had interfered with her

composing, she replied, "I don't think it interfered with .
i

what 1 got down. . . .But for your purposes it's really hafd

ot o =

o 1
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4 .

] /

because 1t's an uanatural situation (Rl, p. 14). szg,addéd:

I usually know what I'm going to say before I put
it down. But it's almost unconscious 1n a sense.
I'm about a sentence ahead of myself "and that will
come in a hurry and then I have to stop and think
about the next one. . . But it's just so hard to
think about saying it. (Rl, p. 14)

IThinking aloud seemed much easier for Helen in the

second session. Her comments confirmed this perception and

)

indicated two‘reasond.for the change: (a) familtarity‘\\
' N
through practise and (b) the nature of the com$o&}ng task. /}
. . . {
Helen reported: A Ql

It's like everything else, you know, you can get in
the habit of it. . . .1 didan't mind it as much to~
day .either and actually 1 was trying to figure out -
what 1 was going to do today too..  Now the other

. bit {done in first session] I think came more
easily so that's when it's hard to put down what
you're thinking because it's coming so fasgt that
you're thinking but you don't realize {it. But e
today the whole way through it .l was wondeXing how
1'l11 do 1t. I hadn't decided upon-the approach so

- that made 1t easier for me to talk about 1t. (R2,
pp. 27-28) .

. e

Ceor b
‘ These observations confikm the opinign of O0dell et at.
(1?83) that thinking—aloud protocols can resiect what uritefé
consciously attend to when they—:gljé although they may not
» s -

tap the writers' tacit knowledge nor reflect all thelr
generating-and planning activitlesf(p. 234).

During the third composing session Helen appeared at
ease again with thinking aloud. When she had finished
composkfr, Helen stated: “"Now that was” the easiest bit I did

by far” (R3, p. 1), The character of her protocoly

(%
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infrequent pauses and-the small agount of effort spent
searching for both 1ideas and ways to organize ﬁaterial
reflected the ease with which the last part of the text was
congtructed.

The intrusions ifito the writer's environment appeared to
have several effects upon the writer. They may Qave (a)
slowed her down, (b) influejced Ehe way she~pro;eeded, and
‘(c) influenced thf way Helen felt during Eomppsing-
N After the gecond session Helen indicated that she felf
she had been slowed down. She stated} "Thgre"s the two
things: this 1s something I'm trying to ‘'do [as.opposed to a
.piécb of writing she f@lt.COmpelled to do) and the other

thing 18 that I'm conscious of having to talk about it. And

that really takes me longer” {(R2, p. 6). The following

comments, made during the same interview, showed that her

method of working may have been affected as well. She

e *

remarked: T

1 might, even thoughbf know #t doesn't matter to
you, I might be trying to fix it up a 1little bit
more just because 1 know someone's here. . . it's
hard not to, {it's a 1ittle bit like being 1in
schoole . . .You want the teacher to think you're
doing the best you can. (R2, pp. 8-9)

\ : .

After the third session Helen mentioned the anxiety she
feels when she {8 trying to start an assigned plece of
writing. "I just keep' thinking I'm not going to get started,
I don't know what I'm going to say" (D, p. 9). She does not

experience the same feelings in téylng to start a self- ,
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initiated plece. The composing sessions reported .here
resembled the former situation in that Helen may have felt a
sense of obligation to the researcher in addifion to the
sense of being on view. This ;ould account for her feeling
of being in school and also may account for the global
planning Helen did before the research sessions which enabled
her to go immediately to producing text inm the first
composing session. As Helen stated later, "the beginning is
always hard"” (D, p. 18). Helen's choice of topic, which has
been §iscdssed earlier, came about as part of this prior
planning and reflected her peréeption of what would be
appropriate in the research context.

| In addition to generating global plans and specific
ideas related to her topic before the first session, BHelen
generated ideas in the form of notes between sessions. This

paralleled her normal procedure which is indicated in this
!
remark from the beginning of the second composing session.

Helen laughed, then said: “"Now I didn't, touch anything but I

did take notes. I don't know if that's allowed. I had to -
. » ,
write things down, you know, because that's the way I write”

(2, p. 2). . The composlng\aessiona had been scheduled to
\

~conform to the writer's commitments, but the schedule was not

likely as flexible as her normal working conditions. This

may have caused more of a separation than was 'normal between

planning and generating ydeas on the one. hand, and

translating these plans and f{deas 1into text on the other.
]

After the second session Helen asfed:

/F
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4 :
You don't want me to do anything on it do you -
[between sessions]? I've got loads of other things
to do but now the last time when I got some of
those ideas I could have done them 1in the plece
instead of just writing them down in notes the way
1 did. (R2, p. 26) :
4

X f"
In spite of the intrusions that have been mentioned,

]

ﬁélen did not seem to feel that the research situatlgn
changed the egsence of the way she.wfiies. Several- timeg she’

pointed to similariiies between the development of "Cats"” ang
. N .

the development of her writing outside the research context,

]

In"fact the writing environment was much closer to normdl

than aﬁy laboratory setting would be. There were no time

limits nor assigned toplics and the writer set the pace. As a
person who 15 accustomed to working in the midst of a myriad
A_M_Méf inflgences an& demands on her time, Helen accepted the

research context and worked within {t. - -
The discussion turns now to a brief  consideration of

i

. text-based analysis of HeTj;'s revising process. Like the
ysis i{s intended to broaden the

background report, this ana

. 1
. Plcture of\f;len Porter as a writer b§ going beyond the

QBervanions of her composing in a research setting.

Revigion Analysis

This section analyses the revisions made in one article
, .

. infterms of (a) the purposes the writer had in making them

afd (b) their effect on the meaning of the text. The article



‘ v CoL2y

was an assignment from Books in Canada in which three -works’

prs
A

§
of ficgion were to be reviewed. The assignment carried with .

1t~a time deadline and a "stringent” word limit. It was

written in.three sections of approximq&el& 250 wé;dp eakh- v
. \ ) . '
One section was devoted to the book of each author. There .

n

were two typed drafts, composed over a period of two»ﬂnya. .
The revisions were iden¥ified and analyzed in terms of the'
! ' Y -
taxonomy developed by Faigley and Ni;te'(l981). Selecfed_. ]

’

revisions were then investigated through the Jisco‘fséi%aseh

interview. - ! .

[}

In all, there were four stages of revisions to be

analyzed. Stage one consisted of .the chaﬂgesumade in the

first draft in type. Based upon the observatiopns bffﬂelen's
o . ’ : '

i3 N .
composing and h®ar comments in the interviews,  these were

L} * 3

identified as changes made as she was Iin the process of

¢ {
composing the %irst draft. Stage two revisions were those

made ip ink on the first draft# These were ldgntified as >-.
changes made some time after Helen had cod’pleted the first

r

. -
draft but before she attempted a complete second.draft.

-
- 1

\ * ) .
Stage three consisted of changes made beétween the rfevised
. . a

first draft a&d the segond. Finally, stage‘%our fevisions ' .

9
'

were thése changes made ip type on the second drafep.

All of the choicea’investfgated.through the discourse- .
based interwliew (as they were expgained in Chapter 1II1) were

found to be based on rhetorical concerhs, That is, they
)

‘ : '. }' +
reflected the author's goals, stratedies and blaps]fon her

i

\ ) .
. topice, audience‘ﬁnd her own .projected role as,well as her

. v
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responses to the constraints (such as word limits) associatedl
with the task. The following examples 1illustrate thé‘type of
choice that was inv§stigated. In the final draft Helen at
times utilized personal pronouns to insert he{self inéo the
reviewv. Thfs was 1llustrated in statements such as "I felt

that a cixteen~-page introdudtion was too-long for a work of

: : ¢
this*length.” At other times she, in effect, withgrew from.

e . o

the review by chéosiqg ;*Less per39n31 presentation as
{lluswrated }n‘this‘statemenf: At times the reader{s
cFedibility is sivetchéd too far, even for a work of Chis
type.” thfe these exaﬁples remained unchanged‘throughout
the fbuqistages of ievisidn. others did not. For exémple,
e

. Hetgg changed ';ne that I liked partléuléfly, perhaps because
1clv&?1eé unexpectedly ftom the femaie as temptress theme” to
"Bnﬁgf:at vaFles unex;ectedli from the female as temptress
theme.” In addition she made the féllowing revision: "just
as I wasg satisfied that I had a person or situation figured
out” wa;.changed to "just as the reader feels on top‘of the
sItuation.“

When the reasons for these revisions were probed'through

A
the discourse—based interview, some of the factors behind the

changes were reyealed and as wéll some §f the reasoning that

went 12}b'the cholces that went unchanged was {I*fuminated.

In effect, all of these choices..whether they stayed constant

[

or underwent revision, were found to be <based on .

congiderations of style that were deliberate yet almost..
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unconsciously applied to gomposing.

The discussion now turns to the analysis based on the
taxonomy devised by Faigley ang Witte. In the discourse=
based interview, Helen stated‘that she had written the
article just before her deadline, had known “p1ltty much”
what she warited to say before yfiting and had not changed her
go#ls during writing. This was cofifirmed through the

analysis in that there were no macrostructure changes made at
. -+ .

any stage. This meant that the' gist of the text after four

o =" - ,w’ P //‘r.:&r_ - N .
st%ges of :gvisfon was the same as 1t was at the beginninET”x\\

Over tHie whole article, 27 percent of the revisions were
1
formal, 38 percent were meaning=-preserving and 35 percent

were microstructure changes. Table | shows thé ‘frequencies

and percentages of revisions by stage and rtype of change.

i .
S

»

r'“‘nu.
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Table 1 :
- ’
Frequencies and Percentages of Revisions by Stage and Type

Type
. - Meaning- ' . Micro-
Stage Fornall Preserving strycture Total
1 Y (13) 3jo.23 (21) 48.84 (9) 20.93 '(43)
34.21 ' 38.18 18.00 . '
2 (9) 17.65 © (L15) 29.41 Y{27) $52.94 (51)
23.68 27.27 54,00
K] (1) 26.83 (17) 4l1.46 (13) 31.71 (41)
28.95 30.91 26.00 .
4 (5) 62.50 = (2) 25.00 " (1) 12.50 (8)
13.16 J.64 2.00
’ .
Total  (38) - (55) (50) [143])

Note. (frequency) * % stage/type
% type/stage
k4

- L]
This table illustrdtes that meaning-preserving and
ﬂicrostrycture changes together predomf%ated in s:ages one
through three, while formal changes predominaied'in stage
four. It also shows that over one-half of the changes at
stage two involved s -ht-changes in meanings, This type of

. L4
4 -
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change was much Iéss predominant in all other stagese
, Revisions were not "equally divided among the stages. Of
the total revisions, 30.07 percent were made in stage one,
35.66 percent in stage two, 28.67 percent in stage three, and
5.59 percent in stage four.” More than ome-half of all the
‘;éyiéions that involved changes in meaning were made in stage
two. This result, along with the finding'that almost 53
percent of the changes made in stage two involved ch;nges in
meqnigg,‘éhowed the second stage to have been the nmost
“important decision point as far.as "fine-tuning” the meaning
of the text. Th;s table also indicates tha't stage four was
relatively unimportant in terms of revising. It contalned
low percentages ;}‘all t;pes of chamges, even the copy-
editing changes which dominated 1it.

L
The results from this analysis lend support to what was
- :

’!.%ned'about;ﬂeren's composing from her protocols and
interviews. Here, as in the observed composing, she made. a

? ! §
number of different types.of revisfons in her first draft,

but the bulk of her effort at shaping meaning was left until

,after the first draft wis complete. One could surmise that
' .

Helen's first-draft strategy ope;atéd when she wrote these

reviews just as it did when she was observed writing “Cats”.

This was trhe in both situations even though she was certain
'S

beforehand of her goals and specifics of what she wanted to

P

say in the reviews but much less certain_of these in "Cate".
Helen noted that the book reviewed in section one of the

afticle had presented more difficulties than either of the

»
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- procedures, Helen-said, "when Ijsit down to do a review, each,

132

= +

» 4

other two. She attributed thif'to the fact that she knew the
author of the first book-wﬁich made her, at times,
uncomforteble and perhaps more cautious aboutgwhat she wrote.
Another possible tfeason for greafer difficulty ino this

e

section could be related to its position at the beginning of

; th

fhe article. In talking about her étrategies and work
v :
time I think 'I‘éan't do\another one'., .Thg beginning 1s
always hard.” '
The revision analysis reflected the difficulties Helen
expressed. In all, there‘were 143 changes made over the four
stages. Table 2 shows how these revisiqgns were divided among

the three sections of the article.

>~ ’

- Tablagy 2 - . '

Percentage Revisions per Section of the Article by Stage

- Pl )\/
Stage of ReviBion -7 | 2 3
/.; -
. R
1 39.53 - . 4] .86 18.60'
3 53.66 34.15 © 12,20
4 75.00 12.50 " 12.50
Total ) 48.95 " 32.87 " 18.18



their effect on the meaning of the ftext.
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-

V Each section of the article contained approximately 250
words andyso the sections could be congared on a revision per
word basis. Fronm Table_z it can be seen that all stages of
revisgng section one occupled proporticnately more of Helen's
attention, while section three occupled pfoportionately less.
iable 3 shows that this was true“in Eérms of all types of

revisions{

Table 3

Percentape Revisions per Section of the Article by Type
[

A e D ek - —— b G T D AR D D D D D R G S G WD WD Y D R S G S D S S T S S e e S o

Type * 1 2 » 3
Formal 57.89 28.95 13.16
\ -
Meaning-Preserving 40.00 18.18 21.82

Microstructure 52.00 - 30.00 18.00

Thts analysis confirmed Helen's comments and perceptions
about her revising process and provided precise information

about the nature and the distribution of revision changes and

»
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The scope‘of the system devised b; Faigley and Witte
extends to the operations involved in performing each type of
revision change. A number of Helen's meaning-preserving and
micrbstructure changes, for example] involved»de%etions from

the text. While it was beyond the purpose of this study to

investigate the operatichs of revising in detall. several of
*'—-h,...‘/ . , LY

Il
.

Helen's comments in the discourse-based it w illustrated

the r?asona behind them. ;n terms og the deletions, the.word
limit under which Helen operated forcéd choices upon her,
some_;f which were easier to make than oth;rﬁ. In another
1nterv1€wj’ﬂelen had remarked on the beneficaal effects of
word 11 & on her writing in that they.fqrc}d het to pare
her work down to gggencials. In this article ::me choices to
delete were made easily - "I could do without it" (D, p. 89)

~ while others were made moré'grudgingly - "Books in Canada

are really particular about space; they don't want a word

~over. 1 would:-like to hWave left that in actually, but 1t was

[
space” (D, pp. 80-81). There appears to be considerable

-potential in the converging evidence that can be derived from

the revision taxonomy and;the discourse~based interview to
provide insight into writers' revising processes. This
evidence could illumf;Hteﬁthe goals and plans which direct
revising, the operations involved in it, the distribution of
revisions within a text, and theeffect on the meaning in the
text.

This concludes the short treatment of revision anqug}s

]

Q-
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in khis study which was carried out to broaden the picture of
the writer's composing beyond the observed reseailh ;essions.
The discussion 1§\the next section will sum up and 1nteg;ate
the findings about Helen's composing and set them within the

framework of the existing literature.

Summation and Comparison to the Literature

This section will draw together findings from each of °

the three preceeding sections to create an.integrated
descriptioa of He'len Porter's composing. In this way, the
investigator will fulfill the se;ohd yurpo;e of tiis inquiry
which was to extend the current f;amework for composing by
studying the composing processessof an active adult writer.
Writing has been an integral part of Helen's life since
she was a student and for over twenty years she has beén
selling her work for broadcast and publication. ﬁelen's
. e -
interviews over the course of the reseg;ch cffered a chance
to focus on some of her feelings a&out writing as well as to
.appreciate the range of her writing experience and glimpse
.her accumulated knoulédge about compos;ng. After speaking %o
Helen {t became obvious to the :bsearcher that she had
acquired an expertise in writing which included ma;fbwrtting

strategles and 8 range of evaluative criter{a for her work.

Researche;s such as Stallardv(l974), Perl (1979), P{nnko

(1979) and Flower and Hayes (1980a, 1981b) have suggested

that differences exist between the composing processes 'of

skilled write‘s and those of unskilled writers. 1t would bae

et 4T
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expected that Helen's ﬁ?tQ§ would correspond to the
S 'y

findings about skilled writers. As this discussion proceeds

some specific similarfties and/or differences to the findings

from the earlier research will be noted.

It was apparent that Helen drew on her skills and

RS ’ ~
expertise in the three observed composing sessions. Th:\\\

result was that there were many aspec{s-i'lcomposing that she "
. 1}

4

was able to handle with little apparent effort whdch could
tax a novice writer. These aspects might range from overt
factorg such as typing skills to covert but important factors
such a's knowing how muéh leeway existed in the publisher's
requirements for the assignment.

Helen thought aloud as she composed the first draft of
an article she called "Cats” in the three research sessions.
Ba;ed on her protocols amd working from the frame of
reference of the cognitive-process model of wtiting; the
researcher made infe;ences about Helen's composing proces;es.
The point to be.highlighted 1# this summation is the dynamic

‘nature of her composing, both in terms of the relationships
among the writing processes themselves and in terms of the
interrelationships of the writer's goals, strategles and
plans with the writing processes and with the contextual
Tfactors. Fi.pres 3, 4 and 5 (pp. 88, 91 and 94 respectively)
represented the relationships among the writing processes
within the context of the {ndividual writing séssions- These

writing processes are in realtty the thinking processes -
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planning, translating, reviewing and the{r sub-processes -
s ’
that are believed by the authors of the cognitive-process

-

model to be involved in composing.

The hierarchial and embedded arrangements of processes
set out in the cognitive-process m;del closelj parallelled
wﬁa; was founa in Helen's compol}ng. This researcher is
aware that when one works Qithin\thg framework of a model,
one tends to see what the model indicates should be there.
Nevértheless, it does seem that the structuré of the
cognitive-process model allowed a more detailed and
pénetrating protrayal of the processes in.Helen's w;iling
than would otherwise have been possible. ©One can look back
at some of the research cited in—this study to verify this
judggment.

Emig (1971) noted the “recursive as well as
anticipatory” nature of composing while Perl (1979) remarked
on the "retrospective strucguring” wiFhin ft. "Stallard
(1974) and Pilanko (1979) noted lnaq'tqive elements in
composing as well but they observed greater recursion in the
processesg of those writers they classified as skilled. All
these tesfarchers pointed to the times when their subjects
paused to reread and reflect on what they had already written
as exemplifying the alineat. cyclical nature of _the writing
process.

The descéiptiona of composing presented by these

researcherg could, in large part, be applied to the writing _.*#
: : o

in this gstudy as well, But' the cognitive-process model
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allowed much detail {n describing the writing processes and

8lso disminguished more clearly the roie of contextual

factors and goals in composing. * This should perwmit more

discriminating comparisons of different writers and different

Fﬁ

writing tasks in future research.
The relatipnships within composing will now be discussed

-

in broader terms. 'These terms include thelrelation'ships of
the writer's“goals, strategies and plans with (a) her %riﬁ!ng
processes anﬂ (b) céntegtual factors. Figure 6 represents
fhe dynamic Eelationships within Helen's composipg as a
‘'whole. The arrows indicate the main interactions 'that were
observed among the elements oflcomposing. They 1ndiZate‘EBe
nature and the directlion of influence of one element of

composing upon a'other. For example, the broken one-way

arrows between text and contextual factors indicate that the

=

text gradually becomes part of the context in which the
writer composes, while the two-way arrowvws between goals and
writing processes indicate their reciprocal influence. The
unbroken arrows indicate a more direct, immediate influence.
~ The broken lines.around text indicate that it can always be
subject to review depending oq’the writer's goals, strategles
and plans: .;he Jagged circle around goals, st?até%ies and
plans indicates that they,undergo development within the

composing' process.s .
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Writing
Processes

Contextual
Factors

Strategies
Plans '

P
td

Figure 6. Schematic ‘representation of the relationships of
contextual factors; goals, strategles and plans;
the writing processes; the text produced and the
monitor wiwhin the writer's composing.

L
v »

This researcher finds it ®geful to think of Helen's

composing process as circular in shape. The elemen'ts of her '

14

composing such as (a) the contextual factors, which include
her long-term menmory, the work environment, the rhetorical
problem and the text already produced, (b) her goals,
strategies and plans, (¢) her writing processes and (d) the

text currently being translated are spread out along the
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circumference of this circle. The monitor, as writing
strategist, is at the centre, determining what $he should do

and when, Within this structure, one can look at the
Y]

relationships within Helen's composing in gore detalil,

beginning with the relationships of her goals, strategies:and

1

\
. Goals, strateglies and plans played a'very 1qporfant role

plans to her writing proéesses.

. ] .
in Helen's composing. Some of éhem, such as hey first-draft

’ . | - .
strategy, were drawn from long=-term memory. Others arose

through integration of the writing processes, partic:ularlly
t , -
planning and evaluating, with the writer's definition of the

rhetorical problem. These goals and plans were formed

P

within the writing progesses and then directed the writing
proiﬁssez'in the further production of the text. ‘For
example, Helen's broad goal of producing an ar;icle to
compare commonplac% negat ive comments made about cats and
about{women evolved as she wrote the first sectign of "Cats”
angd t9ok on an important role {n determining the {deas she
chose to develop 4in later sections of the article. The,fwo-
way arrows in the figure fndicate the feedback that gxisted
between Helen's writing processes on the one hand and her
goals and plans on the others The influences of Helen's top-
level goal and stﬁpt%gies on her pdsing were noted fn

.

déta}l in an earlier discussion. Also noted were thg

abundance and vawy of planning statements that giided the

) ¢
moment to moment production of text., Over the course of the

n » .

&

)

@



7

v

- 14d

three comk)\sing sessions the existence of feedback was
)

inferred from Helen's evaluative comments, From these she

Femst

appeared }to be monitoring her writing in terms of her goal
and to bé gradualdy redefining her goal in view of what she

L] [ 4 e
learned through gendrating new information and translating 1t [

into text, 4 ‘ L

¢ L 4

As an earlier discussion indicated, contextual factors o

also hede an importants influence on composing in relation v-tu<

—

the writer's goals. Two factors should be  noted. 'Fi'rst. -
© et
Helen's goal was forTed in the light of her percevptlons of ‘

the context in "which composing was to tahe placeg and, ~second,

throughout composing the {nfluence of contextual factors was

A

filtered through her goal, with the effect that some elements
v

of the ‘coptext had more influence than others.

" ’
With regard to the first point, Flower and‘ Hayes (1980a,

1981a) noted that ,writ\ers define their own rhetorlcal‘. .
/ g - . :

lems and set up goals to fulfill them. They set up goals

handle gnly those elements of the rhetorical problem and
ir own past experience that they donsider. 1f they impage

' RS

a goal upon their composing that {ignores many elements of the
problem, then they will not Xolve it, althCl.;gh they m.ay 8o lve
another. The research of Stallard (1974), ‘Shauéhneésy

(1971), Pianko{ (157“.9), Perl (1979) and Flower and Hayes '
(19803. 1981|:.has pointed to differences 1in planning and o

goal-se’t’ting between skille‘ and unskilled writers. Flower

and Hayes have Ldentifsled both the writers' ablllty,to set -
goals that take {nto account all partineant factors in the -
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{
}

w;iting context and thelr ;bility to develop and monitor
thelir goals throughout composing as factors which distinguish
competent‘wtiters. ln particular, they have called attention
to the "quality and quantity” of middle range plans which
"lie between fntention and actual prose. . .{which] give

substance and direction to more abstract goals. . .and give
A L

breadth and coherenet to-local decisions about what to say

next"™ (1981a,.p. 379)..

‘S

Helen 8 goal Betting behavior in this study showed the
»
characteristics of the competent writer. Yone of the details -
¥ ‘ .
which have been presented in an earlier discussion will be
»

refterated but the infly@ce of the“text produced in relation”
' !

EY *

to the writer's godl and currene plans bears some elaboration
at this time. Once a text 1is c:mpoaed it 15 an artifact for
the writer to refer to (Smitd, 1982) and, in effect,”TT’M
becomes part of the context in which composing takes place.
For mogt of the t%me that Helen c;mposed iﬁfthe research
.eessiens. she worked under a first draft stragegy. *Because
" of this strategy, the eeveloped text was n:t an overriding
1nf1uee;e: Certéin;y’ﬂelen eeferred to it on a word and
sentence levellin.tranalaqing to ensure that her ideas were
ptesented in Q comprehensible manner. But over the course‘of
the three sessions she allowed her 1deas to flow beyond her
qrisinal Intentions. ;hus. her draft took.on a feminist

perspective which she had not envisaged at the start of

writing "Cats”. .
LS . . : ! - s e
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It was apparent that a somewhat different ggtuation
existed in the pe?iods of review within the composing

b
sessfons. In those}fituationq Helen's purposes were to

-7 g ' evaluate and, to somexdggree. revise what was already there
and.so tht;developed text Eook on greater impoFtance. Even
then,’consideration-of_the text was filtered through the
first-draft strageéy so0 that many final decislons were

i
postponed. » '

. In the situatiom which existed when Helen, evaluated and .

¢

revised the article considered in the revision analysis, the
text probably took on an inposing role within the writing
context. This analysis was undertaken to broaden the picture

of Helen's composing that was available through the research
* : .
sessions. Since Helen'S remarks indicated her procedures %n

.—-"’
revising the book revi were the "usual”, 1t,is likely that

she will proceed in much the same way at some future date

with #Cate”, the article composed in first draft 1in the

*

research sessions. In this latter article, however, some

'3

! mscroatructure'changes can be expected over successive drafts
~ as Helen finalizes her decisions about her purpose for the
article. The three instances which have been pointed out -

(a) translating under the direction of the fi{rst=draft

» . stragegy, (b) reviewing within the first draft and (¢)

revising .over successive drafts =~ show how t{e sane

!

contextual factor can have a variagble influence depending

¥ upon the writers goals, strageglies and plans.

Stress has been placed upon the dynamics of ‘composing h{i

. 4
w

H

————



144

L/
o

this summation. The emphasis {s properly placed 1f, as
Flpwer and Hayes (1981a) have remarked, writing is a set of
optional actions and {f the writing processes may, indeed, be

viewed as a tool kit from which the writer must choose and
N &
then orchestrate the processes chosen. Conclusions and

]
recommendations arising from the emphasis upon dynamics will

: Lo
be pursued in Chapter V.
L
/ .3 L_
4
» “
- /
/
/
&
3 LY
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Composing i{s a valued and necessary activity in our
aoélety. It 1is a powerful way for people to organtize and
fxtend their thoughts as well a? a means by which they inject
themgélves into the world. Composing? therefore, can be

. .
important in the development of individuals and of soclety as

a whole. Increasingly over the last fifteen yéars. composing

has become a focus of research. With this view of composing

as background, the remaining discussion will present_a brief

review of this study and a formulation of the conclusions and’

~

recommendations that follow frol {it.

The Study in Review

. [ 4
The purposes of this s8tudy were to establish 'a
theoretical and research framework for composing from a

review of the literature and to extend this framework by
%

studying the composimg processes of an established adult

7

writer. . P 4
‘ﬁbux&?
It was found that a Pradual transition_gQccurred over the

B

. last fifteen_years in the theoretical structure that was
adopted for composing research. Before 1970 a stage model

was the prevalent paradigm for the composing process. ’ s{nce [

that time researchers have moved toward acceptance of a

cognitive-process model for composing. The cognitive-process
- .on

mode} provided the theoretical framework for this researchs

¢

——

[
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A case study approach was utilized in investigating the

© composing of Helen Porter, an established writer Living in
St. John's, New%cundland. Over the course of three sessions

{n h.er home, Relen composed the first draft of "Cats"‘, an

Ay
‘article she planned t ubmit for publication in a national
»

periodical. The researcher observed Helen as she wrote and

collected a variety of verbal reports from her to use in the
L ]

+ analysis of her composing. 1In additioi"the writer provide&

& L]
drafts of bgok reviews that had been published in Books in

Canada. The researcher utilized a revision taxoﬁomy to

~.,
~

analyze Helen's revising over four stages in the reviews.

~Conclusions and Regommendations '
A 4

o
\Eonclusiona were drawn with regard to (a) the nature of

7

-

L 4

- the &)mposing studied, (b) the theoretical framework utiljzed

~

\: and (c) the research methodology employed..gRecor;fmendations
4

‘v

follow from some of these.
J ‘
Composing was seen to be a dynamic process characterized

by a complex array #f intersctions. Relationships of the

thinking process within conposing weré varied and we.!‘at
- - ; ,
various times ltnear, alinear, hierarchial and embedded. The

deployment of the processes was directed and purposeful,

1nvb1vi§§ the writer in making choices. One of the possible

-

implications arising from such a view 1is that the process of
planning - setting top-level goals, calling on strategies

developed through past experience and forming a network o

» . .
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' N -
plans to gulde composing moment to moment - {5 a key element
in composing. This is a view held by the authors of the

cognit ive-process theory and:-has been one focus of research.

Helen's composing, like that of writers in other studles that

have been cited, indicated tpe extensive Influence qf
Planning throughout the writing process. Further studles

should be carried out to investigate the manner in which

othef writers form goals and to see the effects of different;)

methods of planhning upon composing.
) )

Another implication of the view of composing accepted in
this study s that the dynamic relationships ui(%in
composing, as much as any- tangible skill or knowledge,
distinguish one writer from anogher and contribute to making
one writer skilled while another is unskilled. 1In terms of
distinguishing between writers, a'key to understandlng

composing styles, for example, probably lies in thé manner in

which writers deploy the writing processges. -In Helen's

conposing 1t could be seen that her strategles led her ' to

' )
gseek breadth of 1dea developm;n\t before depth. Therefore,
she put emphasis om generating Ydeas and translatingjthem
' 4
into a text with the i&%\ction that some ideas would be

selected to be further developed and refined lafer. Future
b3

research should*kinvestlgate whether writers have

- characteristic ways of orqheb%rating the writing processes
¥ - .

that transcend different writing tasks. Research should also

»
-

ask whether there are critical differences in the vays ‘mt

.~

»

i

\

”
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writers approach composing. Since books were first printed,
critics have judged writers' skill in terms of thelir
productas. Perhaps future studles could account for writers'
skil'l in terms of how they go about composing their products.

This study wad not directed toward fim@ing or testing
teaching methods for composing, so it is not éﬁrqgisinétjjgt

there are no direct pedagogical ;ggommendations arising frem

.the findings about composing. Perhaps this description of

the composing of one writer may be of vhlue to teachers 1f it

~.

motivates sthem to reflect on their own composing and ‘that of

their students in a more structured, precise manner than was

possible before. In addition, the accent on dynamics may
» . 4

cause them to consider the importance of experiencing the

process of composing as a way of learning to write and this

too would be 'thought a useful outcome. Teachers must
investigate the types of experiences that may help thelir

students develop their composing. Eumig (1971) found that

teachers did not write themselves rand so tended to

“underconceptualize,” “oversimplify" and “truncate” the
composing process (p, 9B). Additional studies to investigate
composing in depth could broaden teachers' perspectives on

v

composing by showing what a number of established writers do.

The theoretical frameyork adopfed in this study allowed

‘the resesarcher to examine composing in'a more detailed and

. . ’

.pénetrating'way than would otherwise have been'boasiblea its

authors, Flower and Hayes, have pointed out that it 18 the

model of a competent writer and as such 1t was uell auited to



the study of the rjyéglch sub ject. It also seemed likely
that it could serve to study the composing of less competent
Qriters. In fact the diffgrences or missing elements in the
composing of unskilled writers would make enlightening
contrasts that would add to existing knowledge abput
compgﬁing.

Nevertheless, there are elements of the <:‘ogn1t1v.re-d
process model of writing that require further specification.
This study hgs suggested the beginnings of a differentigtion
among.goals; strategies and plans that mighE be elaborated
and tested 1in future research. Furthermore, the
consideration of reformulation in the process of transglating

’

has also been suggested and it 1s thought {t may be

worthwhile to investigate this further in terms of writers'

composing styles, Within the theoretical framework oﬁ'the"\\\

cognitive-process theory it is recommended that more case
Btudies be carried out: on Qr}ters who héve different
characteristics ;nd workﬁinidifferent genres and settings.
In this way parts of .the theory may be further sggéified and
evéntudlly tested. The cognitive—prJQess model was designed
as a "tool fo? researchers to think with” (flowér and Hayes,

5

1981a, p:3T5)t- At present it-is.a good 1001, and it has the

potential to improve with future research. |
The case study approach utilized in this inquiry is

considereg to have been appropriate and fruitful, ylelding

considerable basic knowledge about the composing processes of
J ’

' . \



an active adult writer. The principal reseatch methods were

a variety of verbal reports. The utilization of multiple
A

- T
research mefhodglﬂﬁs valuable in that they served as

>
"multiple indicators” (Afflerbachgmnd Johnston?‘1984, P.
319) and offered complementary evidence. Afflerbach and
Johnston stated thqt verbal reports of fer a “"unique, 1f
bométiges less tha; transparent, wihd&w for vieéing cognitive
processes” (p. 320). éeca;se the inqight offered through

these reports is less than transparent and depends upon the

researcher . making 'Iinferences, the utilization of convergling

-—
»

lines of ewvidente 1s especially important.

In this_investigation the two most fruitful methods were
considered to be the thinking-aloud protocols and the
retrospective interviews. These two complemented each other
ina most valuable way. What appeared to be very specific in
the protocols was expanded‘upon in the ret}ospective

interviews'while‘glements that appeared to be excludel from

‘the protoéols vere gxpfored for the first time 4in the

interviews. -0One cpncréte example arose .from the first
protocol 1in whith there was no evidence of any global
planning. The retrospective interview, however, made 1t

clear that planning had been done, indicated when it had

_.taken“place and the reasons why it occurred as lt—dtdr—In

future studies 1t 1is anticipated that discourse-based
interviews and thinking=-aloud protocols could affordYyaluable

complementary evidence about composing and it is recommended

that these be utilized along with retrospective interviews.

3
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In conclusion, 1t {s considered that the study

undertaken was successful in that a theoretical and research

framework for composing has been establishe Within that

framework.. the methodology'employed to study composing has

~
indeed extended the current framework ’or writing research.

L 9

"
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