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course in college, but one which had an enormous im-
pact on his writing. He also credits his MA thesis di-
rector at Northwestern with inspiring him to take spe-
cial pride in his writing. Like many engineers, Nelson
recognizes the importance of good writing to his work.
He sometimes even volunteers to do the writing asso-
ciated with a project instead of some of the technical
work, and he enjoys publishing professional articles
on engineering, even though such articles do little to
advance his carcer. Except for those articles, Nelson
says, the writing he does at work is typical of the writ-
ing done by most engineers at a similar career stage
within his particular engineering sub-discipline.
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WRITING IN AN
EMERGING ORGANIZATION

An Ethnographic Study

STEPHEN DOHENY-FARINA

Rereading this piece for the first time in many years leaves me somewhat conflicted. I still find
value in the study, not because it focused on exemplary workplace writing but because it was,
for the time, a somewhat extreme embodiment of the emerging understanding of workplace
writing-as-socially-embedded discourse.

This significance derived from the fact that while I had done nearly a year’s ethnographic re-
search on writing in the organization—thereby examining dozens of documents, observing the
writing processes of numerous employees, and conducting a variety of discourse-based inter-
views about emerging documents—I ultimately focused on the writing of one sentence, one key
statement in a business plan. If the genesis of a mere sentence could be traced over time through
such a complex of social interactions and play such a crucial role in the development of the busi-
ness, then maybe workplace writing was indeed something worthy of study; maybe our re-
search—as others were saying long before me—should have import beyond the analysis of
texts; maybe those in other disciplines who studied the way organizations develop and evolve
would need to seek out and learn our disciplinary concerns to do their work.

What disappoints me today about the article is its form, a narrative constricted by all that an-
alytic compartmentalization. What I am seeking and not finding in the article is the impact of
the drama: a story of highly flawed efforts to create new products that might revolutionize the
way businesses worked, of office intrigues, dubious accounting practices, visionary software
geeks hopped up on caffeine, cabals within cabals, and secret meetings at undisclosed locations.
One day near the end of my time there I was actually “slipped” a piece of paper with a phone
number scrawled across it and quietly instructed to make a call from a phone booth in order to
learn where and when a crucial, secret meeting would happen. At that meeting I was not allowed
to write notes and my presence was not recorded by a company manager who took the “official”
minutes—ijust in case it all ended up in the courts. Limit the paper trail. We don’t need this
ethnography guy telling all to the outside world, they said.

None of this survived my writing process. Instead, I see that I fit the complex story into a
somewhat scientistic form that largely removed me from the events I recorded even as [ was
shaping those events with every observation I wrote. The article’s form reflects, I think, less the

—_—

From Written Communication 3.2 (1986): 158-85. Reprinted by permission of Sage Publications.
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rigors of objectivity and more the gatekeeping forces that I was negotiating as I tried (¢ Prodyc
an acceptable dissertation and later publishable article. ¢

When I consider the legacy of this article and others like it, I find myself wondering Whethe
or not academic publishing is a fruitful avenue for ethnographies, which b5_’ definition wj), genr
erate too many words and too much detail, while the readership has too little time to read lO(;
many papers, books, Web sites, etc. Perhaps, though, robust research etbnographies can floy;.
ish in hypermedia environments, the links allowing for optional navigation of greater and
greater depth and description with little added cost to publishers.

Soif I were writing this today, I would still want that analytic significance to come through_
hey, I worked with outstanding gatekeepers to produce this article—but I would want to subor-
dinate it all to the narrative: a tale that would not only explain the crucial nature of workplace
writing for the evolution of the company but would also pull back the frame to reveal me as
a character generating a story. And of course that character would be writing a story that i.
cluded details like whispered instructions and crumpled papers with phone numbers on thep,
(Wouldn’t it have been cool if I had been told to disguise my voice with a handkerchief?)

Stephen Doheny-Faring

In a report on their investigation of writing in the Vai
(Liberia) culture, Scribner and Cole (1981, p. 76)
point out that our perceptions of writing—writing
problems, the “writing crisis”—are dominated by our
knowledge of academic writing.

Most of our notions of what writing is about, the
skills it entails and generates, are almost wholly
tied up with school based writing. . . . This ap-
proach binds the intellectual and social signifi-
cance of writing too closely to the image of the ac-
ademic and the professional member of society.

Scribner and Cole (1981, p. 76) argue for the need of
a body of research on nonacademic writing:

What is missing in this picture is any detailed
knowledge of the role and function of writing out-
side of school, the aspirations and values which
sustain it, and the intellectual skills it demands
and fosters.

Such studies can be useful for two reasons: First,
they provide insight into writing as a social process.
Recent case studies in nonacademic settings have at-
tempted to focus on the writer’s interpretations of so-
cial context and the social interaction that the writer
engages in when writing. Second, knowledge about
writing in nonacademic contexts can inform the

teaching of writing—especially technical, business,
and professional writing. By learning more about
nonacademic contexts for writing, we are learning
more about the kinds of rhetorical demands faced by
many of our college graduates.

One major new source of information about writ-
ing in nonacademic settings has been the findings of
a number of recent surveys (Anderson, 1985; Bar-
num & Fischer, 1984; Bataille, 1982; Faigley &
Miller, 1982; Golen & Inman, 1983; Van Dyck,
1980). These surveys tell us that writing on the job
(a) is a complex act, one that requires workers to ad-
dress diverse audiences for diverse purposes, and (P)
fills important functions for both the writers and ther
organizations. Yet, although these surveys prowdz
some valuable information about the procgsses an
functions on such writing, they do not yield mf Orm;;
tion that describes these processes and functlor.ls.n
terms of the social context within which the w.”“rcg.
is done. Scribner and Cole (1981, p. 84) call [
search into nonacademic writing that docs.
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Since our social order is so Orga“iZC(.j tha:):iiicjns

to better-paying jobs and Jeadership Izjl .
commonly requires writing, there atives A
powerful economic and political IIET:IC;O graphic
work to encourage interest. .

WRITING IN AN

qudies of writing in different communities and
social contexts . .. might help broaden existing

Fs perspectives.

To date there have been few investigations that

have explored the social aspects of writing in specific
nonﬂcademic contexts. Paradis, Dobrin, and Miller

: ~ (1985) note that one consequence of the lack of this

ype of research is that the complexity and signifi-

iy cance of writing in some nonacademic settings often
~goes unrecognized and is little understood. They

_f speak specifically of writing in an industrial setting:

* Writing is commonly viewed as a pragmatic rou-
" tine of transferring and archiving information; it is
- pot often seen as a social process that creates and
- qustains the personal and professional relation-
" ships of individuals. . . . Nor is it believed that
~ writing activities can deeply influence the inner
_ workings, and thus the success, of the industrial

* organization.

: ,:;:.Q.Recent research has uncovered some valuable in-
formation about the relationship between writing and

: _organizational contexts. In particular, such research

has begun to discover (a) how social and organiza-
‘tional contexts influence writing and (b) how writing
influences the organization.

~ SOCIALAND ORGANIZATIONAL

~ CONTEXTS INFLUENCE WRITING

By exploring the meanings that writers attribute to
their rhetorical choices, Odell and Goswami (1981)
- and Knoblauch (1980) present evidence that these

- choices are very much socially motivated. That is,

Writers' rhetorical choices result from their concep-
tions of their rhetorical situations—conceptions that
bave been significantly influenced by the writers” in-
Erpretations of their social and organizational con-
lexts, Although these investigations indicate that

- Writers” conceptions of rhetorical situations are ex-

Pressions of social and organizational contexts, they

(ot tell us how these conceptions arose. They do

Mot detail the sources of, for example, the writers’

“nceptions of audience, purpose, or ethos; nor do

lhey ell us how these conceptions evolved over time.
Us, this leads to the first set of research questions
_a_l 8uided my research:
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* In a given nonacademic setting, how are writ-
ers’ conceptions of rhetorical situation formu-
lated over time?

* How do writers’ perceptions of their social and
organizational contexts influence the formula-

tion of these conceptions of rhetorical situa-
tions?

While the previously mentioned investigations fo-
cused mainly on completed texts, other research in
nonacademic organizations has begun to explore the
influence of context on actual writing processes.

The research cited by Bazerman (1983) and the
findings of Selzer (1983) and Odell (1985) indicate
that invention processes in various nonacademic set-
tings involve many types of social interactions, such
as face-to-face dialogue, formal and informal meet-
ings, brainstorming sessions, phone conversations,
and so on. Through such social interactions, the writ-
ing process is influenced by interpretations of the or-
ganizational context. For example, Odell analyzed a
case of social invention and found that the writer em-
ployed heuristic strategies to gather and consider in-
formation—strategies that were influenced by the
writer’s interpretations of the demands of the office
in which she worked.

To understand better how context influences writ-
ing processes in a nonacademic organization, my re-
search investigated the writing of a document from
its inception to its completion in order to answer a
second set of research questions:

» What are the social elements of writers’ com-
posing processes?

* How do writers’ perceptions of their organiza-
tional contexts influence these processes?

WRITING INFLUENCES SOCIALAND
ORGANIZATIONAL CONTEXTS

None of the investigations cited in the previous sec-
tion focuses on the role of composing in the develop-
ment of an organization or social group. Faigley
(1985), however, calls for research that does. Faigley
suggests that future research into writing in nonaca-
demic settings needs “to study how individual acts of
communication (including writing) define and orga-
nize social groups.” The findings of Paradis, Dobrin,
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and Miller (1985) have begun to uncover aspects of
the role that composing can play in the development
of an organization. In an industrial organization, the
researchers found that writing was “a primary means
of bringing the activities of different groups and indi-
viduals into phase with one another.” Thus, writing
serves an organizing function.

To date, however, there has been little research
that has explored in detail how writing in a nonaca-
demic organization shapes that organization—possi-
bly because previous research has been conducted in
organizations that are so well established that the ef-
fects of composing on the organization may be dif-
ficult to perceive. My research assumed that by
investigating writing in a forming community, the or-
ganizing function of writing can be explored. Thus,
my final research question was this:

* How do writing processes shape the organiza-
tional structure of an emerging organization?

To answer this question I conducted research at a
newly formed company in which writing was an im-
portant element of the workers’ jobs. Specifically, I
investigated the collaborative writing process of a
group of executives of a computer software company
as they wrote a significant company document.

THEORETICAL ASSUMPTIONS

My guiding assumptions are summarized as follows:

* Rhetorical discourse is situated in time and
place, and as such is influenced by particulari-
ties of that time and place, such as exigence, au-
dience, purpose, and ethos. (See, for example,
Cicero’s concept of propriety in Orator, XX—
XXII.)

» The rhetor conceives of these situational factors
through interactions with persons, events, and
objects that exist external to the rhetor. (See, for
example, Consigny’s (1974) mediation between
Bitzer, 1968, and Vatz, 1973.) Through such in-
teractions, social groups arise. (See Blumer,
1969; Mead, 1956.)

» The researcher attempts to explore human inter-
action as it is evident in social and cultural set-
tings. Ethnographers look at individuals and

their symbolic actions in terp, o
communities in which they live e 8roup, o
(Mead, 1956). and

* A microscopic investigation of im
of a culture can elicit an unders;
culture. Such an event can be y
pmque, mdm('iual, peculiarly eloqueng a
ization—an epitome—of [the Culture)” ual-
1965, p. 154). Thus, the whole cap be
lated from a very small part.

* Individuals act on the basis of the meanj
they aFtrlbute to the persons, events, anq objects
of their worlds. In order to understand 5 partic.
ipant’s behavior, the researcher must elicit thege
meanings from the participants (Blumer, 1969),

* Because any act can have multiple meanings,
researchers seek diverse interpretations of the
acts under study. This can be achieved by ex.
ploring participants’ actions from differing
points of view, and collecting data that concerns
these actions through several methods (Denzin,
1970; Shatzman & Strauss, 1973).

» The researcher is the primary research instru-
ment, and as such he or she must play a dual
role. On one hand, he or she must develop an
empathetic relationship with the individua
under study in order to see from the part'icn-
pant’s perspective. At other times, the investigd
tor must distance himself or herself to view fhe
action from the observer’s outside perspect'®
(Wilson, 1977).
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THE SETTING

Microware, Inc., founded in January 1
pany in a Northland State University
known as the Start-Up Project. (Note: all »
pseudonyms.) This project was des.lgne“st
spawn new high-technology companies— group 0
companies. Microware was founded by till ents: of
ten NSU undergraduate and graduale eld the toP
these ten original founders, five actually o the spriré
management positions in the COmPany' comP“"yf
of 1983, one year after incorporating t
personnel consisted of apprO"imate y
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cmployees. The company was also served by a board
of directors, a law firm, and by outside consultants.

DATA COLLECTION

[visited the company from three to five days a week
for approximately eight months. Each visit lasted
from one to eight hours. Most of my data were col-
ected during formal and informal staff meetings in
offices, hallways, and open areas in two different Mi-
croware buildings. My key informants were the five
(op executives, two middle managers, and two out-
side consultants. I collected data four ways:

1. Field notes (Shatzman & Strauss, 1973). These
consisted of observational notes (ON), theoret-
ical notes (TN), and methodological notes
(MN). In all, T collected approximately 400
pages of field notes.

2. Tape-recorded meetings (TRM): I was able to
tape record two crucial meetings that con-
cerned the writing of the document that was the
central focus of my research results.

3. Open-ended interviews (OEI): I employed
open-ended interviews to record the partici-
pants” accounts of the history of the company.

4. Discourse-based interviews (DBI): One ver-
sion was modeled after the method developed
by Odell, Goswami, and Herrington (1983). A
second version was an adaptation of that
method: I collected the drafts of a piece of writ-
ing from the first draft to the final draft. During
interviews with writers and readers, I com-
pared passages from early drafts with a corre-
sponding passage from the final drafts. I then
asked if the earlier version could have been
kept as was. My intention was to stimulate the
participants to discuss the meanings of the re-
visions, In all, I conducted approximately 30
open-ended and discourse-based interviews.

DATA ANALYSTS

Data analysis followed the Constant Comparison

¢thod of Glaser and Strauss (1967): As I reviewed
the data chronologically, I established analytical cat-
®ories and the properties of those categories. Some
Ofthe categories were unique to the particular setting
that | studied, categories such as promotion reality.

IN AN E
EMERGING ORGANIZATION | 329

Other categories, such as ethos, were concepts that
connected participant behavior to my theoretical as-
sumptions. After establishing categories, I linked
them to form the major theme and subtheme. The
themes, which are explained later in this report, pro-
vided the framework for answering the research
questions.

In general, my analysis describes the writing of an
important company document, Microware’s 1983
Business Plan. This analysis explains the relationship
between the writing of the Business Plan and the or-
ganizational context within which it was written. In
particular, I focused on two rhetorical choices that
epitomized the interdependence of the organizational
context and the process of writing the document.

RESULTS: WRITING A BUSINESS PLAN

INTRODUCTION

The results of this study show how the writing of Mi-
croware’s 1983 Business Plan both shaped and re-
flected the company’s organizational context. My
analysis of this reciprocal relationship between writ-
ing and the organization begins with an overview of
the exigence for writing the 1983 Business Plan.

In general, the exigence for writing was closely
tied to the financial status of the company. On August
25, 1983, less than two years after it began, Mi-
croware was on the brink of bankruptcy. The com-
pany was not generating any sales revenues, because
it had yet to complete any marketable software prod-
ucts. In addition, the venture capital investments that
it had received in its first year and a half were nearly
depleted. In late July 1983, the company hired a con-
sultant, Dr. Bob Hatlin, to help improve the com-
pany’s production system. Hatlin worked with those
who headed various parts of the company’s produc-
tion effort, the company’s four vice presidents and
several other managers. He helped them devise an or-
ganized production system, which required that each
segment of the company work as a team; program-
ming, quality control, marketing, and finance would
all be integrated in a chronological sequence of steps
geared to produce finished, marketable software
products. Each of the four vice presidents would con-
trol certain aspects of this system, and the president
was to monitor the overall operation.

g .
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Unfortunately for Microware, the financial crisis
was already upon it by the time that Hatlin’s produc-
tion system had been designed. Because this new sys-
tem could not immediately save the company, the
president and vice president agreed that the immedi-
ate solution to the crisis was to appeal to outside in-
vestors to save the company by investing in it. They
agreed that the primary way that they would attract
investors was to write a Business Plan that would ex-
plain the company’s history, its purpose, and its goals
for the next five years.

On October 13, 1983, the executives met to make
the final revisions to the new Business Plan. During
this meeting, which lasted approximately 2 hours, the
executives collaborated on dozens of rhetorical
choices. Two of these choices, however, took up ab-
proximately 30 minutes of the meeting. This 30-
minute segment concerned a brief, but particularly
controversial passage of the Plan. The passage was
one of a list of statements under the heading /984
Milestones. Before the passage was revised, it read:

* Purchase of sophisticated computer graphics
production lab to generate graphic frames used
in laserdisc/microcomputer consumer products
(Graphics Systems Corporation’s Image Ani-
mation System).

The revised passage read:

* Initial staged development of sophisticated
computer graphics production lab to generate
graphic frames used in laserdisc/microcom-
puter consumer products (contingent upon cap-
ital raising).

Whereas the original stated that the company would
buy an entire computer graphics lab in 1984, the re-
vised passage stated that the development of the lab
would be done in stages and this development would
depend on whether the company received enough
money to do so. Although these changes may not
seem to be particularly significant, the process of
making these rhetorical choices had a profound im-
pact on the organization. In addition, these choices
involved very complex social interactions. In order to
explain the relationship between the writing of the
1983 Business Plan and the organizational context of
Microware, the following briefly summarizes the

process of collaboration that began o A,

1983. 8Ust 35,

THE WRITING PROCESS: A CHRONOLOGY

Whoever had power to establish the Company's
had a large measure of control over the evOlu[igsals
the company. The company’s goals influenceq a(c)f
tion; they gave direction to the day-to-day activiuc;
of the employees and they were the meang of altract.
ing much needed venture capital investmep Be.
cause Microware’s goals were established in the
Business Plan, the writer of that Plan wieldegd a pow-
erful control over the company’s future, Originally,
the 1983 Business Plan was to have been writep l;y
the company’s president, Bill Alexander. Bill hg
written the company’s first Business Plan in 1982 ang
he assumed that he would be in control of writing the
new one as well. In general, Bill wielded control over
all large-scale company decisions and had done so
since the company was founded in 1982. From Bill's
point of view, he would collaborate with the otherex-
ecutives only if he needed to use them to provide
some technical information for the Plan. Thus, on
August 25, 1983 the president of Microware began 0
write the company’s vitally important 1983 Business
Plan. The vice presidents, however, inspired by the
newly designed production system, wanted the writ
ing of the new Plan to be a team project.

Several days after Bill began the plan on his 01
he left town on a week-long business trip. While he
was away, the vice presidents began to work on the
new Business Plan in a manner similar to the W&
they were running the company’s new P‘"’duc,"(.)]n
system: Each of the vice presidents took responsib”
ity for his area of expertise and together the growp
began to consider how the Plan should be Wn"‘?:_'
During this collaborative invention process ™? il:r
nificant things happened: (1) for the first time ;cci:
the vice presidents made large-scale company 50
sions without the approval of the presidcnt:f“‘ncia'l
the vice presidents came to believe that the fin? a
crisis occurred not only because the Compaﬂcnon
suffered from a previously unorganizcd pr? jously
system, but also because the president had Sc(rcr is-
mismanaged the company’s finances. he lalr anize
covery arose as the vice presidents tried 10 5
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e company’s financial records fqr the new Business
plan. As @ result of‘ the financial revelation, Mi-
croware’s board of directors decided in a dramatic
and emotional meeting that the president’s autocratic
qlemustend. Thus, the act of writing led to a change
inthe corporate structure. That is, the writing process
qot only influenced the substance of what was writ-
en, but also influenced the organization.

In addition, the change in the authority structure
Jlso had a reciprocal influence on the writing proc-
ess. When Bill returned on September 7th, the board
imposed a new structure of authority on the com-
pany’s top management—a structure based upon the
collaborative process that had recently developed
among the vice presidents. The president and the four
vice presidents were all appointed to be members of
an executive committee. This committee had ulti-
mate authority in the company. Each member con-
iributed his own expertise to the committee, and de-
cisions were made by consensus. Shortly thereafter,
on September 11th, the executive committee offi-
cially stipulated that the process of writing the 1983
Business Plan was to be a collaborative process: each
member of the committee was to write the section(s)
of the Plan that dealt with his area of expertise. Once
these sections were completed, the committee
planned to hold a meeting in which they would col-
laboratively revise the Plan and produce a finished
product. Thus, as the writing process cnabled a
change in the company’s authority structure, that
change, in turn, affected the writing process.

The board of directors hoped that collaborative
management would foster a team approach to deci-
sion making. They hoped that the president would
become a part of that team. Bill, however, had only
eluctantly accepted the new authority structure. He
taimed that it was inefficient and would not work.
F_om month after September 11th, many major deci-
S10ns were made only after bitter arguments between
e president and the vice presidents. In addition, the
“llaborative writing process that the executive com-
g‘f‘:‘ce sanctioned did not proceed as planned. A few
Wriuz vice Pfesndcnls produced mcomplct.e or poorly
“‘cekgn sections f9r the new Plan. :Alter several
Prcsid' the executive committee dFCldCd that thg
o tnt should complete a draft of the Plan on h_lS

4nd then the committee could meet to revise it.

After taking over the task of writing again, Bill
came to feel that little had really changed. Bill acted
as if he was still the company’s voice, and that he had
de facto control of the company because of it. On Oc-
tober 5th, he was completing the Plan and he told me
that the way this plan was being written was the same
way that he had written the 1982 Business Plan:

I'have not changed the way I have put together the
Business Plan. What has changed is the others’ at-
titudes towards this process. Their input is mini-
mum, but their conception of their input is maxi-
mum. The process hasn’t changed, they just think
it has changed. (ON, 10/5/83)

Bill was sure that there would be no big objections to
any part of the Business Plan when the management
group met to discuss it. “The only thing they do is
read what I write and make comments on grammar
and little things. That is not a significant change in
the process, but they think it is” (ON, 10/5/83). From
Bill's point of view he had the significant power in
the company because he was the one making the sub-
stantive rhetorical choices in the Business Plan. He
was the one setting the company’s goals. The execu-
tive committee, according to Bill, was only con-
cerned with minor stylistic issues, not content
choices. Bill appeared to be as much in control of the
company at this point as he was before the board
changed the structure of authority. On October 13th,
Bill discovered that this was not so. As noted earlier,
on that date the executive committee met to make
final revisions to the draft of the Business Plan. Dur-
ing that meeting the president and the vice presidents
engaged in a climactic confrontation for control of
the company—a confrontation that was stimulated
by the graphics lab passage.

The conflict over the graphics lab passage re-
flected two basic themes of the organizational con-
text. These themes help to explain the rhetorical ac-
tivities of the executives. The following two sections
first discuss the nature of these themes and then show
how the themes related to the executives’ collabora-

tive writing process.

ORGANIZATIONAL CONTEXT: THEMES

Two closely related themes explain the organiza-
tional context of Microware: Promotion versus Pro-



. a8

332|WORKPLACE STUDIES

duction and Entrepreneurial Control versus Commit-
tee Management. These themes describe opposing
views of reality, which gave rise to conflicting views
of the rhetorical context for writing the 1983 Busi-
ness Plan.

The president held a promotional view of reality,
a view described by an informant who worked with
him:

[He] think[s] that what is, is what you can con-
vince somebody else it is, or what you can con-
vince yourself it is, or what you can convince the
bank to keep paying [for] to promote what it is.
(OEI, 7/14/83)

During Microware’s first year and a half, when he
controlled the company, Bill made company deci-
sions on the belief that if he could convince employ-
ees and investors that the company could achieve a
certain goal, then the company would actually
achieve that goal. Bill’s primary promotional strategy
was to excite his audience by describing long-term
prosperous effects of an immediate cause—a cause
that Bill would want enacted. For example, during a
September 20, 1983 meeting, Bill tried to convince
one of the vice presidents that Microware should pur-
chase a highly specialized type of computer system.
In doing so, Bill employed two persuasive strategies:
(1) He emphasized the profits that Microware would
make from the sale of the specialized software pack-
ages that could only be produced with the proposed
system, and (2) he argued as if it was the proposed
system that would do all the work necessary to pro-
duce profitable software. He never discussed the role
or capabilities of Microware’s production staff. Al-
though this meeting was an instance of internal pro-
motion, the president relied on similar tactics when
promoting the company to outsiders. Sales pitches to
potential investors on the great production potential
of Microware purposefully glossed over production
details.

Because of Bill's presidential authority, his pro-
motional view was an extremely powerful force
within the company. Bill’s authority stemmed from
his entrepreneurial ambition. He had been the com-
pany’s entrepreneurial leader through most of the
company’s first two years. That is, he had generated
the initial ideas, spirit, and impetus for the company,

and had wielded controlling authority over g
company’s operations; he had been the only Of the
could make important company decisiong on h?e W
Through his entrepreneurial leadership, the co S owp,
reflected his point of view. In fact, Micmwarempany
into existence primarily on the strengths of Bi]l’sc ame
motional vision. As Bill stated, he createq ¢ Pro-
pany in 1982 largely by writing the compan
Business Plan:

he COm_
y's 198

It [the 1982 Business Plan] was everything, With
out a product, without money, without fumiture-
without machines, without anything, the Busines;
Plan [was] it. That’s your whole case for eXis-
tence. That’s what attracted money. That’s yhy
kept us in the [Start-Up] program. That’s wha got
most of the Board members into it. That’s why
got a lot of the employees into it. It did a lot of
things. (OEI, 7/18/83)

In spite of the importance that Bill attributed to it, the
writing of the 1982 Business Plan had been criticized
by a Northland State professor, Dr. Murphy, who had
been advising the young company during its incep-
tion. Murphy had urged Bill and the other founders to
develop an effective production system first, then
write a Business Plan and promote the company to
investors. Instead, Bill wrote a Business Plan before
the company was able to produce marketable soft
ware.
Clearly, the 1982 Business Plan had been a SPC'
cess in one important way: It attracted outside
support and investments. In a more significant Waj:
however, it was a failure: It inhibited successful pro-
duction by setting far-reaching goals without provid-
ing a production plan designed to achieve those
goals. For the first year and a half, the company *
software production floundered, because the Con:);
pany was built upon a promotional vision and l:n
upon a clear plan of production. As a result, the c© -
pany achieved a tenuous existence: It was able ©© Suce
vive on outside investment, but unable t0 pro(::ﬁ,
profit-generating products. Hence, there W4 : in-
ous flaw in Bill’s promotional view: P ersuad:il',g pot
vestors and employees to believe in his 80_als l ¢
guarantee that the company could achie¥®
goals. ity and
By the fall of 1983 the president’s a“.'hor:s who
vision faced opposition from the vice Prcslden ,

4

1 it

WRITING

J developed aproduction view of reality. This view

| ol of the design of the new production system
il

. }wn 20 by Dr. Hatlin. Before Hatlin arrived, the

ion organization was what one vice president

' i, ‘one fluid mass” (ON, 4/15/83). The produc-

 anagers struggled unsuccessfully to organize
:ﬁ of the production ingredients needed to produce

fiable software. After Hatlin, the vice presidents
plseveral other managers had clearly distinguished
j different elements of production and organized

| nintoa team production system,

Those who held a production view of reality be-
juved that one could only show that something could
ugpen by pointing, not to the future, but to the past.
Tieprimary strategy of those who held this view was
phase projections of future activity on past and pres-
al performances, so that there was an integrated,
dronological sequence of steps connecting the past
othe future. For example, in late August 1983, three
ninagers who held a production-oriented view pro-
psed that the company produce a new line of com-
nier games. The manager’s argument was based
pona detailed sequence of steps, built upon certain

| lrady demonstrated production capabilities. This

%quence integrated all elements of production from

| mgamming to sales, and led sequentially to the

mjeeted outcomes: marketable products in time for
lie Christmas 1983 selling season. This type of pro-
ficion point of view—which put all of the com-
Kay's operations under the guidance of a manage-

Tl leam—gave rise to a committee management
whority structure,

i IﬂiETORICAL CONTEXT: THEMES

Thﬁ ifferences between the president’s promo-
“lenreprencurial view and the vice president’s
F‘i"f:ll.cuon/commitlee management view spawnfad

g conceptions of the rhetorical situation for
¢ the 1983 Business Plan. The collaborators

k| : L. . .
deSSentmlly similar views of their audience and

| PM0se, but helq significantly different views of the

'];é:;ce that spurred the collaboration, and the ethos
ould be projected by the Plan.

1 Very . - N o
My one agreed that the purpose of the Business

W
1o © Show what the company produced, what

Metyy dfoduce in the future, how the company was
iy %d, how much money the company was seek-
OW much control the major investor would

Wollld P

—
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have l?y investing that amount. They also agreed that
Fhe primary audiences for the Plan were: (1) approx-
imately 30 venture capitalists, and (2) the company’s
employees, because the completed plan would give
guidance to their work.

The collaborators held differing views, however,
concerning the exigence for writing, the financial cri-
sis. The president believed that poor production led
to the exigence for writing, whereas the production
group (the vice presidents) came to believe that the
exigence arose in part because the company’s fi-
nances had been mismanaged by the president.

The collaborators clearly differed in their concep-
tion of the ethos that the Plan should project. The
president, through his promotional view, wanted to
write a Plan that expressed a bold, risk-taking
ethos—the kind of ethos necessary, he thought, to at-
tract investors. Bill sought to show that Microware
was innovative and capable of fast growth. He de-
cided that he could do this by including in the Busi-
ness Plan a projection that the company would soon
purchase an exciting new computer graphic produc-
tion system—the graphics lab—and begin producing
a whole line of sophisticated computer graphic soft-
ware products. “This must be in the Business Plan,”
he said on September 8th.

The production group, on the other hand, was
wary of the president’s past record of setting inflated
goals that were beyond the company’s production ca-
pabilities. The vice presidents were also wary of
Bill's judgment on crucial purchasing issues in light
of some of his questionable past financial decisions.
In addition, the vice presidents wanted the com-
pany’s goals to express a carefully detailed produc-
tion system. One vice president argued that “we need
to say what we’ve done to date, then project” (ON,
9/11/83). Projections, he argued, should be detailed
and sequential over a specified period of time: “If you
have 30 pages (in the Business Plan), 28 should be
specific plans of the (next) 18 months, and then two
pages of puffery” (ON, 9/12/83). This con§ervative
production ethos inevitably clashed with Bill’s pro-
motional ethos. ‘

By October 13, 1983, these opposing views
reached a climactic impasse when the collaborators
tried to revise the graphics lab passage of the Busi-
ness Plan. In revising the passage the executives had
to answer two seemingly simple questions: (1)
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Should we state that we are going to purchase the
graphics lab in 19847 (2) If so, how should we write
that statement? On one side was the president, who
believed that Microware should purchase the entire
lab in 1984. He believed that if he could persuade in-
vestors and Microware's employees that a graphics
lab could be implemented in 1984, then it indeed
would be.

In opposition to the president were three of the
four vice presidents. (The graphics lab had been a pet
project of one of the vice presidents long before the
company’s financial crisis; thus, he had mixed feel-
ings on the issue. He liked the project, but he still
subscribed to the production view of planning future
activities.) The vice presidents were concerned that:
(1) This claim was unsupportable—they did not be-
lieve that the company could afford to build and op-
erate the entire lab in 1984; and (2) the project would
not appear to fit with the kind of work that the com-
pany had done to date.

At stake in these apparently simple rhetorical
choices were complex social issues: the autocratic
decision-making power of the entrepreneur versus
the team decision-making system of the production
group. The opposing views were so entrenched, the
confrontation so angry, that when the impasse was
reached, the president threatened to resign—a move
that would have sabotaged Microware’s chances of
attracting a significant investor. At that moment, the
failure of the executives’ collaborative writing proc-
ess meant the failure of the company.

However, when the collaborative process seemed
completely deadlocked, an alternative way of look-
ing at the issue was proposed by the one vice presi-
dent who had not fully sided with the president or the
other vice presidents on this issue. The vice president
envisioned that the graphics lab system would de-
velop as did the production system of some of the
company’s current software: in small stages. This al-
ternative led the president to propose a compromise.

A close analysis of the October 13th meeting
shows that the goal that both sides argued over was
not the primary obstacle to successful collaboration.
The real obstacle was how the goal was articulated—
how the goal was argued. The president argued for
his goal with promotional tactics—predicting boun-
tiful profits from the graphics lab. However, the pro-

duction group opposed that goal, arguing that it ,
not “realistic” to expect that the company coy}g :
plement such a system in 1984. Bill recognizeq u:nN
this was a clash of differing views of reality: “Finat
it’s your idea of realism versus mine!” &

When the debate came to a stand-off between the
two competing realities, the central issue became
the control of the company. That is, the debate over
the rhetorical choices was a struggle for power. Im-
mediately after Bill said that it was his reality Versus
theirs, one of the vice presidents (Dave) expressed
the ideal of committee management: The group mys
come to an agreement that satisfied each one of thep,
But Bill countered with his one last attempt to asse;
his entrepreneurial power:

Dave: 1 mean we all have to believe in this 3
hundred percent and I don’t believe in this.

Bill: But we also don’t have to have every [ex-
pletive] decision be a compromise so that every-
body has to agree, otherwise it doesn’t even get
put down on paper. That’s what it’s been up to this
point and I'm getting tired of it!!!

Dave: Well, Bill, I'm sorry to say but based on
past performance, that’s the way it’s going to be
for awhile.

Bill: Well, we'll see about that.

Dave: That’s the way it’s going to be.

Bill: We’ll see about that.

Dave: Bill, you can argue about it as much as
you want. )

Bill: And I'll say I'll walk out that door right
now and you can finish the Business Plan. Rais¢
the rest of the money among yourselves! Se¢ if[a
major potential investor] gets involved!

Regardless of the official sanctioning of the e
utive committee’s authority, as long as that grovp ‘
executives included individuals separated by Suc."
different points of view as that which separated l?l]lc
from the production group, the teamwork ideal of .
board of directors would not be achieved by thé ez
ecutive committee. However, just as the proceSS_On
writing the Business Plan brought this Conﬁonti[;ns
to the surface, the writing process was also the " ro-
by which these realities were merged. The comrﬁcs
mise that finally led to an agreement on the grap (ive
lab passage served as an instance of the 0P ere

WRITING

rﬂ“mk that the executive committee was designed
v’:hieve. . )
[1aS only when the president took on the point
jew of the production group and made the argu-
using production’s strategy that a bridge be-
geen the opposing points of view was built and a
mise was reached. After the mediating vice
Jent likened the graphics lab project to past Mi-
e attempts at large-scale production, the pres-

1 iiat came to see the graphics lab not as a glamour

40, but as a process—a sequence of stages that had
pproceed according to the company’s capabilities.
15 shown earlier, the president thus proposed to
dunge the passage in two ways: (1) He revised
uchase of . . to “Initial staged development
.. (2) He replaced the brand name of the
mphics lab with a parenthetical statement that pro-
juted that the company would purchase only what it
wuld afford: “(contingent upon capital raising).”
Only when the president altered his view of the proj-
at,and thus altered his plan to implement the proj-
at,did he and the vice presidents achieve a common
mund. This common ground enabled the executives
bachieve a balance between the promotion and pro-
Gtion realities. It provided the basis for a collabo-
uie hetorical choice. The process of writing thus
provided an opportunity for the committee manage-
Bent structure to function as it was designed—as a
“m: The president would provide promotional vi-
“nand the production group would help to translate
Batvision into achievable goals. Once this impasse
¥ resolved, the executives completed the 1983
Bisiness Plan with little controversy. The Plan was
1o venture capitalists and eventually the com-
My altracted financial backing.

ICALITY OF RESULTS

mt‘-_mes that influenced the graphics lab rhetori-
mgcal;;lces also influenced the collaborators’ think-
U other aspects of the company’s operation

¥ere included in the 1983 Business Plan. Al-
gh the graphics 1ab conflict provided a particu-

Y Insighyfy) opportunity to view the influence of
a: :fs on the writing process, this influence was

m Se‘;maly, In .al‘l, the October 13th meeting en-
es g 31 decisions about the Plan. Those 51
nsisted of two general types: 21 content-
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related choices and 30 stylistic choices. The content-
related choices, which included the graphics lab de-
bate, showed the influence of the themes. The stylis-
tic choices did not.

DISCUSSION

The answers to the research questions form a provi-
sional model that describes a reciprocal relationship
between writing and the social and organizational
contexts in an emerging organization.

SOCIAL AND ORGANIZATIONAL CONTEXTS
INFLUENCE RHETORICAL CONTEXTS

QUESTION: In a given nonacademic setting, how
are writers’ conceptions of rhetorical situations for-
mulated over time? How do writers’ perceptions of
their social and organizational contexts influence (1)
their conceptions of rhetorical situations, and (2)
their writing processes?

The Influence on Rhetorical Situations

When the participants perceived a disorder in the or-
ganization, which they attempted to solve rhetori-
cally, there arose differing views of rhetorical situa-
tion. The executives’ differing view of the rhetorical
situation were manifestations of their differing inter-
pretations of their social and organizational context.
These differing interpretations reflected the two
dominant views of reality that were held among the
participants: the promotion/entrepreneurial view of
reality and the production/committee management
view of reality.

The Influence on Collaborative Behavior
The process of collaboration reflected the relative au-
thority of the collaborators. On August 25th when di-
rect collaboration began, Bill was still very much the
entrepreneurial leader of the company. The collabora-
tive process reflected this structure of authority: Bill
was the principal writer and voice of the company.
By September 7th, the company’s authority struc-
ture had changed from entrepreneurial control to
committee control. The collaborative writing process
mirrored this change by proceeding along the lines of
the production group’s team/committee approach to
decision making. Each committee member was 10
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write the parts of the Plan that covered his or her
areas of responsibility or expertise. Final revisions
were to be made by consensus.

From September 7th until October 13th, the rela-
tive authority of the executive committee and Qle
president was unsettled. Likewise, the collaborative
writing process was unsettled, too. The auLhority_that
had officially been given to the executive committee
had effectively reduced the authority of the president
to that of the other vice presidents. In practice, this
authority structure was problematic. Because of their
differing views of reality, the president and the mem-
bers of the production group were not yet integrated
into a committee that worked as a team. The writing
process was also not proceeding as a team process.
The committee approach to writing the Plan had not
been successful. Not everyone wrote their sections to
the satisfaction of the others, and thus the executive
committee gave Bill the authority to finish the Plan
on his own. After completing a late draft of the entire
Plan, Bill expressed the belief that his control over
decision making, although not officially sanctioned,
was, for all practical purposes, still intact.

By the October 13th collaborative writing session,
the authority structure of the company was still in
question and the collaborative writing process still re-
flected this uncertainty. These uncertainties reached a
climax during the moments when the graphics lab de-
bate was deadlocked. Simultaneously, the company’s
authority structure and the collaborative writing
process were threatened: The collaborators could not
agree on certain rhetorical choices and Bill threatened
apower struggle for control of the company. The com-
pany’s authority structure was split by the clash of op-
posing realities. As a result, crucial rhetorical choices
concerning the graphics lab could not be agreed upon.
Thus, the process of collaboration reflected the status
of power within the executive group.

RHETORICAL ACTIVITY INFLUENCES THE
COMPANY'S ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE
QUESTION: How do writing processes shape the or-
ganizational structure of an emerging organization?

The collaborative writing process played a signifi-
cant role in the reapportionment of authority among
the participants by challenging the president’s au-

thority and by providing an oppon.unity toresolye th
power struggle between the pre§1dem and the Olh:
members of the executive committee. The coljqp, at
tive process first served as a challenge to Bijpg au.
thority when the production group began to collaby,
rate on writing the Business Plan. This challeng,
occurred in two ways: (1) While collaboraling, the
production group made decisions about the com.
pany’s future. These decisions began a process of Te.
shaping the company through the writing of the Plan,
Thus the production group began to usurp some of
Bill’s control over planning the company’s future, ©
While collaborating, the production group evaluateq
certain past decisions that had been made by
These evaluations led the production group to ques.
tion Bill’s judgment as the company’s prime decisiop
maker. The process of writing the Plan allowed the
production group to make decisions about the com-
pany that reflected their production/committee man-
agement view of reality, and thus challenged Bill's
promotional/entrepreneurial control of the company,

Second, the process of collaborating served as a
means of resolving the climactic impasse of the pro-
motion versus production conflict that occurred dur-
ing the October 13th meeting. By employing the
strategy of the production ethos to rewrite a proposal
that was primarily an expression of a promotional
ethos, the participants integrated opposing realities.
In this instance, the collaborative writing process
achieved a balance that was necessary for the com-
mittee management structure to function as it wasin-
tended—as a team. Thus, the writing process helped
to resolve the power struggle, shaping the social real-
ity of the top management of the company.

IMPLICATIONS FOR THEORY BUILDING

My research indicates that writing a brief passagt of
the company’s 1983 Business Plan involved a c©™
plex social process. Within the last 15 years:
searchers have begun to develop models that descrite
writing as a complex process. A major process mode
of composing is the cognitive process theory devc'r
oped by Flower and Hayes (1980, 1981). In F]o“;fr
and Hayes’s (1981, p. 370) model, the conte® .
writing is embodied in a writer’s “long-term mcl"
ory,” and conception of the “task environmer
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. and unconscious aspects of context
o coﬂsc'qusational elements that influence writ-
% inc ude ::(tlu ence, audience, ethos, and purpose,
" shat he authors label “stored problem rep-
. ?sw" The latter are stored plans that the
w“‘”ﬁ(ﬁ;s&aw upon when writing:
ot
o oo doubt have many such representa-
fers familiar or conventional problems, such
ions 'f‘fr a thank-you letter. Such a representa-
an]gd contain not only a conventional defini-
:n\v;ll:he situation, audience, and writer’s pur-
fion Obul might include quite detailed information
abf:l‘l clutions, even down to appropriate tone
d phrases. (Elower & Hayes, 1980, p. 25)

pp addition t0 the above contextual factors, Flower
ud Hayes also include the “text Pfoduced so far” as
feing & part of the context for writing.

Alhough this model provides valuable insight
aothe role of context in composing processes, some
s (Bizzell, 1982; Cooper & Holzman, 1983)
aue that cognitive process models are significantly
omplete if they exclude aspects of social contexts
frcomposing. Investigations of writing in nonaca-
&mic settings begin to explain the functions of so-
dal aspects of composing in three ways:

I These studies expand the definition of the con-
tfor writing by showing that the writer’s concep-
n of his or her social context impinges upon
Wier's thetorical choices.
mcthchz ff(lpgnd the definition of writing activity to
i of li:l", Interaction asa p‘a?t of the process. In-
e e wl}ng the act of writing to the moments
Mies of riter encodes, rescarch into the ‘S().C.lal
brogg limcwmmg traces the writer’s activities
Mg upon th'e“:;‘lplof_mg how life experiences im-

They b Ihetorical choices that writer makes.
ffprcscm) i cgl,',l 10 uncover how the “stored problem
Ojing 3:::_\5 l;ri§0. Flower and Hayes, by em-
Wilgrg o rglt"{ernng methods designed to keep
Mlore how | clying on these stored plans, do not ex-
rhe‘Orica ch €S¢ representations influence writers’
28.8)°*D1ain E:CCS' Cooper and Holzman (1983, p.
iy, M4t the Flower and Hayes theory shows
Uieg. #S¢ stored plans arise nor how they are

With Flower and Hayes, the question of how writ-
ers are to develop plans to accomplish their goals
remains unanswered, and the scripts (stored prob-
lem representations) that skilled writers uncon-
sciously use are not described,

?f a researcher observed only the October 13th writ-
Ing session that occurred during my research, that re-
searcher might have recognized that the production
group wanted to write a Business Plan that followed
certain rules, such as (a) the claims about the com-
pany should be listed chronologically; (b) the predic-
tions of the future should be tied to the company’s
past actions; and (c) the predictions of company ac-
tivities should show that they are all integrated into a
cohesive plan. The researcher might have assumed
that these rules were a part of a stored plan that the
production group shared. The researcher would not
have been able to describe how this stored plan arose.
Research into social aspects of composing provides
opportunities to discover both the evolution of such
plans for writing, and the ways in which these plans
relate to the writer’s view of reality.

IMPLICATIONS FOR TEACHING

My research posits a reciprocal relationship between
writing and the development of an organization.
Teachers would do well to recognize this reciprocal
relationship when integrating collaborative team
projects into their technical, business, and profes-
sional writing courses. First, the team members’ per-
ceptions of social forces around them will impinge
upon the collaborative decisions that groups make.
Students’ conceptions of the demands of the course,
the teacher, and their peers will impinge upon their
collaborative effort. Second, the team members’ col-
laborative effort will build an organization. Once a
project gets started, the composing activities of the
group will delineate the relative authority of the
team’s members, thus creating some degree of struc-
ture in the team. What teachers need to do is to make
this process of organization building one of the pri-
mary topics of the project—that is, in addition to the
ostensible goal of producing a written product.

The Microware findings suggest that a successful
organization fosters collaboration among individuals
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who represent different constituencies and who have
differing interpretations of the organizational con-
text. Thus, teachers should try to put students into sit-
uations in which they need to incorporate differing
points of view within their group project. Like the
software company executives, students who have dif-
fering points of view should be required to integrate
their differing views to achieve a common goal. How
can teachers ensure that groups will bring together
students with differing views? An example of one
way would be to simulate a product development
cycle in class, requiring groups to produce several
pieces of documentation that support the cycle. Each
group must be made up of individuals who will rep-
resent the needs of the various factions in a typical
cycle: technical development, quality control, mar-
keting/sales, finance, and so on. Each student will
first learn the needs of his or her own constituency
and then be forced to deal with each others’ con-
stituencies as they collaborate on the project.

The major pitfall of the Microware collaborators
suggests an important strategy for effective collabo-
ration that can also inform the teaching of collabora-
tive writing. From the time that the executives con-
structed their conceptions of exigence until the
impasse that they reached during the October 13th
collaborative writing session, the collaborative writ-
ing process was dominated by adversarial behav-
ior—behavior characterized by an agonistic relation-
ship between those who held differing views of
reality. And yet, the collaborative team approach that
the executive committee was supposed to foster did
ultimately succeed. It did so through a compromise
that created a bridge of shared meaning between the
opposing sides of the issue. This bridge was con-
structed by describing the promotion argument in
terms of the production strategy. The bridge enabled
the revisions that satisfied both points of view.

Although it may be fruitful for writers to take an
agonistic stance toward their intended audiences, the
example of the Microware participants indicates that
it is probably best for collaborators to seek, in a
Rogerian sense, areas of shared understanding
among each other. By enabling our students to col-
laborate with peers who hold differing views of the
writing task at hand, the students will need to develop
collaborative strategies in order to succeed. In such

cases, teachers of writing should urge the collaoy

tors to take a Rogerian stance toward their fellow CoT
laborators. That is, each collaborator shoy)q try 1
discover the point of view of the other writer(s), stat
that point of view, and recognize how and i Wha(i
cases that point of view is valid. Most imporlam, the
collaborators should be prepared to alter thejy own
views as they strive to understand those of thejr fel-
low collaborators. The use of a Rogerian approach (o
rhetoric that my research suggests differs from o
major application of Rogerian theory that has been
developed by Young, Becker, and Pike (1970),
Whereas Young et al. urge writers to use their oppo-
nents’ arguments within the writer’s arguments i,
order to manipulate the opponents’ point of view, my
research suggests that collaborators need to develop
a negotiatory attitude with each other, so that the col-
laborators can alter their own views to achieve a
shared bridge of meaning. Bator (1980, p. 431) iden-
tifies this last ingredient as the essence of Rogerian
rhetoric: “The basic assumption of Carl Rogers is
that through discovery of each other’s points of view,
we are all encouraged to revise our image of the
world.”’

In short, then, we must teach students to develop
interpersonal skills so that, by interacting with other
collaborators, they can learn the views of those col-
laborators. Odell (1985) makes a strong claim for the
need to teach writing students interpersonal skills:

We need to give students frequent opportunities 10
practice the interpersonal skills that will enable
them to function effectively in a dialogue or ina
group discussion. It will not be enough to ask stu-
dents to work in groups; we will have to make sure
that they know how to do so effectively.

Overall, teachers need to be concerned not only with
the products of collaborative writing projects: bt
also with the social processes that the students must
undertake to achieve successfully those products

IMPLICATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

The implications for further research concern.;‘of
what I did during my study, but what I did not do: 3
though I carefully followed the writing of th
Business Plan, I did not follow the use of thal

con-
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’ Jocument. Faigley (1985) suggests that
p f writing research in nonacademic organiza-
‘!“’:fshould explore the ways texts are written, such
(i

rcscilfCh should also

follow the completed text, examining how it is
disscminatcd, who has access to it, who reads it
and who doesn’t, what is read, what actions peo-
ple take upon reading it, and how it influences
subsequent texts.

If for example, I had followed the use of the Busi-
iess Plan, I might have answered the following ques-
tions:

+ Once the Business Plan was written, how was
that Plan perceived as an entity?

+ How was that Plan perceived to function in the
company?

+ Did these perceptions change the company’s di-
rection? _

+ Did they change the company’s daily opera-
tions?

* Did they change the daily activities of the com-
pany’s top management? If so, how were the ac-
livities of the lower management and employ-
ces affected by these changes?
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By answering questions such as these, this research
would have further described and explained the in-
fluence of writing on the organization.

CONCLUSION

This research, in answering its major research ques-
tions, provides a model of a relationship between
writing and organizing in an evolving organization. [
wish to emphasize that this model is quite provi-
sional. The research results that form this model de-
scribe and explain the rhetorical and organizational
activities of a particular case, and as such can be gen-
cralized only very tentatively. Although there has
been little research into the relationships between
writing and the evolution of an organization, aspects
of this model do support results of research cited
at the outset of this report. Although the particulars
of my results are unique, these findings, like New-
kirk’s (1984) unique findings, can serve as an exam-
ple in a “heightened and intensified form” of certain
aspects of the relationship between writing and
organizing.

Odell (1985) states that “we have scarcely begun
to understand how organizational context relates to
writing.” Ethnographic research in nonacademic set-
tings is beginning to bring this relationship to light.

NOTE

I'would like to express my gratitude to Professor Lee
Odell of Rensselacr Polytechnic Institute for his invalu-
ale assistance on this research.
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ENGINEERING WRITING/
WRITING ENGINEERING

DOROTHY A. WINSOR

When I was offered the opportunity to reflect on “Engineering Writing/Writing Engineering,” [
jumped at the chance because, secretly, this article has always been my favorite among the arti-
cles I have written. Writing it led me to an “aha” moment about the function of language in the
world that engineers and I both live in, and that moment has shaped my work ever since.

Yet as I reread it, I realize that today I would never conduct a “study” like the one described
init, nor would I write in the essay form the article uses. When I wrote this article, rhetoric had
very few studies of people writing in what we ethnocentrically called “nonacademic settings.”
The paucity of our knowledge is shown in this article’s rather short list of twenty-five references,
many of which are from outside of rhetoric. I was fortunate enough to know an engineer who
was willing to talk to me about his writing, and almost anything I said about him would be news
tomy disciplinary colleagues. My kairos was right.

So I had little need to create specific research questions and develop rigorous methods to an-
swer them. There is no effort in this article to justify my choice of my single participant, no tri-
angulation, no explanation of how I analyzed my interview transcript or even of what questions
I'asked. Like the field in general, I have since learned much about how to generate convincing
knowledge claims, and when I research and write today, I draw on that knowledge. From that
point of view, “Engineering Writing/Writing Engineering” seems primitive and outdated.

But along with things I would do differently, I also see aspects to this article that seem as rel-
evant now as they did in 1990. The fact that it draws on sources outside of rhetoric, for instance,
can be seen as a sign of our field’s commitment to interdisciplinary work, a commitment that is
necessary because of the way that writing crosses the boundaries of the knowledge fiefdoms we
so arbitrarily construct. I still like the way that theory and the scant data that I had enlightened
one another and led me to rethink my understanding of each. And I still believe that I succeeded
in making the strange familiar and the familiar strange, one of the goals that ethnographers aim
for in their examinations of the worlds that others around us create. ‘ .

Most of all, T sheepishly admit that I still love the ending of this article, in its reflexive un-
certainty, T remember that T hesitated to include it because it seemed quirky. Yet today, that sense
of uncertainty about knowledge, even knowledge based on data, is _what seems freshest to me.
As aresearcher, I am firmly committed to the importance of gathering data, but as a scholar, 1

—_—
From College Composition and Communication 41.1(1990): 5

of Teachers of English. Reprinted with permission.

8-70. Copyright 1990 by the National Council
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believe that the most important thing we can bring to our research is a willingness to surrendey
our sense of certainty and embrace the unexpected insights that turn our worlds upside down_

Dorothy A. Winsor

Knowledge is not found ready-made in nature. In-
stead, knowledge is constructed in the interplay be-
tween nature and the symbol systems we use to
structure and interpret it. (See Bazerman, Shaping
Written Knowledge, 291-317, for a discussion of the
way nature and the statements we make about it limit
one another.) Over the last ten years, this notion of
the construction of knowledge has become increas-
ingly accepted by those of us in the humanities and
social sciences. We talk, therefore, of language, and
particularly written language, as a tool for construct-
ing ideas, of a given field of knowledge being created
by the interaction of its practitioners’ texts, and of
knowledge itself, including scientific knowledge,
as rhetorically shaped. (See, for instance, Lefevre;
Bruffee; Nelson et al.; and Latour, Science in Action.)
We accept the idea that our knowledge is shaped
by our language. But this view of language and writ-
ing is not necessarily accepted in other parts of our
campuses, as those of us who teach engineers, for ex-
ample, can attest. Engineering defines itself as a field
concerned with the production of useful objects. In
keeping with this concern, engineers tend not only to
see their own knowledge as coming directly from
physical reality without textual mediation, but also to
devalue the texts engineers themselves produce, see-
ing them as simple write-ups of information found
elsewhere.

Scholars and teachers of technical writing have, to
some degree, tended to share this view. Several of our
most significant studies of engineers’ writing, for in-
stance, examine the way writing is used to transmit
engineering knowledge rather than to generate it
(Allen; Paradis et al.; Broadhead and Freed). Techni-
cal writing textbooks, too, often present writing
solely as a means to report on what the engineer al-
ready knows. Mathes and Stevenson’s influential De-
signing Technical Reports, for instance, enjoins the
engineer to shift out of a technical mode and into a
report writing mode when getting ready to write

(3-8). Writing is viewed as part of an e"gi“eer’sjob
but not as part of engineering, which presumably
happens in some separate, prior realm (cf. Andersop
3-6; Houp and Pearsall 8-9; Lannon 8). Insofar
however, as engineering is knowledge about object;
and how to build them rather than the actual bujlg.
ing itself, it is necessarily a symbol-bound fielq,
That is, even this field, which seems so tied to physi.
cal reality, is necessarily accomplished through
language.

While our theory says, then, that engineering, like
all knowledge, is filtered through language, studies
have not yet shown how engineers’ writing would
look when contemporary views about the textual
shaping of knowledge are applied. This paper is an
attempt to fill that gap. The basis for this paper is (1)
a file of engineering documents, (2) comments made
on those documents by a mechanical engineer who
had participated in the engineering activity they de-
scribed, and (3) the engineer’s own activity as he
wrote a technical paper he later presented at a pro-
fessional conference. The engineer, whom I will call
John Phillips, had a Ph.D. in Mechanical Engineef—
ing. Phillips had about fifteen years of work expert
ence and was a middle-level manager in the Research
and Development department of a large manufactur-
ing company. He had the file of documents becausé
he was using them to write a paper to be presenled at
the national convention of the Society of Automotie
Engineers. His paper described his research group
efforts to lower an engine’s emissions in ordef 10
meet new standards issued by the Environmc"m:
Protection Agency (EPA). Phillips anticipated tha
other researchers would find the information use'“_
in working toward lowering their own engines’ em’®
sions, although his results would have to be adaP“;‘
by them to suit their own engines” different con gd
rations. Examination of the texts Phillips Us® e
the one he produced suggests the way engineers
both their knowledge and themselves.

R

] e ENGINEERING KNOWLEDGE

qediation of knowledge is difficult for engj-

A accept because they see themselves as work-

.I fly on physical objects. Examination of the

# s phillips was using, however, showed that
fthe reports he had were based on written ma-

| joreor less distant from lab results and that lab

fremselves were writing. In the lab, engineers
gauments, which are materializations of previ-
5 lnowledge, to translate physical objects into

| data which can then be manipulated and stud-

o Some lab instruments, such as a spectrograph or
e, actually write directly on a piece of paper.

| s, such as a temperature gauge, translate physi-
| dptenomena (such as heat) into a useful written
| im(such as numbers). As Karin D. Knorr says,

| nthelaboratory, the “texts” are provided by con-

gnlly accumulated combinations of measure-

| mnttraces (graphs, figures, printouts, diagrams,
| s, etc.). (352)

|k texts” are then interpreted in order to become

aieering knowledge. Numerous researchers have
ished the degree to which data fail to speak for
kalies and are instead the subject of interpreta-
(e, for example, Knorr; Law and Williams; La-
"Wyﬁltience inAction). For the most part, this inter-
P too is carried out in writing.

F“S.rcliance on writing has been shown to be
Rtinthe work of scientists. In Laboratory Life,

4

sudy of laboratory scientists, Bruno Latour and

4% . . N .
| " Woolgar noiceq the omnipresence of writing.

Wy ang

i Woolgar concluded that the objective of
g ¥
b o

iy i S Inscription, the conversion of physical
. Millen documents ranging from lists of

et ) g gin,
{4 " PUblished papers. Tnscription can be seen

Ning i .
By [c:l""e’ nachain because, although documents
Hy 8 though they refer directly to physical

i e
| ‘g ! &lually refer to and are based on other

Y 'COCUI“CNS produced later are valued as
ot l[‘o generalize the content of a larger
Iy, Lear .

i - er documents. For instance, a lab re-

' f}‘mhef Peces of specific data can be used, along

[

Such .
‘ feports, to create a curve showing a

oy Clry,
4 ainy ' can then be used to support a theo-

4 Paper. Knowledge is thus con-
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structed through texts, not discovered in the original
process of lab work.
Moreover, the textual construction of knowledge is
social in nature because each document must con-
vince other people of its validity in order to be ac-
cepted as knowledge. Only documents that do con-
vince others are used. Documents that for any reason
cease to be convincing cease being treated as contain-
ing knowledge. Thus, for instance, twentieth-century
scientists do not treat the contents of astrology texts as
knowledge, although fourteenth-century scientists
did. Ineffect, knowledge may be defined as that which
most people in a discourse community are convinced
of, and what a discourse community is convinced of
is indicated by the texts it has accepted. (See Bazer-
man, “Scientific Writing,” for a survey of research in
the social construction of scientific knowledge. See
Dobrin for a discussion of the relationship between
objectivity and social construction.)

ENGINEERS' RELIANCE ON WRITING

The phenomenon of inscribed knowledge, which La-
tour and Woolgar observed among scientists, is also
seen in the engineering documents studied here. To
some degree, this sameness is surprising because
engineering differs from laboratory science in that
it more immediately aims at practical application
(cf. Miller, “Ethos”; Miller and Selzer). It is sup-
posed to result in a physical product (in this case a
low-polluting engine) whose success or failure in the
marketplace is the measure of the engineer’s work, as
an influential, frequently cited paper is of the scien-
tist’s. For the technologist, writing is a means to the
end of producing an object. Knowledge is built for
this end, rather than valued for itself. The engine,
rather than a document, is “final publication” for the

engineer. There is, therefore, a temptation to see en-

gineering writing in the way engineers do, as inci-

dental to the project at hand.

Examination of Phillips’ work, however, reveals
that, while for him writing is not the final product, it
is an essential means by which that product is created
because it is the essential means by which engineer-
ing knowledge is created. Thus, wheq Phillips sat
down to write his paper, he did not begin by looking
at the engine. For one thing, as a _subject for a con-
ference paper, the engine both existed too publicly

g
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and did not exist at all. It existed too publicly in that
it was being produced, and other engine researchers
could buy one and look at it directly, so they did not
need the paper to know about the engine. (According
to Phillips, however, it was unlikely competitors
would look at the actual engine. They too would be
most likely to consult a document—in this case cer-
tification reports filed with EPA—rather than the ob-
ject.) The engine discussed in the paper did not exist
at all in that the actual numbers for fuel economy,
pollution, power, etc., reported in the paper came, not
from engines actually being produced, but from en-
gines set up in lab test cells. Those engines had long
since been torn down and the cells devoted to other
purposes. So the paper necessarily drew, not on con-
temporaneous physical lab results, but on results
and analysis already written and interpreted in other
documents.

In writing his own paper, Phillips used a file of
documents written by other people in his workplace.
The bulk of the documents he had were, in order of
their production, data sheets, handouts from oral pre-
sentations, and what his company called Progress
Reports and Technical Reports. Data sheets are com-
puter-produced lists of numbers generated in a test
cell. They are produced by placing a probe in the en-
gine to measure a variable (for instance, nitrous-
oxide emissions) and then changing a condition (for
instance, temperature) in a controlled way. The com-
puter records results at various points and prints them
out in a list engineers analyze to determine their suc-
cess or failure in meeting government-mandated
emission standards. Data sheets were unique among
the documents Phillips had because they were the
only ones produced by looking directly at physical
reality. Every document subsequent to them was pro-
duced by looking at least partly at other documents.
Thus, the computer was the only “writer” here not
writing from previous texts,

Though the computer writes directly from obser-
vation of an object, its writing is still socially shaped.
First, the computer and its attached instruments are
materializations of previously agreed-upon ways of
structuring the world. The temperature scales used,
for instance, are human constructions, as is the lan-
guage through which the computer functions. Thus,
while nature certainly acts upon the computer, the
reading the computer gets is coded by the society

which built the computer. Second, the co
tivities are determined by the research ropn, 3¢
Phillips’ company and, in this case, of (e lagrram of
ciety represented by EPA, which direcqeq thger 50-
pollution engines should be built. Thyg even ‘:}l] low.
personalized writing of the computer g Soe-de'
shaped. Clally

Phillips had a few computer-generated dag, she.
but not many because, as will become apparent ehts
information in the data sheets had usually been tr,at ¥
formed into a more generalized form iy anmlr::.
report. Phillips found these later forms more meanr
ingful and more useful. One can distinguish here be-
tween a document’s authority and its usefulness
Data sheets were the most authoritative evidence i,;
that later documents could not contradict them once
they had been accepted as accurate. But data sheeys
were also the least useful for Phillips in writing his
paper because, despite their socially constructed as-
pects, they contained the least interpretation, the least
meaning. Interpretation and meaning were provided
in later, supplemental documents.

The most common later documents were figures
from oral presentations. Phillips had eight sets of
handouts from presentations given by two people
who worked for him. At one point, he called these
handouts, not the engine, “the raw material” of his
paper. In Phillips’ company, most decisions abqul re-
search are made in meetings at which engineers
orally present their progress to management (cf. Parc-'
adis et al. 297). Phillips said progress was reponek
orally rather than in writing because meetings wf(:)r
less time than writing and gave an OPl")f“""tyf ihe
group discussion, that is group interpretation: ffpeo_
data—social construction of facts. As he said s
ple can look at the data and make different ‘Com‘:‘ha[. .
than other people might. Or they’ll say gee
good but that’s not so good.””

The oral nature of these meetings, oY .
not mean that they are free of writing: Al lhandoutS-
ning of these meetings, speakers pass out or trans’
Each page in the handout is a copy Of ashde ’
parency the engineer will show in his O lm
tation. That slides or transparencies ar¢ on ature:
than paper does not change their Wf‘ften nv rsion of
handouts are simply a more convenuona'cipa o
that writing, provided so that each P“rl:j e Thos¢
have a record of agreed-upon knowlec®

mPUtEr‘S

e

—_

ENGINEERING WRITING/WRITING ENGINEERING |345

ot at the meeting use their handouts to make
gson, thus modifying the speaker’s text to reflect
T,:dsolidif)’ the agreement reached orally at the
ﬁ,eeting. Thus Phillips had made pencilled additions

o lhe various sets of handouts. In one set, for in-

1 nce, he bracketed two curves on one page and in-

jaed that the difference between them was 20%, as
e at the meeting analyzed how much progress
jey had made. On another page, he supplemented a

{ qph showing what would happen to one pollutant

sdera given condition with numbers showing what
sould happen to a second pollutant not originally
gown, as those at the meeting discussed how condi-
ions that would help reduce the first pollutant might
ncrease the second.

In addition to reflecting group interpretation,
ese handouts were more useful to Phillips than data
deets because of their graphic form. Usually the first
et of the handout gives the title and perhaps an
wlline of the presentation, and then all the others are
gaphs of some sort. These graphs are sometimes
tand-plotted from data sheets or more often plotted
diectly by the computer using the same data it uses
bereate data sheets. The graphs are thus a more gen-
wlized version of the data sheets. They are also
more selective, since the speaker doesn’t present all
lie data but only those which are, as Phillips said,
tlevant.” The graphs’ generalized, selective nature
s makes them more interpretive than the data
feels. Charles Bazerman has noted the degree to
ich graphs are an interpretive form:

Graphs, in addition to displaying data, show
tends and allow comparison with other data and
with theoretical predictions displayed on the same
orncighboring graphs.

Thus,in contrast to tables, in graphs,

e display of data [is] more purposeful, interpre-
e, intellectually complex, and intertwined with

¢ theoretical argument of the paper. (“Modern
Evolugion” 180)

e Merpretive nature of the graphs from the oral

I .
ciilclmatmns was part of what made them useful to
Ips,

“.P‘e _importance of these handouts to Phillips’
i "818 shown in his listing as co-author the subor-

in
“ewho made six of the sets of handouts and gave

<

those six presentations. Phillips had decided on his
OWn to write the conference paper and had prepared
a draft before a co-worker suggested that Phillips’
subordinate should be listed as co-author. Phillips
agreed and added the subordinate’s name to his own
on the draft. The subordinate’s name actually ap-
peared on the draft for several weeks before anyone
told him he was a co-author. His involvement in the
putting of words on paper came before Phillips wrote
the conference paper, but Phillips saw it as vital, as is
shown by his response when I asked if his subordi-
nate had done any of the writing:

No. T gave him a copy after I finished drafting
and he’s supposed to be editing it. But, of
course . . . when he finished the work on the
naturally aspirated engine, he wrote an internal
R&D memo which is normal, standard proce-
dure. . . . And [the subordinate] had, of course,
put on oral presentations throughout . . . so I
had . . . oral presentations that he had done.

The subordinate made only a few minor changes in
Phillips’ draft. His “co-authorship” was thus based
on the development work he had done, as inscribed in
the documents Phillips was using.

The other documents Phillips used heavily were
Progress Reports and Technical Reports, which are
both written after a body of research has been com-
pleted and which document what has happened.
Progress Reports are sent by research engineers to
another of the company’s divisions, which is respon-
sible for getting the engine onto the market. This
other division actually requests the research and pays
for it. Technical Reports are progress reports which
stay within the R&D (research and development)
area. They go to technical people who have been in-
volved, their management, and the company library.
Phillips had several Technical and Progress Reponjts,
and he used them because they summarized and in-
terpreted a large amount of activity. These reports re-
flected final, agreed-upon knowledge, and it was in
them, not the engine, that the knowledge lay for

Phillips.

KNOWLEDGE OF DOCUMENT EQUALS
KNOWLEDGE OF THING

The result of all this is that for Phillips, knowledge of
the engine and knowledge of documents about the

.—
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engine were identical. This was evident in a conver-
sation 1 had with him about how he wrote his own
paper. His paper was on the engine's development
and was intended to give information about engine
behavior which researchers had picked up along the
way rather than to describe the final engine configu-
ration, which, as I have said, was readily available in
the marketplace. He used the documents I have men-
tioned by ordering them chronologically, selecting a
starting point, and then using the order created to pro-
vide content and structure for his paper. Using the
documents, he said, he

could start with the one I had decided was appro-
priate and say the first thing we did was test
this . . . and then here are the results. Then I
went through various things that we tried that
were successful and unsuccessful.

When 1 asked him, Phillips said that by “going
through various things,” he meant going through var-
ious handouts. Thus a document describing a “thing”
is substituted for the “thing” itself.

The blurring of the line between document and
thing is also evident in the conference paper Phillips
finally produced. The first page and a half of the
eleven-page paper describe the physical configura-
tion of the engine and contain five photographs of
engine parts. These photographs and the accompany-
ing sentences seem to refer directly to physical real-
ity: “The engine uses a lightweight, linerless block
with an open-face fire deck (Figure 1).” In the second
half of the second page, however, the figures change
from photos to graphs, and photos never return.
Graphs are, of course, a written trace several steps
further removed from thing than photos are. Sen-
tences like the following begin to appear: “This mod-
ification of the fuel/cycle curve was accomplished by
using a thin, rectangular feed port for the plunger for
the 8.2L injector instead of the normal round hole.”
Note that this scntence talks about altering the
“curve” on a graph (that is, writing) and altering
the engine as if the two were equivalent. The next
sentence continues this treatment of engine and writ-
ing: “Figure 6 shows that this unusual feed port in-
creases the fuel/cycle at higher speeds (due to throt-
tling of fuel escaping during the feed port closure)

and the result is reduced fuel/cycle slope.
writing (that is, Figure 6, which is a line graﬁh
idence for engine behavior (an increase jn the
of fuel per cycle) which in turn alters
(“slope,” a characteristic of graph lines). Wri,
about the engine and the engine itself are unclcaﬂg
differentiated. For Phillips, at any rae, engin eeriny
knowledge was knowledge of documents a Jeqg as
much as knowledge of things. This is not (o say that
he had no knowledge of the thing, only that he had pg
knowledge that was not inextricably bound up with
writing.

Here,
)is ey.
amoypy
Wri(ing

WRITING THE ENGINEER

Engineers think of themselves as gathering facts and
then acting. They usually view reports either as a
means of presenting facts to management so that ac-
tion can occur or as a way to store facts for future usc.
Examination of the documents Phillips used and pro-
duced, however, suggests that, in his case, they also
have what Clifford Geertz refers to as an “interr
pretive” function for the engineers themselves. As
Geertz says cockfighting is for the Balinese, for
Phillips and his colleagues a report is often “a story
they tell themselves about themselves” (448) L‘Ik?
the Balinese cockfight, such reports have 8 free ¢ ct
ment of art or ritual or play about them, SUPpleme:[c
ing their practical uses. In this case, the rePO"L:S
designed to show the writers” respect for fac” cor
actions and thus show that they belong (© the
munity of engineers, d. for i
This function of reports is demonstrated calls
stance, in the form of what Phillips’ OmP oy
Technical Reports. These reports summar? r pcriods
of research which might have happen® OV: phillips
as brief as a month or as long as two ¥© : fre
thought of them primarily as a resource ,; cary, VI
searchers. They went to his company I cord W
they were, he said, “the only Perma'{cgésign. o
have of what happened.” The reports se. Fof o
ever, does not match this archival purpoa istof &
thing, Technical Reports always include are “’ri.ucz
ommendations despite the fact that they dccis":;‘
after development work has ceased 0o mer
have already been made. Many of the uctui‘“y !
tions made in a Technical Report
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ady been carried out. Thus.'f(')r examplc,‘ one rec-
qnmendation ina re'port. Phillips was using reads
feevaluate and clarlfy'tlp spray angle effects,” al-
fough tests t0 accomplish this were already being
ared out before the report was written and distrib-
Jed. According to Phillips, any recommendation
shichhad not already been acted upon was not likely
obe. So why include the recommendations at all?
Merpondering this question, Phillips said he did not
{tow. Their inclusion was simply customary.

Asimilar pattern was observable in the Progress
Reports sent to the company division requesting and
tudgeting for the research. These reports were writ-
tnafter work had been concluded and decisions
made. Their recipient had already been given all the
information contained in them in oral presentations
ued for decision making. The Progress Report’s pur-
pose, then, was to “go to [the division] in a kind of
fomal way and they would have it and it would show
¥y we were doing what we were doing and what the
tsult was” That the division already had this infor-
malion was irrelevant. In other words, these docu-
ments justify decisions already made but are written
8lhough they are the basis of the decision and would
ogically come before it, not after it.

This puzzling inclusion of recommendations and
sons for already-made decisions suggests a func-
Unfor these documents beyond their practical one.

¢ documents were not intended to fool anyone.

Most of them would never actually be read by any-

e What, then, could be the function of the docu-
ents’ Supplementary elements? One possible expla-
Mon s that the primary object of such writing is to

Merpret these engineers” activities to match engi-

tering ideals, Engineering decisions are often made
‘crllelhe middle of research where conclusions are not
,,,:Ial all. They are necessarily based at least partly
.hu"Ch"S, creative instinct, and tacit knowledge
ﬁ:)l;]cd frf’m Pa'st experience. But these faclor§ have
[ Yi:cc 'engineering ideals, which stress logic and
€ on facts that will speak for themselves and
*decisions obyious, These writers seem to be ex-
"¢ their actions to one another and most impor-
azc le' lh‘3"1.S<:lvcs so that those actions woul.d
Yo ith their ideal notion of themselves and their

a " *fey were, in other words, writing themselves
Mineers,
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LOGIC AS A PLAUSIBLE STORY

Scientists have previously been described as per-
forming a similar kind of self-interpretation. In an
article called “Is It Possible to Reconstruct the Re-
search Process?” Bruno Latour discusses the pub-
lished papers produced by a group of scientists work-
ing on protein synthesis. Of the scores of possible
protein analogs, the scientists worked on only a few.
The analogs to be worked on were not chosen totally
randomly, but neither were they chosen as part of a
totally logical research program. Analog choice, for
instance, could come about because a scientist work-
ing elsewhere had published a paper which made try-
ing one analog easier than trying another; or equip-
ment could be available to make one choice more
plausible than another. No matter how the choice was
made, however, published papers presented the
analogs in logical groups. Although the groups and
therefore the logic used varied from paper to paper,
groups of analogs were always presented as though
only logic had determined their selection (64). Latour
sees what we might call this “creative accounting” as
a kind of logic. “If logic,” he says,

was taken out of the laudative meaning that it has
[had] since Aristotle and was understood as logos
or path, then we could say the [purpose of the] re-
search process is to build paths, or, to use another
source of metaphor, to tell plausible stories. (66)

Scientists create rather than describe a logical world
in which they themselves behave logically.

In Phillips’ account of writing his own paper, the
creation of a logical, engineering self is evident.
Phillips even used terms similar to Latour’s. He re-
peatedly described himself as “telling the story” of
the engine’s development, and he knew he sometimes
rearranged the facts for the sake of the “story.” When
he went through the handouts from the oral presenta-
tions, for instance, he had to decide what to include.
“In some cases,” he said,

there are some anomalies in the data that are hard
to explain and you have to think how am I going
to explain them or how am I going to avoif! show-
ing them so that we don't have to explain them
and so we have a nice, consistent story (o present.

g
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He included one finding that was, he said,

A little bit misleading because the improvement
we made to meet '88 [emission] standards we’ll
actually undo for 1991 standards because we’ve
learned it’s detrimental to 1991, but we won’t tell
people that.

He departed from his original list of items to be cov-
ered because, as he said, sometimes “you find out
you don’t have good information on that or the test
was not accurate or quite confusing so you might say
‘T'll skip that subject.’” His difficulty, Phillips said,
was “trying to figure out how to make a sensible,
clear story out of data . . . and yet [not] confuse by
showing other results.” For Phillips, as for the other
writers who produced the Technical Reports and so
on described earlier, telling a “sensible, clear story”
was important not only because it would be easier for
the reader to follow, but also because it would create
the writer and the knowledge community he repre-
sented in a desirable way.

Because knowledge communities have a stake in
how those representing them appear, communities
both aid and limit individual members in creating
desirable selves. They do so through the forms
of writing available (cf. Miller, “Genre”). The stan-
dard formats available in any discipline control the
way a writer can create his or her self. Thus, for
Phillips, the inclusion of recommendations in a
Technical Report is a matter of custom, and so he
does it. He thus demonstrates his mastery of what
Toulmin calls a discipline’s “transmit,” its forms of
explanation:

[T]he core of the transmit . . . is the repertory of
intellectual techniques, procedures, skills and
methods of representation, which are employed in
“giving explanations” of events and phenomena
within the scope of the science concerned. (159)

For an engineer to be accepted as an engineer, he or
she must write and speak in the already-created
forms and tongues of engineering. Thus, while it is
possible to say that engineers create themselves in
texts, it is also possible to say that they are created by
the texts available to them.

CONCLUSION

This study is, of course, extremely limiteq in

scope, and further research needs to be done, phiu_lts
is only one writer in only one company, There alrps
moreover, certain aspects of his work which m:’
make him more dep.endent on writing than other o
gineers would be. First, he works in a Researcp, and
Development depaftment fmd thus could be seep N
functioning more like a scientist, more like 3 knowl.
edge generator than, say, an engineer in one of the
plants producing the engine he helped design, Sec.
ond, his research is on engine emissions which are,
for the most part, invisible to the naked eye and ths
may depend more on translation to writing than other
research areas. I suspect, however, that observations
of engineers in the work place will reveal a large de-
pendence on writing, particularly if they include ob-
servations of writing such as instrument traces, data
sheets, and log books. Selzer, for instance, observed
an engineer consulting numerous documents as an
inventing technique. These pre-report documents are
important parts of knowledge generation whose
study has been largely neglected in favor of knowl-
edge-transmitting reports. .

In addition, despite the factors mentioned earlier,
there are reasons to believe Phillips and his company
are fairly typical in the way they work with writing:
Phillips’ communication skills were rated “Ol{ma".d ’
ing” in his most recent evaluation, and thus his wnt:
ing cannot differ much from what his company te
sires. Moreover, the paper he produced was aCCePSo_
by and presented at the national conference of the[ s
ciety of Automotive Engineers, suggestiné tl.ae
writing also fits the expectations of his disciP -
addition, engineers leave Phillips’ company 100 pis.
elsewhere and come from other companics or W0
Phillips himself worked at another company ough
years before joining his present emPloyer'differcﬂ[
different companies do, of course, have uble &
local practices, people seem to have Jittle tr0 od here
justing, suggesting that the practices des™
are common ones.

Tused to tell my engineering studen's ©
is what engineers do. By this, 1 meant $™"% ing
they would spend more of their work t'T is stwdy
than they probably thought they would:

writing
u?at | (hat
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ggests that writing is, indeed, what engineers do.
n}y inscribe a written repfgsentation of physical re-
««and then use more writing to build agreed-upon
ovledge and their own characters as engineers. In
Wﬁﬂg a world of language, engineers are not
uﬁ“d Indeed, as I said in the opening of this article,
By resemble the rest of us, just as our theories
qauld predict. The engineer differs from the rest of

s perhaps, only in showing greater resistance to

' /ﬁzowing that language mediates experience. For

hose who choose to work with machines, belief in
irdirect presence is very important because direct
wsence can allow direct mastery of and power over

y. That the mastery comes through language

1 nikéslhe distressing thought that it may be “only”
 mastery of language.

Bxertion of power through language is obviously

: wilinliled to engineers. As I worked on this paper, I

uncomfortably aware that I, too, was attempting
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WHAT EXPERIENCED COLLABORATORS
55y ABOUT COLLABORATIVE WRITING

N, DIANNE ATKINSON, MEG MORGAN, TERESA MOORE

AND CRAIG SNOW

Whlle attending the 2003 annual conferences for the As§ociation of Teachers of Technical Writ-
ing (ATTW) and the Conference on College Composition and Communicati rit
ticed how much attitudes toward collaboration have changed since our n(:cal;]on (CCCO. I no-
research on collaboration. It was a happy coincidence, then, when I wz;gsr a:ll()eda[d doge our earl.y
project formally. It gave me a chance to look at my fleeting observation a little I(I)I(I:‘e ZCI;;I} this

. When we began our work, Kenneth Bruffee’s writing pedagogy for including collab Y
inclassrooms was gaining a lot of attention. At the 2003 conferences, collaborativ orou wore
taken for granted as part of teaching writing as a process, and the so;ial construcyt‘i3 gFOI;[LSnwere
idge, collaboration’s theoretical fellow traveler, was a well-established concept Tt?: coollab(:;:z:-
s;):n\;le) illlii(; rfzsrea;:heq did not concern classr‘oom response groups, but our focus on shared re-
and some of its gorss;:igtigzcumems dealt directly with the social construction of knowledge

M : .

Ot e o o B e o
elude a collaborative project in thei lgn ave not changed at al!. When my §tudents in-
they are asked by rofp ject in their pqrtfohos or present a group project as a writing sample,
of it was theirs orpWhe:smnals to describe what pa.rt they played in the proje?ct, that is, what part
Projects as ones jn w:i ﬁa:ts they wrote. qu?y s employers apparently su!l see coll‘aborative
Pertise. These are g0 dC group ‘members d1v'1de a large workload or contribute particular ex-
estvalues of work 1gn 0 'reasons for collaboration, but they overlook wh_at I ﬁnd tg be the great-
from batting ideas bg ‘l"(’“h a group: ‘the deeper understanding of a rhetorical situation that comes
that can res:lt from a; a“d.forth with Co-z}uthor:s, or the sense of common purposes and respect
When I reread [heS afed interests and discussions. . .
SUIprised at how seri article, it brought back memories of t!lt_: people we had mterv‘xewed. We were
how openly they d “0‘{31)’ they' had thought about their wriing and the collaborative process, and
eveloping andy ‘ :tscqbed their experiepces. I‘ alsq remem‘bered that our group spem overa ):;;lir
Open Questions l':nd eStlf‘lg the structured interview form before weeven began thg mt’erwe\rvii.nce&:
M detai, eyep i; th optional follow-ups had allowed us to learn z}bout these writers’ expe :
ey also resulted in hours of transcription. I still have all those pages—some

Where, w,
. e ~
had learned a lot about collaboration from our own efforts and struggles together.

From (p
€ Journ . ; rmission of
Sage Publicalio?]ISQfB“s iness and Technical Communication 1.2 (1987): 70-90. Reprinted by pe
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On reviewing the article I was glad to see that we had in part focused on conflict, the feature
of group work 0 many fear. Much to our surprise, our respondents hac! found conflict (g be
quite beneficial to the quality of a group’s final product. It was by working through conflicts,
they believed, that groups could come to creative insights that moved them beyond initial ¢op,.
cepts to more productive solutions. This is one lesson from this study that has stayed with me,
We need not fear disagreement and conflict. When handled positively, they can be catalysts for

creativity.

Nancy Allen
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Heightened interest in writing on the job has uncov-
ered, almost by accident, another writing issue of re-
cent and growing concern: collaborative writing. For
several years researchers have been aware that col-
laborative writing exists in the professional setting.
In 1982 Faigley and Miller, for example, surveyed
200 professionals about their on-the-job writing and
learned that 73.5% of these professionals wrote col-
laboratively on the job (561).

However, in spite of this established frequent oc-
currence of collaboration, most writing research has
concentrated on other aspects of on-the-job writing.
Writing instructors interested in collaboration have
had to glean facts from research directed toward other
topics. As aresult, the information we have about col-
laborative writing is fragmentary and unfocused.

One recent source of information is Odell and
Goswami's collection of studies of non-academic
writing. Although none of these studies explored col-
laborative writing as its primary focus, many re-
vealed secondarily the collaborative nature of writing
on the job. In one study from this collection, Paul An-
derson cites several surveys that reveal the predomi-
nance of collaborative writing on the job (50-51), re-
confirming Faigley and Miller’s finding. Anderson
also notes that many kinds of collaboration occur
under many different circumstances.

Odell's own article in the collection concens a
study to “investigate some of the relations between
organizational contexts and writing” (250). Yet much

of the article describes the specific interactions be-
tween a legislative analyst and the agency attorney, as
the analyst prepares to write a document on a piece of
legislation. Odell points out that the agency where
both worked “‘encouraged discussion and collabora-
tion not only on this sort of topic, but on others as
well, as part of the process of inquiry” (260).

A final example from the Odcll and Goswami col-
lection, Paradis, Dobrin, and Miller’s article on writ-
ing at Exxon, also reveals instances of collaboration.
In this study, collaborative writing is most apparent
in the authors’ descriptions of how a document “cy-
cles” from the staff person who researches and drafts
it to the supervisor who edits the draft. At a luncheon
meeting with younger staff members, the writing re-
searchers learned that “those who did not interact
with supervisors at the planning stage of the wrmng
process generally had trouble at the editorial stag°
(294). (Readers might also want to see other articles
in this collection, such as Couture et al. and Lauer-
man et al., for further incidental information on col-
laborative writing.)

Because, as with Odell and Goswami, the U"COV:
ering of collaborative-writing settings has been p.i ]
ripheral to most writing research available to date, .h
tle specific information on co]laborative—yvflf"‘li
processes emerges. From these studies we 83" m[he
sense of the details or range of variation ! ! .
processes collaborative writers use, few clearly &
ulated reasons for employing a collaborative effort

1 iy

1 gy “Th

o individual effort, and no coherent

((URY . . .
‘ w&?iion of collaboration from the writers them-
{

{ o of these omissions are overcome in the
1 qme

y-Farina ethnographic study of writing in an
ing" software company. Although t.he focus of
qudy 1S again broader than c;ollaboratwc writing,
ny.Farinﬂ does trace the h?slory of a collabora-
dtten business plan as it moves through the
ization. He reports that critical decisions affect-

4 e philOSOphy an_d directioq of the company
4 e made as the president and vice presidents dis-
Madraf( of this business plan.

fowever, only Ede and Lunsford have focused
iresearch efforts on collaboration. In 1983 they
pblished an article relating their own experiences

{ iing together. Then in 1986, after an initial survey
1 singa questionnaire mailed to 530 members of six
1 miessional organizations, they explored the nature
1 Jcollaborative writing in greater detail through on-
1 devisits. The results of these studies provide the
| alydetailed information now available on collabo-
| ntion. (See both Ede and Lunsford under References
| frspecific 1986 citations.)

ltis clear from the studies cited that collaborative
wiing can include a range of activities:

* asupervisor’s assignment of a document that is
researched and drafted by a staff member but
arefully edited by the supervisor (Paradis, Do-
brin, and Miller)

* collaborative planning of a document that is
drafied and revised by an individual (Odell)

" individual planning and drafting of a document
that s revised collaboratively (Doheny-Farina)

"apeer’s critiquing of a co-worker’s draft (An-
derson)

"the coauthoring of a document (Ede and
Lunsford)

‘ﬁl[lir:s'f“so Clca.r that using the term “colIaPQrative
.. & l0describe all these very different writing ac-
UZ’“‘SGS questions as to how to interpret research

'SUch as Faigley and Miller’s. In fact, a panel
¥ Role of Collaboration in the Writing

 Three Perspectives” at the 1986 Conference

| U . . e
g 8¢ Composition and Communication in-

Te¢ presentations by four well-known re-

wHAaT EXPERIENCR D COLLABORATORS §AvY }353

Sea'rc’hers (Gere, Hilgers, Lunsford, and Ede), all de-
S?r'blﬁg completely different collaborative-writing
Situations,

. The range of possible collaborative-writing situa-
tions reflects the range in discussions of collaborative
learning and writing at a more philosophical and
theoretical level. Mason, concerned with what he
perceived as authoritarian and ineffective pedagogies
in British schools, based his pedagogy on a learning
philosophy that emphasized groups of students work-
ing together to solve problems. Mason encouraged
the use of this group approach “to get something
done about the state of the world” (125).

Bruffee recently articulated a philosophical base
for his previously described pedagogy (**Collabora-
tive Learning” 635-52). He called upon the works of
Oakeshott, Vygotsky, Kuhn, and Rorty to focus on
the connections between human thought and conver-
sation, on knowledge as socially derived belief, and
on normal and abnormal discourse. Bruffee, how-
ever, in his early applications of collaborative learn-
ing, centered his concern on peer-group editing of in-
dividually written drafts. In this kind of group work,
the single author is free to accept or reject the peers’
advice.

Wiener makes a distinction between this sort of
“aroup work” and collaboration. He asserts that con-
sensus is necessary to create a truly collaborative sit-
uation (55). That is, individuals must share power in
making decisions that can be accepted by the group
as a whole. Without consensus as a criterion for deci-
sion making, individuals retain all power and respon-
sibility just as if they were solitary writers.

Other studies of “collaboration” in the classroom
also discuss it as “group work™ rather than as “con-
sensus.” Gere and Abbott limit their inquiry into col-
laboration to include only peer responses to individ-
ually written drafts; Gebhardt calls for peer response
throughout the writing process, in planning as well as
revision, but these responses are still directed toward
individually written work. Although Clifford calls for
a collaborative pedagogy, he discusses groups of stu-
dents working together in non-consensual situations.

Only a few recent studies offer pedagogies that in-
volve group consensus. Goldstein and Malone
(1985) describe a classroom methodology in which
groups of students design a single shared document.
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O’Donnell et al., in an empirical study comparing
group and individual performances on a writing task,
demonstrate the effectiveness of consensus-based
writing groups in producing a better document at the
college level. Finally, Daiute, in a case study, sug-
gests the kinds of learning that can occur when stu-
dents in elementary school engage in a collaborative-
writing task. Although consensus operated within
these three collaborative situations, its effects on
group writing are not explored.

Two problems emerge from reviewing this re-
search. First, very little detail is known about collab-
orative-writing processes in general. Second, many
studies have covered a wide range of activities with-
out focusing on the special characteristics of collab-
oration involving group authorship. Clearly there is a
need for an in-depth study of the features of collabo-
rative writing in the meaning discussed by Wiener: a
situation in which decisions are made by consensus.

It is this kind of collaboration that interested us as
researchers. We wanted to investigate collaboration as
itexisted in the activities of experienced collaborators
on the job—professional people who had worked to-
gether throughout the planning, drafting, and revising
activities of a single document. We chose, therefore,
to examine what we felt were the most interesting and
unstudied aspects of collaborative writing. We looked
for answers 10 these questions:

* What kinds of people form collaborative-
writing groups and what kinds of tasks do they
undertake?

* What are the writing processes used by experi-
enced collaborators?

* What significant group processes emerge in col-
laborative-writing groups?

* How do experienced collaborators feel about
the costs and rewards of collaboration?

METHODS

Our objective was to conduct an exploratory study of
the experiences of active collaborative writers from
the business and professional worlds. To get at the
detailed nature of their processes, we sought qualita-
tive responses to open questions in interviews with
professionals who had collaborated on a wide range

of projects. The following paragraphs desc

L ribc
specific methods used to reach this objective the

PARTICIPANTS

Study participants were recruited by the Tesearche,
to represent a wide range of collaboratiye settin X
and projects. The sample of respondents, thereforeS
was purposive and non-random. A total of 20 regp,.
dents were interviewed, 14 men and 6 women, who
reported on 14 separate collaborative projects, Most
respondents were from the Midwest, though one was
from New York and one from Washington state. Col-
laborators who were also writers by profession were
excluded from the list, as they were considered to
form a separate group that may or may not perform
in the same manner as general writers from the busj.
ness and professional worlds. Table 24.1 lists the pro-
fessional areas represented in the sample and the
number of respondents drawn from each area. No po-
tential respondent refused to participate in this study.
In order to obtain detailed descriptions and varied
perspectives of group interactions and processes, all
five members of one group (a group of teachers) were
interviewed. These interviews resulted in a large
number of teachers being included as respondents.

STRUCTURED INTERVIEW FORM

A structured interview form was developed to assure
complete and comparable coverage of each collabq-
rative project. Initial questions elicited demographic
information about the respondent and his or her pro
fessional position. Subsequent questions concerned
the membership of the collaborative group, the rol¢s
played and contributions made by various group
members, the writing process used, and the nature an
frequency of group interaction. Final questions aske

Table 24.1. Professional Areas of Respondents

ed
Area Number Intervie¥

Small Business

University Teaching

Scientific Research within a University
Scientific Rescarch within a Corporation
Government Agency

Community Service

Law Firm

—_l W e —

ndents’ evaluations of the document pro-

o and of the experience as a whole. The majority
e interview questions were open-ended, and
vapls were used to encourage detailed description,

[SHONDENT INTERVIEWS

prespondent was interviewed in person by one or
i ofthe researchers, using the structured interview
gm. Each interview lasted for approximately two
s and was audiotape recorded and later tran-
aived. Respondents were asked to recount a ““partic-
iy memorable” collaborative-writing experience.
Teinterviewers did not define “particularly memo-
ale/ nor did they ask the respondents to explain why
liechose a particular experience as their subject.

During the interviews, respondents were encour-
ged o formulate observations, evaluations, and con-
dusions concerning any aspect of their collaborative-
yting project and to illustrate these observations
wihspecific details. All interviews were conducted
ketween February and September of 1985.

Two of the experimenters also observed and tape
reorded several meetings of the group of university
leichers preparing a textbook.

ANALYSIS

Ardlysis of the interview transcripts proceeded in
Wostages. In the first stage, the relatively closed-
ded questions elicited basic demographic profiles
Wtk group members and collaborative projects: the
"0, what, where, when, and why. These profiles
p"’V_l‘!ed information about the variety of people who
Milcipated in these collaborative projects and the
e of problems addressed.
'ili:n(she second stage, respondents’ detailed obser-
of the processes and evaluations were col-
"Pfra;tio tse responses provided information on the
°°"aborn f)l l‘he collaborative process, the nature .of
. alve interactions, respondents’ likes and dis-
-::ncer"i“g collaboration, and respondents’ sug-
Sformaking collaborative projects rewarding.

RESEARCH FINDINGS

feg, .
g Ults of this study provide some answers to our
i, . 1 CStions. Because of the small sample in-

We .
d, these answers are not complete, but the in-
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formation obtained in this study allows us to draw
some tentative conclusions concerning the people,
tasks, and processes involved in collaborative writing.
These results are presented according to the two ap-
proaches used in our analysis. Demographic informa-
tion and information about the collaborative process
is presented first, followed by the respondents’ obser-
vations on the collaborative process itself.

DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

Range of Tasks and Group Affiliations

Our respondents reported that during their profes-
sional careers they had worked in groups on a wide
variety of written-communication tasks, covering al-
most every kind of document written professionally.
When asked to describe an especially memorable
project in detail, they chose to report on proposals,
books, articles, goals statements, reports, and legal
briefs. The distribution of these tasks among groups
and the organizational affiliation of each group are
shown in Table 24.2.

The tasks our respondents chose to report on were
ones which they felt were “successful.” That is, the
respondents ranked themselves as “satisfied” or
“very satisfied” with the document produced and

Table 24.2. Writing Tasks and Group Affiliations

Number Number Group
Writing of of  Identifier &
Task Interviews Projects Affiliation
Proposals 4 4 (A) Small Business
(B) University
(C) Government
(D) Corporation
Books 7 3 (E) University*
(F) University
(G) University
Articles 3 2 (H) University
(I) University*
Goal Statements 2 2 (J) Community
(K) Corporation
Reports 3 2 (L) Community*
(M) Government
Legal Briefs 1 1 (N) Partnership
Totals 20 14

*More than one group member interviewed
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with the experience as a whole. In their discussions,
three respondents also mentioned some experiences
with unsatisfactory collaborations, but they did not
choose those projects to describe in detail. The proj-
ects they did describe encompassed a fairly broad
range of tasks.

Diversity of Group Membership

We found that groups varied, from those whose
members had little in common except the collabora-
tive project to those whose very similarities had
brought them together. There were also many grada-
tions between “different” and *“similar” groups.

Nine of the groups we studied were made up of
members whose backgrounds, training, and special-
ties differed. Consequently, individual members of
these groups brought diverse skills to their projects.
Group A, for example, comprised a medical doctor, a
pharmacologist, and a business manager, all of whom
were partners in a small business. The members of
Group B all came from the same university depart-
ment, but each had a different specialty, and one had
had very different training and experience from the
other two. Both of these groups prepared proposals
for the National Institutes of Health (NIH), and the
members represented the different areas of expertise
necessary for the research each group planned to
conduct.

Other groups showed similar variety in their
membership. One corporate group, Group K, in-
cluded managers from each of the five divisions of a
corporation that would work on the same project. The
five members of a volunteer community-task force,
Group L, represented residents with varied occupa-
tions from several social sectors of the same commu-
nity; the qualification they shared for involvement in
this project was that of being a concerned parent.
Group H included members living in California, In-
diana, and Mexico, who performed research in dif-
ferent but related areas.

Five groups were made up of members who had
similar training and professional interests. The tasks
they engaged in did not require diverse specialties but
instead were large tasks, some of which had strict
time deadlines.

Though some projects required breadth of skills
and others were more focused, this difference was

not necessarily reflected in the geney,
Proposals, textbooks, professional up
ports were prepared both by groups v
had diverse skills and by those whog
similar skills. Both goals statementg
by groups whose members had divers
legal brief was prepared by a group
had similar skills.

! Proje

hose member;

€ Memberg hag
wcre Prepareg
c Skl“s, and the

Whose Memper,

Task Restrictions

The restrictions imposed by the form and content re.
quirements of the final documents for thege Writin
tasks varied. Most respondents began their taski
knowing the type of document they were to write and
its general format, but they were reasonably free a5 to
the content. Groups A and B, however, were follow-
ing the NIH guidelines for proposals and conse-
quently had very specific format and content-area re-
quirements. Group L, preparing a report for a local
school board, was least restricted. They had no for-
mat instructions at all and, in fact, knew very little
about appropriate report format in general. Their in-
structions were simply to present recommendations
to their board.

INFORMATION ABOUT THE
COLLABORATIVE PROCESS
Group Writing Processes
All groups reported handling the planning b
for the document as a whole before working of ! n
parts. No group planned and completed oné Sec";_
of their document before proceeding to the next \;erc
tion. The two goal statements and one report ( the
maintained as a single writing task thrO'“g:;o(;l into
groups’ entire projects and were not divide
subparts, _
Respondents reported that the major an] ce at the
isfying collaborative effort usually took p;; plann¢
beginning of a project, while group membe ost grouP*
the document. In this phase, members of mocumcnl's
met to discuss the project’s goals and lh? nce-
purpose, content, organization, and auéli most
The initial period of group pl?nnlﬂfn epelt i
often followed by periods of relauv‘?l):, which lnhlc
materials research and drafting, d“rm: of 10 of t
viduals worked alone. In fact, memde

activities

d most s34

' 1 groups reporled trlat 'ac'tual words-on-paper draft-
m" was always an individual effort. Some respon-

s ported thar attempts at group drafting pro-
«d only frustration.
roups (B, C, E, F, G, and M) divided the
task, with individual members drafting the
most familiar to them or falling within their
1 usof expertise. This approach was the most com-
~ gon among the writers we interviewed. Groups D
g H followed another common approach in which
oc member produced a working draft after consid-
wblegroup planning. The other members then com-
ed extensively on the draft, and they discussed
comments as a group. One member of Group J
es he had taken during group discussions to
moduce a draft for the group. Everyone then com-
ented on the latest draft at subsequent meetings. In
i ébrborate group, K, each member drafted a
wmplete version of the entire goals statement, and
aceeding group meetings involved coming to
ment on one combined version. These discus-
sons sometimes became quite heated. In the small-
hsiness group, A, the head of the company roughed
wiacomplete draft, which was then turned over to
i other two group members. They filled in their
secial areas, and one of them assumed responsibil-
iy for all stylistic editing. They seldom met as a
#oup to discuss changes or additions, feeling that
thanges in one section did not affect the others.
- Group L began drafting together, but haggled over
Words and sentences, so that they were unable to get
4 completed ideas on paper. After a few abortive
e, ic group asked one member with some writing
“Ktience 10 do the drafting. At each subsequent
Teling, that member listened to and made notes of

discussions, took his notes home, and translated
\ Minto a rough draft, following a process similar
lhalofGroup J. He then brought his draft and notes
tio;,k 0 the group, who haggled over his interpretzr~
fim'iis well as his prose. Although this metlrod.drdn t
i aate all the group’s writing problems, it did pro-
& completed draft, and the members reported
"8 quite satisfied with this approach.

%0 members of Group E attempted composing
“:e Sccrions together but found that their styles

¢50 different that they were not able to compose
“ltogether, They agreed to divide their tasks and
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compose separately; each then commented freely on
the other’s sections for revision.

The members of Group G tape recorded their
brainstorming sessions and used transcriptions of
these tapes to prepare drafts, dividing the sections be-
tween them. Occasionally they would compose small
amounts of text together orally during their taping
sessions (their entire introduction was drafted in this
way), but most of their composing was done individ-
ually, using the brainstorming transcripts as notes.
They exchanged drafts for comments and revision
until both authors were satisfied with all parts.

Initial drafts of legal briefs were usually prepared
by individuals in Group N’s law firm, but our respon-
dent chose to tell us about a collaborative experience
that was unusual for him. Because the scope of this
particular task was large, he worked with a col-
laborator. They divided the research, and each pre-
pared outlines of separate sections. Then, using past
similar briefs as references, they began composing
their brief together, sentence by sentence. As sections
were completed, secretaries prepared word-proces-
sor copies for them to use in revision. During this
stage, one would revise while the other worked on a
new section. They sat at opposite ends of a table, tak-
ing turns with the actual handwriting or dictating, for
a period of a few days, working until 2 or 3 a.m. and
once overnight, until a complete draft was finished.
The draft was then reviewed and revised both within
this firm and by other firms associated with the case.
The respondent estimated that the brief might have
gone through 50 drafts by the time it reached its final
form. .

Only one group, Group I, reported composing to-
oether on a fairly regular basis, word by word, sen-
tence by sentence. The two members of this group
have written several articles together, and in their
typical process, either one of them can be responsible
for producing a working draft. They then work very
closely on revision, often composing sentences to-
gether. They reported that their ﬁnished do.cumems
reflect such a melding of their writing that neither can
identify who wrote what words, nor do they remem-
ber which of them wrote the working drafts for many
of their papers. These group members write articles
individually on other subjects but write together on
the area in which their interests overlap. They have

P
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neighboring offices and have been writing together
successfully for 15 years. One of their publications
has been cited over 2000 times in the past 10 years.

As these reported writing processes show, revi-
sion, like planning, was a group activity for our re-
spondents, and it often involved renewed planning. As
group members went over a draft, they were stimu-
lated to think of new ideas for their document and to
change some of their old ideas. As a result, revision
was both global and detailed. In one instance, the
members of Group F changed the entire organization
of their book after they decided that their initial par-
tial drafts “didn’t work.” In another instance, a mem-
ber of Group E remembered trying to “informalize”
the style of one writer to match the style of others in
the group. The actual presence of a draft also focused
group members’ attention on the written word, and
many respondents reported stylistic and wording
changes. One member of Group F noted that changes
were made concerning “clarity of exposition.” The 50
revisions of the legal brief mentioned above changed
that document from more than 100 pages to 68.

Group Interaction

Members interacted extensively during the early
stages of a project to set goals, design research plans,
generate alternative solutions, discuss past experi-
ences, divide work, and draw conclusions from their
research on the project problem. These interactions
occurred for all groups without correlation to the
drafting procedure eventually used by the group.
Most occurred face to face, but some respondents’ in-
teractions occurred through telephone conversations
or via computer modem.

Some respondents reported this initial planning
interaction to be the most rewarding part of collabo-
ration. One respondent from Group E said, “It’s eas-
ier as a writer to get a sense of audience and purpose
because you have to articulate those things and you
have to make decisions about them.”

While actual drafting was often done individually,
all groups again reported extensive interaction con-
cerning revision. As was shown by several of the ex-
amples described earlier, these interactions con-
cerned revisions at all levels,

We found three aspects of group interaction that
were particularly interesting and deserve separate

elaboration: the ability of the group to ¢
line audience, the role of conflict, and groy
tion via computers.

as‘ A firg.
P Interg,..

Group as First-line Audience. For the
our sample, the intended readers were ygy,
bers of outside organizations: grantin
judges, fellow professionals, students, ang boards

directors. Consequently, group interaction was Somof
times centered around group members Consciousle-
or unconsciously assuming the role of audience
the document. Members of the collaboratijye grou :
often discussed problems in the document that ‘
thought intended readers might perceive later, trying
to clear up those problems in advance. The respon-
dent from Group F expressed his concern with “clar-
ity of exposition” explicitly as a concern for thejy in-
tended readers. He thought his collaborator “might
have taken certain things for granted because of hig
background that . . . were not clear enough to 4
person with a slightly different background” The
members of Group B purposely played the roles of
proposal evaluators in one of their meetings. One re-
searcher from Group H, describing the cost and ben.
efit of this aspect of group work, said, “You have to
have people who are willing to challenge things that
are very dear to you, even if it becomes personally
hurtful. If it isn’t going to stand up to that kind of
challenge, then maybe it isn’t going to stand up.”

groups in
ally Mmem

g ageneieg

hey

Group Conflict. Group conflict, which many peo-
ple fear may occur, did occur in all our respondents’
groups, ranging from a relatively minor conflict over
the use of a particular term to major conflicts over e
search conclusions. Our respondents indicawfi L
range of tolerance for group conflict, referring to 11"
terms that went from the “least satisfying” aspect of
collaboration or “painful but necessary” (o “exhil®
rating.” One experienced academic researcher szt}d.
“I’s easier to become creative when you work Wil

somebody and have them confront you - ldl;)d
you do the same to them” (Group F). Another l:‘ol :g
ls :

orator, an academic researcher from Group .
gested that instead of calling the process collabor d,
live writing, it should be called “collabord™
fighting.” He added:

Most of the conflicts I've been involved |
end have been productive. In the interi

d in in the
they
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padall sorts of negative effects—self doubts,
ha‘;ts Jbout other people, and all sorts of things.
dgu ad stomach turned in knots a couple of
d;:en imes by this guy [his associate] because of
vy which he marks up my manuscripts, but
jen 1 2150 know that although I may take it per-
quilly,I'm gonna get over that, and I'm gonna be
e to deal with it; and in the long run probably
o (hirds 10 three fourths of the comments he
mle—if 'm gonna implement them in some
ishion—are gonna make that into a better paper.
il checks and balances in a way.

| s same respondent remembered a battle with an

giate over a paper they were co-authoring with a

jute student. The two senior collaborators
guied ateach other while the graduate student cow-
wdinacorner. The battle was uncomfortable, but it
¢lled issues and “helped make that paper a classic.”

Not all conflicts were handled this directly. One
wspondent from Group E reported that conflicts over

| ensitive matters” were resolved outside of group

meelings.
The respondent from Group F not only supported
e advantages that can result from conflict but also

1 av conflict as a necessary part of collaboration.
| While he agreed that mutual respect between collab-

ralors was important, he also believed that too much
tpect would prevent members from challenging
me another and would thereby lessen the group’s
walivity, He said:

What's interesting is in many of these collabora-
lons you have as much disrespect for the other
person as you have respect. And it’s necessary. In
lict, Ihink that's a very important ingredient of
treative work—lack of respect—because il you
have total respect for other people and you're to-
tlly awed by them, it is impossible to go beyond
hem. o you have to entertain this notion that
they are screwballs at some level, and they are
"lded 10 their notions, . . . they're in their
MWTuIs as you are in your own, and that’s a very
ety viewpoint,

F""‘DUter-

Aided Interaction. Three groups used

Cor . . . . T
i "Puter to replace face-to-face interaction. Two

) (Y , . (" NAQ
¢ Broups communicated over long distances
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Via a modem, sharing planning activities and drafts,
These groups have been collaborating since the mid-
seventies, initially either meeting face-to-face at con-
ferences or using the telephone. A third group, A,
used the computer differently. The group leader
roughed out his ideas for the entire draft of their doc-
ument on the computer, storing it on disk; then the
other two members individually filled in their contri-
butions in specialized sections. The three members
rarely met as a group to discuss their document, even
though they were partners in the same business and
worked part of the time in the same building.

Group Decision Making

The group members we interviewed shared decision-
making power in two ways. First, any one person in
these groups could object to any decision made in the
group or even decisions made by the group leader.
Second, they shared decision-making power only
within this specific group and for their collaborative
task. The power they shared in the collaborative con-
text did not extend to other contexts.

For our respondents’ groups, an individual mem-
ber’s decision-making power and behavior were not
dependent on leadership style within the group. In
Group E, a group with a relatively autocratic leader,
members still felt free to suggest ideas, make changes,
and generally voice their opinions. In Group B, a
group with a more democratic leader, one of the three
members went along with the leader’s decision when
it was accepted by the third group member, even
though he didn’t agree.

Within these groups, the right to question a deci-
sion did not mean the right to change a decision. As
in the example just mentioned, the decisions made
within these groups were ones that all members could
accept, even though they might not entirely agree
with them. Our respondents reported a strong sense
of commitment for themselves and their fellow group
members toward completing the project. This com-
mitment encouraged the groups to move forward
with “acceptable” decisions when absolute agree-

ment could not be reached.

Group Leadership
Most of these groups were organized around group
lcaders who provided a central point for organizing



the details of running the group, such as calling meet-
ings and setting completion dates for subtasks. In
nine groups the leadership position was assumed be-
cause of seniority or rank. In two groups the leader
was appointed by the larger organization under
which this group operated. Leadership in one group
rotated, depending upon time available or idea initia-
tion. Two groups operated with no leader. Though the
majority of groups clearly reflect a tendency toward
structure through leadership, the two groups with no
leader show that leadership structure is not essential.

RESPONDENTS OBSERVATIONS

ON COLLABORATION

The writers we interviewed found the benefits of col-
laboration to be worth the costs. Although our re-
spondents mentioned costs of time, of energy, and
sometimes of ego, they stated that the documents
they produced were definitely better than those any
one of them could have produced alone. As men-
tioned earlier, these collaborators rated themselves as
“satisfied” or “very satisfied” with these collabora-
tive experiences and with the documents they pro-
duced. Of course, this positive result would not be
true for all collaborations. Because these collabora-
tors chose to tell us about successful experiences,
their evaluations were necessarily skewed.

The costs of collaboration mentioned most often
were time and ego. All respondents felt that collabo-
ration required large amounts of time. Though the re-
spondent in Group N reported composing sentences
with his partner in this collaboration, he said that he
would not do this again because it was “too time-
consuming.” The respondents’ concern with ego
prompted the collaborator from Group G to advise
others who might participate in collaboration to
“check your ego at the door.” He said that collabora-
tors should be “confident in their own abilities and
yet able to take criticism.” He felt this was the hard-
est part of collaboration.

All of these respondents recommended collabora-
tion, at least for large or complex projects. They re-
ported either that their group document was better
than a document any one of them could have done
alone or that the document couldn't have been done
at all by one person.

" STUDIES
360 |[WORKPLACE

DISCUSSION

The results of this research suggest three imponam
points that merit elaboration: the functions of conflicy
within collaborative groups, the features thyg distip.
guish the kind of collaboration in which a £0Up pro.
duces a single document, and the basic types of col-
laborative groups found within this sample, bage on
the advantage that group work offered for each task.

FUNCTIONS OF CONFLICT

The statements from our respondents that conflict
contributed to their creativity and to the quality of
their final document are supported by other work
done on group decision-making and creativity. Japis
found that failure to allow for the development ang
expression of opposing views within the group could
produce such defective decision making that the
overall value of group effort was lost. The pejorative
term “group think” has been widely used to charac-
terize situations in which excessive group cohesive-
ness or a strong hierarchy, such as exists in military
contexts, suppresses opposing opinion. In such cases
groups tend to echo the opinions of the group leader
and lose the advantage of varied perspectives.

In fact, a group’s effectiveness may depend upon
its ability to preserve various viewpoints. Weick pre-
sents an insightful discussion of the importance of
“doubt” in the group decision-making process. He
cautions groups to avoid coming too quickly to pre-
mature decisions about actions to be taken (220). Our
respondents certainly reaffirm these studies by attest-
ing to the importance of including all view-points.

Rothenberg’s work on “Janusian thinking” pro-
vides an analogy for the value of diverse opinions 0
group creativity. Rothenberg claimed that the disso-
nance caused by holding opposing or inconsistent
perspectives simultaneously generated innovative,
hence creative, resolutions (“Creative Contradic-
tions” 55). Though this condition exists only occd-
sionally for individuals, it is a natural part of group
work. Members of a group never have exactly the

same perspective on any subject and, as our respon-
dents told us, their perspectives are often divergent Of
conflicting. When the group can tolerate sOM®
disharmony and work through divergent opinion 0
reach a consensus, their work is enhanced. The con”

1 lem\iUCin
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i placed on juries, in which any in-
mlkya decision that he or she cannot
ple of the protection of minority
achieve high-quality decisions.
gjon 11, research on small-group deci-
;‘:;lle [.riV'i:fungTOblem solving, and conflict
wmﬂkf’”:[; dci" Abelson and Levy, Kelley and
;w[' ;:] 4 putnam, respectively.

NGUISHING SHARED-DOCUMENT
o}{ATION

Jating details from our respondents’ descrip-

. llaborative-writing experiences, we

r eir CO . S
ofﬂ:hm these collaborations, all of which in-

ied co- or group authorship, repeatedly exhibited
Wdislinguishing features:
1 production of a shared document
. gbstantive interaction among members
. shared decision-making power over and respon-
sbility for the document

g i order ©

iy

These features can be reflected in a wide range of
mup behaviors and in connection with varied tasks.
Tegoups we studied did, indeed, differ consider-
Ay from each other in how they interacted and
dredpower. Yet each exhibited these three features.
lebelieve, therefore, that this combination of fea-
mscan be used to distinguish this type of collabo-
ﬁon, which we call “shared-document collabora-
' from other types of collaboration.

Sard Document
1 .
felhe most salient feature of this form of collabora-
Bewptino !
"fiing, “shared document” refers to the emer-

e
“ofone document, product of an agreed-upon

Righ

,_,_ﬂ-k;'mfrr:zall’le collaborative experience. Though
gy d) S?f:m obvious, its importance should
P J} is because the group shares the goal
o anf:n“;glc.document that they have a unity
i feﬂluregd '80 in consensus to reach decisions.
Teefly Tom ¢ :lll"g“lshes this km(_i of collabora-
"5, Whore pe‘o fabomuons found in many class-
ey en%f cedback on individually written
“-‘TS,Ihecolla “Ouraged. In such classroom situa-

| ative effort is directed toward help-
Student achieve a personal under-

tWhich will then contribute to that

U

0 A or
‘.ni 'ﬂdwjdua

! .
In, r ]nsigh

student’s individually-authored document. Shared-
document collaboration always involves a single
document produced by more than one person.

Substantive Interaction

This feature means that collaborators may make con-
tributions that affect their document at all levels,
from stylistic details to global organization and
content. This feature, then, distinguishes shared-
document collaboration from situations in which an
editor or supervisor simply assigns a project to a sub-
ordinate. The editor or supervisor may lay out the
purposes and constraints of the project, which the
subordinate will follow, but without interaction on
these issues, these people are not shared-document
collaborators.

Most interactions in shared-document collabora-
tion typically take place at the beginning and end of
the project. During their interactions the group often
functions as a first-line audience, and conflict plays
an important part in the group experience. The inter-
actions do not always occur face to face but may in-
volve written comments and technological media.
The key point of this feature is that the communica-
tion is two-way and interactive, not just superior to
subordinate.

SHARED DECISION-MAKING

POWER AND RESPONSIBILITY

All members of a shared-document collaborative
group have power within the group’s decision-
making process and share responsibility for the re-
sulting document. This feature means that individual
members are not free to make final decisions affect-
ing the document without consulting the group but
instead must go through the group process. Each
member’s responsibility for the document, then, re-
sults naturally from involvement in decisions that
were made as the document was produced.

This feature distinguishes shared-document col-
laboration from situations in which someone might
critique a draft of a colleague’s article. Since the au-
thor is free to accept or reject the advice, such cri-
tiquing does not constitute shared-document collabo-
ration. Also because of this feature, a research
assistant or lab assistant would not be considered as
a shared-document collaborator unless he or she had
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sufficient status to share decision-making power con-
cerning the final draft.

This definition of shared-document collaboration
is exploratory in nature but nevertheless places some
definitive boundaries upon this kind of collaborative-
writing experience. The first feature is specific, the
last two include a range of activities within the defi-
nition’s boundaries. For example, there could be
more or less interaction of a particular kind or within
different activities of the writing process. Also, there
could be more or less power exerted, or responsibil-
ity placed or assumed. The results of this research
have only begun to point the way toward an identifi-
cation and analysis of these dimensions.

GROUP TYPOLOGY

Each of the groups in our sample was formed be-
cause a group offered some particular advantage in
accomplishing the task. We found that these group
advantages fell into three categories:

* The size of the task and/or the time limits im-
posed upon it required the labor of more than
one person.

* The scope of the task required or benefited from
more than one area of expertise.

* The task included as one of its primary goals the
melding of divergent perspectives.

These three kinds of group advantages, to which
we have assigned the descriptive labels “labor inten-
sive,” “specialization,” and “synthesis,” formed the
bases around which the groups in our sample were
organized. Table 24.3 shows how many groups of
each type we interviewed and what collaborative
tasks these groups accomplished.

Table 24.3. Group Classifications and Tasks

Group Type Tasks Performed
Labor-Intensive Legal Brief
Groups (N=5) Proposal
Textbook
Aricle
Specialization Proposal
Groups (V= 6) Textbook
Synthesis Goal Statement
Groups (N = 3) Repont

None of the groups we looked at was 3 pure ex.
ample of any one of these group types. Most of them
shared the qualities of at least two types, if not ]
three. By looking closely at the kinds of contri-
butions members made to a group and the kind of
final document they produced, however, we were
able to classify each group according to its dominan,
characteristics.

The general nature of the task did not automay.
cally dictate a particular group structure and, as the
table shows, proposals and textbooks were prepared
by both labor-intensive and specialization groups. In-
stead, the particular goals of the group members ip-
teracted with the nature of the specific task and out-
side restrictions to determine the advantages group
work would offer to a task. The following paragraphs
describe each group type more clearly, with exam-
ples drawn from the sample groups.

Labor Intensive
These groups were formed primarily to enlist a num-
ber of people in performing a large task within a lim-
ited time period. These groups used the “divide and
conquer” approach of separating their major projects
into more manageable subtasks. Members of these
groups were able to perform more than one of the
possible subtasks that came out of the larger project.
That is, once the task had been divided into more
manageable units, any given unit could have been
performed by more than one of the group members.
Jobs within these groups were chosen by mem-
bers or assigned by the group leader. Group E, for ex-
ample, prepared a large textbook following this 0183
nizational pattern. Although the possibility exists that
one member of the group could have produced the
text working alone, it would not have been produ¢
within the same time period.

Specialization

These groups formed in order to draw on multiP le
areas of expertise that were required for their docv-
ment or that would improve their document. For ex-
ample, Group A needed the special knowledge of 2
medical doctor, a pharmacologist, and a busin€ss ex”
pert in preparing a major grant proposal. GrovP
produced a textbook that contained sections or
different technical areas requiring different areds
of expertise. Members of the specialization groups

od together and challenged points on one an-

| in all areas, but they could not exchange

fsdrafts1 _
-hin the group, as members of labor-intensive

Pbsmcou]d, Each member had a specific task ac-

i.;djng (o that member’s specialized skill. The doc-

{ gents they produced reflected a broader range of
{ pertise than the range any one could have provided

ore.
lehesis

| Thse groups were formed to meld divergent per-

gectives into a solution acceptable to the whole

| gqup or to an outside group. These groups repre-

ated both a variation of perspectives and an actual
mflict of opinion. For example, Group J was com-
wsed of members that had been in conflict over the
wds for a community center. Their final document

| miided a goals statement that would help direct ac-

frities at the center and, in the process of preparing
tat goals statement, they resolved the differences in

| ommunity viewpoints.

Both the document and the synthesis were impor-

| @iresults of their collaboration. One corporate

foup, K, used their collaborative-writing task as a
ﬂ{n-building exercise, also making synthesis a
mjor outcome of their work.

| _QUESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

Eecausc this study was exploratory, the sample size
“§mall, providing only partial answers to our
Westions concerning  shared-document collabora-
uﬁn.' These partial answers do, however, indicate di-
s future research might take to help us learn
$pecific information about shared-document
;lgsra“o" and how it is practiced in particular
fu]"Rc:ponde"tS. in this study reported on ‘“‘success-
9"a.b°ral10ns. Although a few respondents
Which m:ldemal l’efere.nces to collaborations with
Semay; Cyaﬁer e not §atnsﬁed, we made no attgmpt to
Wy g y investigate “failed” collaborations. A
¥oulg Such “failed” instances and their causes
33nizali(mseslﬁe°ia"y useful to corporations and or-
At encourage collaboration.
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This study indicated that a range of leadership
styles exists in collaborative groups. Further study
that directly examined leadership could help us learn
what sort of leadership techniques are most produc-
tive in the collaborative setting and whether leader-
ship styles correlate with writing tasks or group
membership.

We found that more than one group type and writ-
ing process could be used for the same writing task.
Task restrictions may, however, impose limits on col-
laboration that would become apparent only in the
study of a large number of cases. As researchers and
teachers, we need to know how the task itself affects
the collaborative-writing process.

Similarly, we need to know more about how the
new technologies are affecting shared-document col-
laboration. Some researchers are studying the effects
of using word processors on individual writers and
on peer-group editing. More study needs to be de-
voted to technology’s effects on writers producing a
shared document.

The sample used in this study contained a high
percentage of respondents who had academic affilia-
tions. More in-depth information is needed on shared-
document collaborations in business, industry, gov-
ernment, and the military. When more is known about
these collaborative processes, interesting compar-
isons might be made of the similarities and differ-
ences between collaboration that occurs within an
organizational setting and the more autonomous col-
laborations of groups that are loosely associated with
organizations or are entirely independent.

A correlated topic that needs study is the interac-
tion between the hierarchy of the organization and
the hierarchy of collaborative-group members. We
have no systematic study, for example, of the effects
of corporate structure on the processes or creative in-
sight of collaborative-writing groups. We can only
drzlw inferences from the more general research on
creativity and small-group work.

Information drawn from studies on any of these
topics would find immediate use in classrooms and in
the business and professional worlds. We hope that
the results of this exploratory research will point the

way toward such future work.



