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This thesis, set within an Action Research framework, details 
the development and validation of a writer-centred model of the 
writing process.  

The model was synthesised within the boundaries of a writers’ 
group for MA students. The initial data collected, and analysed using 
the principles of grounded theory, were retrospective descriptions of 
group members’ writing processes. After initial analysis, additional 
data, from group members’ writing, and from audio recordings, were 
used for further analysis, and to form a model of the writing process. 

 To ascertain whether the model had value outside the specific 
context in which it was made, it was validated from three different 
perspectives. Firstly, the retrospective descriptions of other writers 
were collected and analysed, using the model as a framework. 
Secondly, the model was presented at academic conferences; comments 
about the model, made by members of the audience, were collected and 
analysed. Finally, the model was used in writing courses for PhD 
students. Comments from these students, along with questionnaire 
responses, were collected and the content analysed.  

Upon examination of all data sources, the model was updated to 
reflect additional insights arising from the analysis. Analysis of the 
data also indicated that the model is useable outside its original 
context.  

Potential uses for the model are 1) raising awareness of the 
process of writing, 2) putting writers at ease, 3) serving as a starting 
point for individuals or groups to design their own models of the 
writing process, and 4) as a tool to help writers take control of their 
writing processes. 

 

 
writing process model, writers’ groups, writers’ retreats, postgraduate 

writer support, academic/scientific writing 
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1.  Introduction 

This chapter will outline the origin of the research that is chronicled in 

this thesis, give a summary of the research, and outline for the reader 

how the rest of the thesis is organised. 

 

1.1. Beginnings 

While I was earning my MSc in TESOL (teaching English to Speakers 

of Other Languages) through a distance course, I became part of a 

group of ‘classmates’ who met regularly as a community of writers. We 

were not classmates in the traditional sense of the word, as we did not 

have classes together. Although we were all on the same degree 

programme, we were each teaching in our own contexts (all in Japan, 

but in different cities); we were not necessarily working on the same 

course modules at the same time; and we were in varying stages of 

completing the course. The classmate feeling came from us all being 

participants on the same distance learning programme, from being 

required to write several long (4000-word) essays, and from drawing on 

each others’ ideas and experiences to enrich our own. We talked to each 

other about our essay ideas, we read each other’s writing with a critical 

eye, and we gave feedback on both ideas and writing. We generally 

bolstered each other through the course with humour as well as 

academic encouragement. This was an invaluable experience for me, as 

it was this group of people, and the interaction among us, that enabled 

me to complete the course, and enjoy it along the way.  

 

From this, I became interested in the potential of writers’ groups for 

postgraduate students. My particular interest was in the talk that goes 

on in such groups, as it seemed that it was our interaction, both serious 

and frivolous, that made our group valuable. Thus, I started my PhD 

journey with the intention of studying the interaction that occurs 
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among a group of writers: how it develops, and how the talk in the 

group might help writers with their writing.  

 

The project started as an ethnographic study, where my intended role 

was to be a participant in, and an observer of, a writers’ group for MA 

students. I positioned myself in the group as a near-peer (Murphy, 

2001), and was particularly interested in studying the meta-language, 

for talking about writing and feedback processes, that has been found 

to develop organically when writers are brought together in a group 

(Aitchison, 2003). The intent was to be non-directive, and allow the 

meta-language to emerge naturally, without intervention.  

 

After three months of weekly meetings, very little un-prompted talk 

about writing was occurring, and the group spent none of the meeting 

time reading or responding to each other’s writing. The absence of 

engagement in such topics meant that the group was not developing its 

own meta-language for talking about writing and feedback.  

 

I shifted my research position from ethnographer to action researcher, 

and responded to this perceived problem by introducing the group 

members to models of feedback, and models of the writing process, 

which have been used successfully for stimulating discussion on 

writing and response (O’Neill, 2008). The intervention was only 

partially successful. As a result, my research took a different path, into 

developing a model of the writing process that would resonate with 

these group members, and might help facilitate the kind of interaction 

that seemed such an important part of the workings of a writers’ 

group. It is from this point of Action Research that this thesis begins. 

The focus is on the model of the writing process that was developed as 

a response to my first (semi-failed) intervention. 
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1.2. Summary 

This thesis chronicles the evolution of a writer-centred model of the 

writing process. The model was developed through reflective cycles of 

Action Research (AR), which is the primary research methodology 

employed, although the project also draws on tools of other traditions 

as necessary. The methodology will be discussed in detail in Chapter 2. 

However, to give the reader an overview of the entire project, the three 

reflective cycles of “planning! acting and observing! reflecting! 

planning, and so on”  (Richards, 2003: 24) that produced the model, 

will first be summarised. 

 

The initial cycle was the situation briefly explained in the previous 

section. The cycle began with reflection, rather than planning, 

listening to recordings of the meetings, and consulting my research 

journal, suggested that the group was not developing its own meta-

language for talking about the writing process, and feedback within 

that process. As this meta-language was the desired object of study, it 

was decided to attempt to catalyse this meta-language development. 

Planning the attempted catalysis involved consulting colleagues who 

had worked with writers’ groups. The suggestion that presenting 

groups with models to stimulate discussion seemed a simple solution. 

The first action taken then, was to present the WD group with a model 

of feedback (Figure 3.2), and models of the writing process (Figures 3.3 

and 3.4). The outcome of this action was somewhat successful, as the 

model of feedback was generally accepted by the group. The models of 

the writing process, however, were not; the members did not perceive 

the models to be accurate descriptions of the processes they went 

through to produce their written assignments. It became clear that a 

different model of the writing process would be necessary, and so 

started the second cycle. 
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The plan in the second cycle was to construct a model of the writing 

process that would be useable by this particular group of writers. Data 

from several sources were collected from the WD members, and the 

analysis tools of Grounded Theory were used to draw up an initial 

model that was taken back to the group. The group members suggested 

changes, which resulted in the model, called the Spinner Model, found 

in the front cover of this thesis. Reflection on this cycle suggested that 

while the Spinner Model seemed to be a useable representation of the 

writing process, as it was based on data from a small group of writers, 

it is considered to be the product of a Case Study, and thus could not be 

generalised to a larger writing population.  

 

The plan for the third cycle of AR was to take the model outside the 

context in which it was made, and see if it might be a valid 

representation of the writing processes of writers other than those on 

which it was based. The Spinner was verified from three different 

perspectives. Firstly, writing process descriptions from different types 

of writer were gathered and analysed, using the model as a framework. 

Secondly, impressions of and comments on the model were gathered 

from people who had been in the audience when the model was 

presented at academic conferences. Finally, the perspectives of writers 

who had used the model were sought. After being used briefly by the 

WD group, the model was introduced and used in writing retreats for 

PhD students, whose opinions and perceptions were also collected. 

Through this process of verification, some more changes were made, 

and the result is the newer model found inside the back cover of the 

thesis.  

 

This thesis will account for the second and third cycles of the research: 

the construction and verification of a new model of the writing process. 

The next section will give an overview of the structure of the thesis, 

and the content of the remaining chapters. 
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1.3. Overview of the thesis 

Chapter 2 begins with an overview the research methodology, and 

ethical considerations. Chapter 3 combines background information on 

writers’ groups in general, with information on the specific context of 

the WD group. Chapter 4 gives background on the making and use of 

models of the writing process. The construction of the first version of 

the new model (inside front cover) is detailed in Chapters 5 and 6, 

while chapters 7 and 8 address the verification of the model. Chapter 9 

summarises the research, suggesting changes for a new model (inside 

back cover), discussing conclusions, and outlining further research 

possibilities. 
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2. Research Methodology 

This chapter will outline the research methods used in this project, 

including data-collection methods, analysis methods, and ethical 

considerations. 

2.1. Action Research  

This project was undertaken in the tradition of Action Research (AR), 

which  

is firmly case-based, but represents a move from a 
descriptive/interpretive stance, to interventionist position, where 
[a] key aim is to bring about improvement. (Richards, 2003: 24) 
 

This quote accurately describes the research situation and researcher 

stance. Work was done within the boundaries of a ‘case’: there were 

seven people, including me as participant and researcher, involved in 

the research. My stance was interventionist, with an aim to 

understanding the WD situation for the purpose of bringing about a 

change, or improvement (Sagor, 2000: 3) in the writers’ group. Action 

research is also problem-focussed (Wallace 1998:15). In this case, the 

problem was perceived to be a lack of meta-language development in 

the WD group, and a change in the interaction in the writers’ group 

was predicted to bring about improvement in the function of the group.  

Action research is also seen as an agent of empowering researchers 

and practitioners (Richards, 2003). In this case, the aim of 

empowerment was for the group members as writers, rather than 

empowerment of the researcher. 

 

AR, while case-based, and participant led, is also a systematic enquiry 

into a case, with data collected from multiple sources, and usually 

moving through several reflective cycles of plan, act, reflect (Sagor, 

2000; Richards, 2003; Wallace, 1998).  There are many frameworks 
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available showing the AR cycle. This project uses Muir’s (2007)1 

framework, shown in figure 2.1 as a basis for structuring the research.  

 

Muir’s framework begins with “engage[ment] in real world situation”, 

and shows the cycle in four steps: defining issues, planning 

action/intervention, taking action/intervention, and analysing and 

reflection on the action/intervention. Before re-engaging with the real 

world situation/setting for the next reflective cycle, the researcher has 

the optional step or reporting the findings.  

 

Figure 2.1  Action research cycle 

This thesis will account for two cycles of AR.  The first cycle is the 

construction of a model of the writing process.  The second cycle is the 

verification of that model. Within the cycles, research traditions other 

than AR are called upon, and their tools used as appropriate for the 

data collected.  This combination of research methods is not seen as 

diluting the rigour of the research. It is seen, rather, to enrich the 

                                            
1 Image taken from http://emedia.rmit.edu.au/edjournal/vol2,issue3,2007-
issue_contents?q=node/280 
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research. This view is not unprecedented; Mingers, (2001: 40), for 

example, argues the case for a ‘pluralist approach’:  

[I] suggest that research results will be richer and more reliable 
if different research methods…are routinely combined together. 

 
The research methodology for this project will be discussed in detail in 

the next section. As an overview, however, the research is summarised 

in Figure 2.2, using the terminology from Muir’s framework, (a larger 

version can be found in Appendix 1). 

 

Figure 2.2 Action research cycles (summary) 
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2.2. Contexts, data, and analysis 

This section will give an overview of the contexts (the real-world 

situations) in which this research has taken place, the types of data 

collected within each context, the collection methods, and the tools 

used for analysing the data.  

 

There are four separate contexts/real-world situations involved in this 

project. The original model was constructed in one context: a writers’ 

group for MA students. The model was then verified in three separate 

situations:  academic presentations, writers’ retreats for PhD students, 

and gathering process descriptions from writers. Because each context 

required different types of data and analyses, the following sections are 

organised according to the four different separate real-world 

situations.  

 

2.2.1. Context 1: Writer development group for MA 

students 

As this is the main research context, and requires a more detailed 

introduction, the Writer Development Group (WD group) context will 

be discussed in Chapter 3. A brief overview of the context will be given 

here, before data collection and analysis are introduced.  

 

2.2.1.1. Setting   

Firstly, a comment on the name of the group is necessary. The writers’ 

group in this research was named the ‘Writer Development’ group. 

Even though the common term is writing  development (see for 

example Aitchison, 2009; Aitchison & Less, 2006; Cuthbert & Spark, 

2008; Ferguson, 2009; Murray & Newton, 2009; Murray, 2002), I 

prefer, however, to put the emphasis on the person, rather than on the 

process or the product.  
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The WD group was a group of six international, mixed gender MA 

students in TESOL, and TESOL and Translation. We met weekly 

(during term time) from October 2007, until May 2008, for a total of 25 

sessions.  

 

2.2.1.2. Data collection  

The workshops were audio-recorded, using an Olympus DS 10 

recorder, and a Sony microphone. In some of the sessions, an ipod 

Nano, with and xtreme microphone was used as a back-up recorder 

(see overview of sessions in Appendix 2 for information on recording in 

each session).  

 

The recordings were not started immediately from the first session. 

Pilot studies the previous year had indicated that students might be 

uncomfortable with being audio-recorded, so at the first session, I 

mentioned that the workshops would be recorded, and verbal consent 

was obtained. So that participants could get used to the presence of the 

recorder, at the second session, the recording device was left in the 

middle of the table, but was not switched on. Only at the third session 

were the workshops recorded, and after several sessions of being 

recorded, participants were asked to sign consent forms (Appendix 3) 

being assured that they could opt out at any time. 

 

Written data were also collected.  Data sources include my own field 

notes, and writing from the WD group members.  The writing from the 

members included freewriting and reflective journals (discussed in 

section 3.2) and their written assignments. Also collected were 

descriptions of the members’ writing processes (Appendix 7.1).  
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2.2.1.3. Analysis 

Because the data analysis will be given in more details as the data is 

treated in Chapters 5 and 6, this section serves as an overview.  

 

The writing process descriptions were separated into analysable 

chunks, using an analytic unit borrowed from discourse analysis, the 

‘episode’—which was adapted to ‘writing episode’. After being 

separated into episodes, the main analysis consisted of using an 

analytic unit adapted from Genre analysis, the ‘move’ (in this case, the 

‘writing move’).  Moves were then categorised using the principles of 

Grounded Theory, meaning that no ‘hypothesis’ was formed before 

looking at the data, rather the data were examined using coding and 

categorisations that arose from the data itself.  Moves were coded in 

stages of ‘open’, ‘axial’ coding (Richards, 2003:276) to arrive at 

categories of writing Move. 

 

The other written data, and the audio data were subsequently 

examined, specifically looking for more instances of the Moves 

identified in the first round of coding. This ‘selective coding’ led to 

‘explanatory concepts’ (ibid.) of Writing Modes (the concept of episode, 

move, and mode will be treated more thoroughly in chapter 5). From 

these data, a model of the writing process was constructed. As it was 

synthesised within the boundaries of a specific case (the WD group), it 

could not immediately be generalised to a wider population of writers 

(Gomm, et al. 2000). 

 

2.2.2. Context 2: Academic presentations  

After the model had been constructed, it was necessary to validate the 

model, to see if the categories had been  

develop[ed]…into more general analytic frameworks with 
relevance outside the [original] setting.” (Silverman, 2005:179) 
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The first outside setting where the model was taken for verification is 

another real-world situation of academic presentations. There were 17 

such presentations (summarized in figure 2.3) with an estimated 

audience total of around 600 people. Within this context of academic 

presentations, there were two sub-contexts, or settings: accepted 

presentations, and invited presentations. 

 

 

Figure 2.3 Presentations where the model was introduced 
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2.2.2.1.  Settings  

‘Accepted’ presentations were given at academic conferences, where a 

submitted abstract had been accepted by anonymous peer review. The 

audience members at these presentations were teachers/researchers in 

various disciplines (usually teaching writing), who had chosen to 

attend the presentations based on abstracts in conference booklets. 

These accepted presentations followed the normal format of individual 

papers at academic conferences: all were 20-minutes in length, with 

some minutes for discussion at the end.  There were eight accepted 

presentations included in the data collection. One additional 

presentation, while given in this format, and in a conference setting, 

had not been accepted in the usual way of a reviewed abstract. This 

presentation, marked as ‘Fill-in’ in figure 2.3, was delivered when 

volunteers were asked to fill in cancelled slots at one conference. 

 

The other type of presentation, ‘Invited’, came about when someone 

(usually someone from the audience of an accepted presentation) 

invited me to present on the model in a different setting. There were 

eight invited presentations included in the data collection. These 

presentations were all 60 minutes in length. In all but two cases, the 

audience members were also invited to the presentation, by the same 

organiser who had invited me, because the organisers had perceived 

that they would be particularly interested. In the remaining two cases, 

the presentations were keynote addresses, once at a ‘Study Day’ for the 

language teaching staff, and once at a conference for PhD students.  In 

these cases, the audience members had not chosen to see the 

presentation out of interest, necessarily, but rather because it was part 

of an organised programme. 
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2.2.2.2. Data collection  

The data collected at all presentations were primarily in the form of 

field notes (collated in Appendix 8.1). The procedure for making these 

notes was to make entries in a journal both during (when possible), 

and immediately after, each presentation (more details in Chapter 7). 

The content of the notes used in the analysis, were all comments, 

written as closely to verbatim as possible, which were made by 

audience members about the Spinner Model. As far as possible, after 

the notes were made, each of the comments was checked for accuracy 

with the audience member who had commented.  This checking 

allowed for further discussion, clarification, and gaining permission to 

use the comments as part of this research.  

 

The checking of comments was also used as an opportunity to request 

that commenters send their thoughts via e-mail. This was done in 

attempt to ensure accurate representation of commenters’ thoughts, as 

well as to have an additional data source. Although there were some  e-

mail exchanges, only one was a reiteration of a comment made at a 

presentation. Some of the exchanges were initiated by me, to check 

understanding or ask permission from someone I could not find to talk 

to after the presentation. Others were requests for presentation 

materials.  

 

While care was taken to write the notes as soon as possible after each 

presentation, and to check for accuracy with the people who had made 

the comments, there are possible problems with the collection of this 

data.  Firstly, it was not always possible to ask each person to verify 

their comments as I had noted them. Secondly, this is far from a 

thorough survey of opinions about the model, as it only represents the 

opinions of people who went out of their way to make a comment 

during or after a presentation. It is impossible to know what the other 
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audience members, who had remained silent, were thinking. 

Regardless of the limitations, it still seemed worth keeping, and 

examining, a record of these first-impression comments on the model.  

 

2.2.2.3. Analysis  

There were 64 comments collected in all.  Because it will be easier for 

the reader to process the comments after having been more thoroughly 

introduced to model which prompted the comments, the content of the 

comments will be discussed in section 8.2. This section will summarise 

how the comments were analysed.  

 

These data were approached using Richards’s “Aspects of analysis” 

(2003: 272) as a guideline.  These aspects of analysis are, in order: 

Collect, Think, Categorise, Reflect, Organise, Connect, Collect.  

Comments were collated into a spreadsheet, and coded several times 

for content.  Lexical clues were used as a basis for coding and 

categorising. From several rounds of thinking, coding, categorising and 

organising, five final categories emerged:  

• Reactions indicating doubts about the model  

• Reactions indicating how the model resonates with writers  

• Other reactions from the writer’s perspective  

• Reactions to the model from a teaching expert’s perspective 

• Reactions to the model from a student writer’s perspective 

 

2.2.3. Context 3: Writers’ retreats for PhD writers  

The next context engaged in for validating the model was writing 

retreats for PhD students at two large universities. The retreats, which 

I attended as facilitator, were part of “Writer Development” courses.  
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At one university, the course was offered five times in one academic 

year. It was credit-bearing, worth 5 ECTS (European Credit Transfer 

System) points. The course was one of many that PhD students could 

choose to take, in order to fulfil training requirements for their PhD 

studies. These students, or their departments, were charged a fee for 

attending the course. Participants were accepted on the course after a 

screening process that was never fully explained to me. 

 

At the other university, the course was offered once a year, and was 

one of several that the ‘Graduate School’ offered to students who 

wished to attend training courses. In this case, the course was not 

credit-bearing, and did not cost the students, or their departments, 

anything. Participants were accepted on a first-come-first-served basis. 

 

At both universities, the majority of the participants were students in 

the natural sciences, with only one or two coming from social sciences 

or humanities.  

 

2.2.3.1 Settings 

Although the administrative details were quite different at the two 

universities, the courses themselves were largely the same. They were 

specifically for PhD research writers and consisted of three 

components: 1) a supervisors’ seminar, 2) writers’ groups, and 3) two 

student writing retreats, spaced two months apart.  

 

The supervisor’s seminars were 2-hour sessions, held before the first 

retreat for students. They were intended to brief supervisors on what 

goes on at, and in between, the student retreats. The writers’ groups 

were student-run, meeting in the interval between the retreats 

(required), and in some cases, continuing on after the second retreat 

had finished (hoped-for, but not required).  
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The retreats themselves were two- or three-day residential workshops, 

taking place in youth hostels, and loosely based on Murray’s (2002) 

‘Structured Retreat’. The structured retreat format is one in which 

participants are all together in the same room, but are spending all 

their retreat time working on individual projects in a self-directed way. 

The job of the facilitator is to be a time-keeper and a whip-cracker. For 

these PhD retreats, the self-directed writing time was broken into 1-

hour blocks, with mini-breaks each hour, and longer breaks for lunch 

and dinner. Unlike Murray’s structured retreat format, these retreats 

involved activities in addition to the self-directed writing hours: whole-

group discussions, small-group discussions, and several short input 

sessions were incorporated into the retreats.  

 

One of these input sessions, on the first day of the retreat, was on the 

writing process. Participants were asked to draw retrospective 

accounts, or models, of their own writing processes. After this activity, 

the Spinner Model was presented as a point of comparison, and as a 

springboard for discussion.  

 

All discussions at the retreats, when involving the whole group, were 

conducted in English. Although all participants of the retreats were 

writing their theses in English, if members of smaller groups shared a 

native language that was not English, the small-group discussions 

were conducted in members’ language of choice (the other languages 

used by participants were Danish, Norwegian, French, Dutch, 

Cambodian, Mandarin, and German). 

 

Although these courses are continuing, for the purpose of this thesis, 

seven such courses are considered. These were the courses conducted 

between August 2009 and October 2010, with a total of 76 participants. 
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Data were collected from several sources: field notes, students’ notes, e-

mail messages, attempts at audio-recordings, and questionnaires. 

 

2.2.3.2 Data collection  

In an attempt to capture whole-group discussions, an iPod nano, with a 

micro-memo microphone attached, was placed in the centre of the 

working room. Unfortunately, the large size of the room (each 

participant had a 90cm x 120cm table to themselves), the echo in the 

room, and the hum of 15 computers and one data projector, made it 

impossible to hear much from the audio recordings. In addition, even 

though permission had been obtained, some participants were visibly 

uncomfortable with the recording device—looking at it before they 

spoke, and asking if their supervisors would hear the recordings. The 

audio-recordings were thus abandoned after the first course, and only 

two comments were collected from them.  

 

Some of the participants sent me e-mail messages offering their 

spontaneous (meaning unsolicited) thoughts about the course in 

general, or about the model of the writing process in particular.  

Another medium for spontaneous thoughts was the chatting time at 

the retreats, which developed organically during the hourly mini-

breaks, and at lunches and dinners. Some of these chat-comments were 

made privately to me, others were parts of break-time conversations 

involving participants and/or me. Detailed notes were taken whenever 

the chats were in English.  

 

Along with these spontaneous comments, participants’ 

opinions/thoughts/ideas were actively solicited during whole-and small-

group discussions. Comments from these discussions were collected via 

my notes, and student notes. So as to not stilt conversation, it was not 

specifically requested that students take notes during the discussions, 
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so there were often none.  When notes were taken, they were not 

always in English.  Thus, there were not abundant data from this 

source. However, because as much data, from as many different 

sources as possible was desired, participants were asked if any notes 

that were taken could be used, and collected if permission was given. 

 

My own notes were recorded frequently during the day, both while 

students were working on their own projectes in the 1-hour self-

directed writing time slots, and again at the end of each day. The 

contents of the notes included all the spontaneous remarks (made in 

English,within my earshot) that participants had made about the 

spinner model (either directly to me, or to each other) during whole-

group discussions, small-group discussions, or at break times. Like the 

data collected from audience members at presentations, all of the 

comments I had noted down were checked for accuracy, and permission 

was requested/granted for use. All comments are found in Appendix 8.2    

 

Besides the facilitated discussions, one other way in which 

participants’ opinions were actively solicited was through two 

questionnaires. The first questionnaire, consisting entirely of open-

ended questions (see Appendix 6.2.1) was administered after the first 

retreat, at which time the writers had been using the spinner model for 

two or three days.  The second questionnaire was given at the end of 

the second retreat, by which time the participants had been using the 

model (or had at least known about it) for two months. The second 

questionnaire had two parts: a section with questions formatted on a 

Likert scale, and a section with open-ended questions. The 

questionnaires were administered, as a word-file e-mail attachment, to 

65 PhD students who had attended the writer development courses. 

The questionnaires were made only after the first of the seven courses 

had finished, so responses from the participants on the initial course 

were not collected. Thirty three participants returned their 
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questionnaires. Anonymity was addressed by having participants send 

their responses to the administrator in charge of setting up the course, 

who removed their names and e-mail addresses, and then sent them on 

to me.  

 

All data sources included information and thoughts about various 

other aspects of the course, as well as participants’ perceptions of the 

writing process model. Only the information dealing directly with the 

model will be considered here. 

 

There are possible weaknesses with the collection of data, and with the 

data itself: Firstly while a neutral stance was attempted to be 

maintained at all times, the framing of the small- and whole-group 

discussions, as well as the wording of each of the five open-ended 

questions could have had an impact on the types of responses that 

were given. Secondly, it was not possible to capture everything that 

was said, or thought, by every participant: some of the opinions were 

expressed in languages unknown to me, and certainly not every 

participant expressed his/her opinion about the model, even when 

asked (only half the questionnaires were returned). It could be that the 

participants who did not say anything, or did not return the 

questionnaires, simply did not find it very useful.  Thirdly, the 

spontaneous responses to the model might have come from quite 

different places than the solicited responses—and different again if 

they were solicited via anonymous questionnaire, or via in-class 

discussions. The comments were originally coded to indicate whether 

they had been solicited or unsolicited, and to indicate by which medium 

the comments had been delivered (see figure 8.1 ). Even though it 

seems less than ideal to lump them all together, when the unsolicited 

responses were examined separately, and then compared to solicited 

responses, there did not seem to be any significant difference in quality 

in the two sets. What was noticeable, instead, were some visible 
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commonalities that ran through the responses. To further identify and 

examine these commonalities, all responses were coded according to 

content. 

 

2.2.3.3. Analysis 

Like the responses from the audience members, the data from the PhD 

retreats were collated and categorised in several rounds of coding, 

using lexical items as a basis for coding. Six themes eventually 

emerged: Resonance with writers, Making the tacit 

Explicit/Awareness, Benefits of Awareness, Possible Problems, 

Misunderstandings, and Supervisors. These are summarised in Figure 

2.4. 

 

Figure 2.4 Six themes from the data 
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Participants commented on how the model 
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tweaked to reflect their process. Most did 
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process.
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control of the process.  One way to take 
control is to make conscious mode shifts.
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Problem P There are some potential problems with 

the model 2
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understanding Mi There are some misunderstandings as to 

the purpose of having a model 4
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All the awareness would be better and 
more useful if supervisors were exposed to 
the same information about the writing 
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2.2.4. Context 4: Process descriptions from other 

writers  

This context, gathering writing process descriptions from other writers, 

is not a specific real-world situation in the same way that writers’ 

groups, academic presentations, or writing retreats are. However, I 

consider it a different context, because my position in the situation is 

distinct from the other contexts. In the WD group, and at the writers’ 

retreats, I was a leader/participant.  In the setting of the presentations, 

my position was that of presenter. In each of these contexts, I also had 

the position of information-gatherer, but it was a peripheral role—the 

contexts could exist without me being in that position.  In this context, 

however, my role as information gatherer was primary. As such, there 

is no specific setting; all the process descriptions were collected via e-

mail. Process descriptions were collected from four different categories 

of writer 

 

2.2.4.1 Data Collection 

The four different types of writer approached for process descriptions 

were, firstly, the original WD members who had, earlier, supplied the 

original process descriptions. The second descriptions from the WD 

members were requested after they had finished writing their 

dissertations. Three of the six WD members complied. The second 

group of writers asked for process descriptions were the PhD students 

who had attended the Writer Development courses. The request to use 

the descriptions that were written during the course was made via e-

mail after the course was concluded. Twelve PhD students sent the 

process descriptions they had written during the Writer Development 

courses. Thirdly, process descriptions were collected from professional 

academics, with five descriptions being offered.  Finally, the process 
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descriptions of two writers outside of academia (a copywriter and a 

novelist) became available. To round out the descriptions from non-

academic writers, a friend who is a published poet and creative 

essayist was approached for her process description. The various 

process descriptions appear in Appendix 7. 

 

2.2.4.2  Analysis 

All process descriptions were analysed using the five categories on the 

Spinner Model as a framework.  Highlighter pens, one for each colour 

on the spinner, were used to code writing moves on the process 

descriptions.  One other colour, orange, was used to code any modes 

that did not easily fall into the spinner categories.  

 

2.3. Ethical considerations 

As with all research involving people, there are ethical issues to be 

considered. In this case, because there were no participants who would 

be considered vulnerable, the main issues are anonymity and consent, 

and possible power relationships. 

 

As the WD group was set up specifically for the purposes of research, 

signed consent was obtained from each member. Because the identities 

of the members of the group were known by their classmates and 

teachers, while discussing data in this thesis, it was attempted to 

obscure individual identities by not naming, even with pseudonyms, 

any of the members. It was also attempted to isolate data as much as 

possible, with a view to making it more difficult for a reader who 

knows the members (including the members of the group themselves) 

to piece the data together and deduce the identities of the members. 

Anonymity was addressed in the questionnaires by having the 

members send their questionnaires to a third party, who sent them on 
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to me, and by mentioning in the questionnaire that anything they did 

not want to be used for research purposes could be marked.  

 

The possible power relationships were addressed, firstly, by clearly 

stating on the consent forms that the members were under no 

obligation to continue participating in the research. In the group 

meetings themselves, I attempted to engage with the group, as much 

as possible, as a peer, rather than as a tutor, researcher, or other 

authority figure. The activities in the groups were always pitched as 

optional; individuals, or the group, had veto power over any suggestion 

made by me.  

 

In the case of the PhD students, verbal consent, and occasionally e-

mail consent was obtained before using data. Anonymity on 

questionnaire responses was addressed in the same way as with the 

WD group—participants were given the option to send their 

questionnaires to a third party, who would remove their personal 

information before sending the questionnaires on to me. Because the 

credits for the course were given based only on whether or not the 

students were present at the retreats, power is not seen as an issue in 

this setting. 

 

Presentations can be considered to be in the public arena, nevertheless, 

whenever possible, consent was obtained from people whose comments 

I recorded and used. Anonymity was addressed by not naming the 

commenters, other than one who was pleased to be named. 

 

From the writers who supplied their writing process descriptions the 

consent was implicit. The e-mail sent to them asked them to supply a 

description of their writing process if they were happy for it to be 

included in this thesis. Anonymity was addressed by not naming the 
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writers. Given their higher positions as academics, power does not 

seem to be an issue in this case. 
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3. Background and context Part 1: Writers 

Groups for Academic writers and the WD 

group 

 

Writers’ groups for academics exist in a vast array of configurations; 

there is no one meaning of ‘writers’ group’, other than it is a group of 

writers gathering together to support each other. This is where any 

similarity ends. For this reason, it is necessary to describe specifically 

how the Writer Development group was set up, framed by an overview 

of what other configurations are possible. Thus, this chapter combines 

background on writers’ groups in general, with specific information 

about the Writer Development group that is part of this research. 

 

3.1. A typology of writers groups, and the WD 

group 

In discussing activities that display a wide range of variation, Topping 

(1996, 1998) has shown the usefulness of devising a typology for  

[describing] some of the main parameters of variation 
between…activities… reported in the literature (1998: 251).  
 

Although Topping was examining peer assessment (1998) and peer 

tutoring (1996) activities, his method of organizing a typology is useful 

for looking at writers’ groups as well.  Topping calls the different 

categories in his typologies ‘dimensions’ or ‘variables’ (Topping, 1996: 

322; Topping, 1998: 251). I will use ‘dimension’ to describe the main 

categories, and ‘variables’ for the sub-categories within the 

dimensions—with some variables having sub-variables. An 

examination of the literature on writers’ groups yielded eight main 

dimensions and 47 variables, which can be used to describe and 
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categorize the different varieties of writers’ groups for academics. The 

typology is summarized in Figure 3.1, and discussed in section 3.2. 

 

For the purpose of this thesis, it is not necessary to discuss in detail 

each dimension and variable of the typology. Instead, each dimension 

will be briefly glossed, and WD group will be introduced in terms of the 

form it took within each dimension, and its variables. 
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Figure 3.1 Typology of writers’ groups 

 

Dimension
No Leader
Start-up Leader

Rotating leader
Static leader

Near-peer led
Writing expert
Language expert
Subject expert
Experienced (published) 
academic writer

Number                         
(how many?)

inter-disciplinary
discipline-specific
same level of experience/ 
stage of completion
varyinglevels of 
experience/ stages of 
completion
Invited
Compulsory
Volunteer

Face-to-face
Remote 

4 Frequency                
(of meetings)

5 Length                      
(of meetings)

Limited
Continuous
Goal-setting

Freewriting
Generative Writing
Writing to prompts
Self-dierected writing

Reading                            
(of each others' writing)

Feedback (please see figure 3.2)
About writing
About feedback
About the meetings 
themselves

Social Element
Goal-setting
Self-directed writing

to the group
to authority

Reflective journals

Duration                   
(of groups)

6

3 Contact             
(among members)

2 Membership

Discipline

Progress on project/ 
experience writing

Selection/Recruitment

Variables

1 Leadership                       

Peer-led

Expert-led

Reported Benefits

Possible Problems 
(call this 

'troubleshooting?)

7
In-meeting 
activities

Writing

Discussions

8
Between-Meeting 

Activities Publishing
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3.1.1.  Leadership: Who and how much? 

The first dimension of the typology is Leadership, and like writers’ 

groups in general, leadership in a writers’ group is open to many 

different possibilities.  

 

One of the most well-known is a writers’ group with no leader, the 

‘Teacherless Writing Class’ proposed by Elbow in the early 1980s 

(Elbow, 1981). If there is a specified leader in the group, leadership can 

take the form of start-up leader, where an expert facilitator will attend 

the first few group meetings, before leaving the members to their own 

devices (for example, Teaching and Learning Unit, university of 

Copenhagen, 2010). Other groups are peer-led, with one peer leader, or 

a rotating leader (Fingar, 2002). Quite common is an expert-led group, 

where the leader can have expertise in running writers’ groups, in 

language, in the discipline of the members, or in academic writing 

(Murray 1998; Aitchison, 2009; Aitchison & Lee 2006; Badley, 2006). 

 

Because it was hoped to study the interaction in the group—as a group 

of writers, and not a tutorial—I aimed to position myself in the group 

as a near-peer leader (for example, Lee & Boud, 2003). ‘Near-peer’ is 

not a term normally used with writing groups, but is rather borrowed 

from the TESOL literature. Murphy (2001) coined the term, saying 

that the best role-model for a language learner is not someone who has 

achieved a very high level of the target language (it might seem 

unattainable), but rather learners who are slightly better than another 

learner—a near-peer. A near-peer leader in a writers’ group would, for 

example, have more experience with academic writing than the other 

members, but not so much more that a large gap existed. 

 

It was determined that, without maintaining a bald-faced lie for a 

year, it would be difficult to convince the members that I was a true 
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peer; they knew that I had already achieved the equivalent of the 

degree that they were working towards. Measures needed to be taken, 

however, to ensure that I was not regarded as a tutor. To position 

myself more closely as a peer, I attended courses, as a student, with 

the MA TESOL students, sitting in classes with them up to six hours a 

week. This near-peer status seems to have been successfully achieved; 

one member wrote in her reflective journal that she got feedback from 

her “peers, and her workshop tutor”. She then apologised, saying “I do 

not really see you as an authority… I hope you know what I mean.” It 

did seem that she, by naming me separately from ‘peers’ regarded me 

to be something different than her classmates, but explicitly states 

that I was not an authority figure.  

 

3.1.2. Membership  

Membership of writers’ groups can vary in number, in discipline, in 

experience, and on how members are recruited.  

 

There is no agreed optimum number in a writers’ group. Elbow claims 

seven as the perfect number (1998); Reeves (2002) claims any number 

from five to 15 is effective. Our group started with eight, and ended 

with six. According to two of the remaining members, the smaller 

number was better: 

It was too bad that [the others] dropped out… but the smaller 
group really is much nicer, just with us Chipmunks. 

 
Although writers’ groups have been found to be effective both when all 

the members were in the same discipline, and when members came 

from different backgrounds (Aitchison, 2003; Cuthbert, Spark, & 

Burke, 2009; Galligan et al. 2003), the members of the WD group were 

all TESOL students, or TESOL & Translation students. This was due 

to access reasons: because the tutors were friends of mine, I was able to 

easily join the classes of these students.  
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Some writers’ group facilitators recommend that groups can be 

enriched by members being in varying places (in their programmes of 

study), or having varying experience of writing or publication 

(Galligan, et al. 2003). However, because the MA programme onto 

which the participants were enrolled was a one-year degree, all the 

members were at identical places in their study.  

 

The WD members were volunteers. As such, the group meetings 

started with a large number of members, and quickly dwindled to 

eight, and then to six. This volunteer basis is the most common type of 

membership for writers’ groups, although occasionally, members are 

hand-picked (Faulconer, et al. 2010), and Murray (2002) considers the 

possibility of compulsory groups.  

 

3.1.3. Contact, frequency, length, and duration 

The next four dimensions, contact, frequency, length, and duration of 

group meetings, will be considered together. 

 

The contact of group members is most often face-to-face.  However, 

recently, on-line writing groups are becoming more common 

(Faulconer, et al. 2010). The WD group was face-to-face for eight 

months, and then an attempt was made to continue the group via 

Skype, with limited success due to technological difficulties.  

 

As the WD members were on the MA programme for one year, this 

could be considered to be a group with a limited life-span, as opposed to 

groups that endure for years (Aitchison, 2009).  

The standard for writers’ groups meeting time seems to be fortnightly, 

for two hours (Murray & McKay, 1998; Teaching & Learning Unit, 

2010), however this is something that is negotiable amongst the group 
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members. The WD group generally met weekly, for two about two 

hours. When group members were busy, meetings were cancelled; 

when extra support was needed (for example, when dissertation 

proposal presentations were being prepared) the group met more 

frequently. 

 

3.1.4. In-meeting activities 

The activities of writers’ groups can generally be broken down in to 1) 

writing, 2) reading, and 3) talking.  

 

Some writers’ groups, similar to Murray’s ‘structured retreat’ (2009) 

gather together simply to write in the company of other writers. Goals 

might be set at the beginning of the group, and then members write. 

This self-directed writing can be alternated with freewriting, 

generative writing, or writing to prompts. 

 

Freewriting is writing without stopping, without editing, and without 

any specific topic. It is a common activity in writers’ groups (Elbow, 

1981; Li 2007; Murray & McKay, 1998; Murray & Newton, 2008), as is 

‘generative writing’. Generative writing is similar to freewriting, in 

that it is writing without stopping, and without worrying about 

structure, but in generative writing, writers stick to one topic—often a 

topic from their freewriting (Boice, 1987; Lonka, 2003; Murray & 

McKay, 1998; Murray & Newton, 2008). Writing to prompts is another 

variety of free-flowing writing, where the writer is started out with the 

beginning of a sentence, a prompt, or with several prompts, and then 

finishes the sentences in a certain number of words, or continues 

writing on that topic for a certain amount of time (Murray, 2006). The 

freewriting and writing to-prompts of the WD members appears in 

Appendix 4.  
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Along with writing, writers’ group participants spend time reading 

each others’ work, and giving feedback on it (Reeves, 2002; Fingar, 

2002; Schneider, 2003; Gere, 1987; Elbow, 1973). Feedback, or 

response, in writers’ groups, can take many forms. These are 

summarised by Elbow in his “map of writing in terms of audience and 

response” (2000; 29). Figure 3.2 shows Elbow’s map slightly altered to 

divide ‘evaluation’ into’ ‘confirmatory’ evaluative response, and 

‘corrective’ evaluative response (Kurtoglu-Hooton, 2004)  

 

Figure 3.2 Elbow’s map of writing (adapted) 

 

Along with responding to writing, writers’ groups often engage in 

meta-discussions about writing, about feedback, and about the group 

meetings themselves (Aitchison, 2006; Elbow & Belanoff, 2003). 

 

All of these in-group activities were suggested, and tried in the WD 

group. However, in keeping with a peer-like status, they were treated 

very much as suggestions. None of the activities were compulsory, and 

occasionally, the members did decide not to do the activities I 
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suggested. Giving writing to other members for feedback was 

especially delicate, and was, as recommended by Schneider (2003) 

never made a requirement. Only once did a member ask the group to 

help her by reading and responding to her writing. 

 

A final activity done in writers’ group meetings is goal-setting. Goals 

can be set for writing to be accomplished during the meeting itself, or 

set at the end of the meeting, for the next meeting. Murray 

recommends setting short, medium, and long-term goals, as well as 

setting ‘snacking’ goals—goals for writing for very short periods of 

time—five or ten minutes (Murray & Newton, 2008). The WD group 

normally set goals for what was hoped to be accomplished before the 

next group meeting. 

 

3.1.5. Between-meeting activities 

As well as setting goals during group meetings, members were 

encouraged to set goals for themselves between meetings.  Other 

between-meeting activities that writers’ group members do, are self-

directed writing, publishing writing (to group members, peers, or to 

tutors), and writing in reflective journals.   

 

Reflective journals were introduced in November, about six weeks after 

the WD meetings commenced. The journals were introduced by giving 

each member a small red/black notebook, and asking them to keep 

their thoughts about writing and feedback in the journals. Because I 

wanted the journals to be their own, I gave very little instruction, 

however I gave some examples, and hoped that members would use the 

journal to write down the “dialogs in their heads” (Elbow1981: 25). 

Elbow suggests to writers that they listen to what they hear in their 

heads about writing, and make notes of what they are thinking, how 

they are feeling, what difficulties they have, and how they deal with 
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them. The reflective journals that were returned to me after the WD 

members finished their dissertations appear in Appendix 5. 

 

3.2. Goals of writers’ groups 

Other than the encompassing goal of establishing a community of 

mutual support for a group of writers, and the primary goal of 

increased output that many groups have (Faulconer, et al. 2010), each 

different writers’ group will likely have goals specific to the group. 

Ideally, these goals will be discussed among the members, and decided 

upon by the group before the group starts meeting regularly (Schneider 

2003).  

 

In the case of the WD group, the goals were not explicitly articulated. 

The group members came for writing support, and I hoped to facilitate 

a successful writers’ group. The aims I envisioned as constituting a 

‘successful’ writing group were 1) to make the process of academic 

writing more enjoyable for the writer, and 2) to make the product of 

academic writing more enjoyable for the reader. The goals that were 

perceived as building blocks of these aims were for members to  

1) provide mutual support to each to each other 

throughout the entire writing process, 

2) develop meta-conscious awareness of writing and 

feedback processes, so as to facilitate understanding of, 

and discussions about, these processes (Aitchison, 

2003) 

3) become familiar with and practice various feedback 

techniques (Nilson, 2003) 

4) develop meta-conscious awareness of, and ability to 

articulate own feedback needs, so as to optimise 

feedback events (Elbow, 1989) 
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3.3. Benefits of writers’ groups   

There is an emerging body of research showing how writers’ groups are 

beneficial to writers. Firstly, writers who are involved in writers’ 

groups enjoy increased writing output (Faulconer et al. 2010; Lee & 

Boud, 2003; Murray & McKay, 1998; Murray & Newton, 2009; Lonka, 

2003). Writers also find that the quality of their written product 

improves. This is found to occur not only because writers receive 

feedback on their written texts, but also because writers give feedback 

to other writers (Aitchison, 2010; Cuthbert, Spark & Burke, 2009; 

Washburn, 2008).  

 

Along with increased quality and quantity of text, there are affective 

benefits as well.  These include increased motivation to write 

(Aitchison & Lee, 2006; Cafarella & Barnett, 2000; Cuthbert & Spark, 

2008), increased confidence as a writer (Cuthbert et al. 2009; 

Faulconer et al. 2010; Murray & Newton, 2009), and less feeling of 

isolation (Aitchison & Lee, 2006; Murray & Newton, 2009).  

 

It has been shown that writers’ groups help demystify the process of 

writing (Ferguson, 2009), enabling writers to understand the process 

(Badley, 2006), and thus fear it less. The understanding of the writing 

process is facilitated by the focused community situation of a writers’ 

group. The group is focusing specifically on writing, and the talk in the 

group is centred around writing. These discussions lead writers to 

developing a meta-language for talking about writing and feedback 

processes (Aitchison, 2003). These meta-discussions in turn, further 

writers’ understandings of the process, as well as increase their own 

meta-conscious awareness of their own processes. Metaconscious 

awareness of the writing process has been found to be an important 

factor for successful writers, decreasing writing anxiety, and increasing 

self-efficacy and self-regulation of writers (Castello, et al. 2009). 



 47 

 

3.4. Looking for the meta-language for feedback 

and writing process 

As mentioned in the introduction, it was the meta-language that was 

the intended object of study. However, because very few meta-

discussions, about writing processes and feedback, were occurring in 

the group, there was no need for a meta-language to be developed. As 

models are seen as a successful starting point for discussion (Hayes, 

2008), it was decided to present the group with models of feedback and 

the writing process, in hope of prompting discussions, and thus 

development of the group’s meta-language. 

 

The model of feedback presented was Elbow’s map of writing, found in 

Figure 3.2. After a discussion about the counter-intuitive, but 

potentially helpful, natures of “sharing, no response”, and “response, 

no evaluation”, this model seemed to pose no problem for the group. 

 

The first model of the writing process presented to the group, a model 

adapted from Keh (1990), appears in Figure 3.3. The group did not 

readily accept this model. Comments made were “That’s waaaaay too 

easy”, and “that’s just not what I do”.  
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Figure 3.3 First writing process model shown to WD group 

 

The group’s reasons for rejecting the simplistic model are reasons 

supported by experts on writing: Writing is simply not that simple 

(Kent 1999). Thus, a model that has been successful in explaining the 

complexities of writing was introduced. The Flower and Hayes (1981)   

model appears in Figure 3.4. 

 

Figure 3.4 Flower & Hayes model 
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This model was no more successful. The reaction, when this model was 

shown, was laughter. “I don't even know what that’s supposed to 

mean!”, was the only comment made about the model.  

 

If the simplistic model was unsatisfactory for not accurately showing 

how complicated the writing process can be, but the complex model 

was too complicated to resonate with the members, the question arose 

as to what an accurate, yet accessible model of the writing processes 

would look like. A search yielded nothing that seemed as if it would 

satisfactorily strike the balance. I thought perhaps we would need to 

make our own. 

 

3.4.1. Need for a new model of the writing process 

The absence of a suitable model led the WD group to collaboratively 

construct our own model of the writing process. Before detailing the 

construction of the new model, I will give the theoretical background 

on models of the writing process, and the pedagogy that gave rise to 

them. 
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4. Background 2: A brief history of writing 

process models 

This chapter will outline the theoretical and pedagogic underpinnings 

of models of the writing process. First will be an overview of writing 

pedagogy, as it progresses through the phases of pre-process, process, 

and post-process. Next, research on writing, as it pertains to models of 

the writing process, will be considered. Finally, writing process models 

themselves will be discussed. The discussion will focus on how models 

of the writing process were made, by whom they were made, and for 

whom.  

 

4.1. Writing research, pedagogy, and models of 

the writing process 

Models of the writing process started appearing in the 1960s, as part of 

a widespread change in the way writing was taught.  A full account of 

the complex history of writing research and pedagogy (Matsuda, 2002; 

Tobin, 2000) is beyond the scope of this thesis. The thesis will focus, 

instead, on the background of writing research and instruction so far 

as it is needed to frame the development and use of models of the 

writing process. For detailed accounts of how writing research and 

writing instruction have evolved, please see, for example, Raimes, 

1991; Grabe and Kaplan, 1996; Tate et al. 2001; Matsuda, 2003; 

MacArthur et al. 2008. 

 

Although dividing the intricate history of writing research and 

pedagogy into pre-process (or, product), process, and post-process is “as 

deductive and misleading as dividing the composing process into 

prewriting, writing, and revising” (Tobin, 2001: 15), this framework is 

useful for the purpose of summarising how models of the writing 
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process have appeared, and been used, in the last four decades, as well 

as for contextualizing the new model of the writing process that was 

developed by the WD group (discussed in Chapter 5). 

 

4.1.1.  Writing as product  

Before the 1960s, the ‘current-traditional’, or ‘product’ approach 

to teaching writing prevailed (Matsuda, 2003). Current-traditional 

classrooms focused on linguistic form and on written product (Pincas 

1982, cited in Badger and White, 2000). Students were given reading 

lists that would provide them with examples of ‘good’ writing, and were 

subsequently expected to emulate those good writers. Students were 

given no choice of subject matter; feedback on, and revision of, drafts 

were not part of writing pedagogy; group work, or peer response did 

not exist (Grabe & Kaplin, 1996; Raimes, 1991; Bruce, 2006; Tobin, 

2001). The classrooms were “teacher-centered, knowledge-oriented, and 

accuracy focused” (Atkinson, 2003: 6). Students were assessed on final, 

written products—usually a variety of different types of writing, for 

example, “an argument, a compare and contrast essay, a description, a 

research paper…” (Tobin, 2001:1). All the emphasis was on these 

finished pieces of writing. Little, if any, attention was given to how 

students got to a final written product. Berninger (1996:193) observes 

that the “product perspective is concerned with the outcome of the 

writing process—the written product—but not the processes that 

generate that product”.  

 

Although there is some controversy (Tobin, 2001; Kent, 1999) as to 

when the shift from product-centred pedagogy to process-centred 

pedagogy took hold, one of the first models of writing as a process 

appeared in 1965. D G Rohman showed an interest in assisting his 

students in getting from point A, assignment, to point B, finished 

product, and found it helpful to define writing as a three-stage process 
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of “pre-writing, writing, re-writing” (1965: 106). He and his colleagues 

were unhappy with the idea that showing students examples of good 

writing was enough to help them produce good writing (p. 106). They 

thought, rather, that this could have a negative effect, by serving, 

instead, to show students how inadequate they were. They further 

asserted that students should not be trying to imitate the final product 

of good writing, but rather trying to “imitate the creative principle 

itself which produces finished works” (p. 107).  

 

4.1.2.  Writing as process  

In his three-stage process model, Rohman (1965) emphasised the “pre-

writing stage” as being an important, but neglected, phase in the 

process. He believed that good thinking could lead to good writing, and 

encouraged his students to think first, then write (Torrance, 1994; 

Rijlaarsdam & Couzijn, 2002; Tobin, 2001).  

 

While he did not himself explicitly describe the entire process as linear, 

Rohman seemed to imply that writers should move from first thinking 

about what they wanted to write, to writing it (1965: 107). He did not 

necessarily encourage his students to revisit earlier phases. The other 

teachers of writing who picked up on his process idea certainly taught 

the process as linear (Tobin, 2001; Kent, 1999; Grabe & Kaplan, 1996).  

Regardless of how his model was used, it is significant in that it shifted 

the emphasis in writing classrooms, from one on the product, to one on 

the process of writing.  

 

Writing-as-process became, and has remained, so popular as to suggest 

a major paradigm shift in the teaching of writing (Hairston, 1982). No 

longer were students expected to produce good writing simply by 

seeing examples of good writing. The insight that “we cannot teach 

students to write by looking only at what they have written” (Hairston, 
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1982: 84) gained popularity. This, along with the belief that teachers 

“…must also understand how [students’ written] product came into 

being, and why it assumed the form that it did” (Shaughnessy, 1977 in 

Hairston, 1982: 84) prevailed for roughly two decades. Writing 

classrooms incorporated peer readings of writing, multiple drafts of 

writing, and an emphasis on the writer finding her own “voice” to 

express the things she wanted to express (Murray, 1982).  

 

Although teaching writing as a process sustained momentum for about 

twenty years, the linear three-stage model of the process came under 

criticism much more quickly.  Emig (1977) studied the writing 

processes of 18-year-old students, and found that rather than being a 

linear process, writing was very much a recursive one, with writers 

moving back and forth among pre-writing, writing, and re-writing. 

 

Emig’s research was conducted in response to criticism that process-

instruction might be nice in the classroom, but it was under-theorised 

and under-researched (Grabe & Kaplan, 1996). The classroom 

practices were not being based on anything scientific. Research on 

writing was being done, but it was being done in different ways, in 

different disciplines (Humes, 1983). A coherent framework was needed: 

“a model that would account for the data recorded, and would explain 

conflicting findings and interpretations”. In short, writing needed to be 

theorized, and researchers needed to develop a “more scientific way to 

study the writing process” (Grabe & Kaplan, 1996: 90). 

 

As a result of this complaint, more research, with models, soon 

followed. Flower and Hayes (1981) using think-aloud-protocols (TAP), 

where student writers voice (think aloud) everything they are thinking 

as they are writing, developed a Cognitive Process Model of writing 

(see figure 3.4).  
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This model theorized writing as a set of thinking processes, which a 

writer recursively goes through in order to produce a product.  

Although it still continues to influence current writing research and 

pedagogy (Tate et al. 2001), the Flower and Hayes model was criticized 

as being too vague to be a formal model of anything (North, 1987), and 

as for not being controlled and reliable enough to be considered a 

testable theory of writing (Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1986). It has, 

nevertheless, remained a benchmark, and many other models of the 

writing process are based on this model (see further discussion in 

section 4.1.5).  

 

Just as the model has endured, despite criticism, so has the writing-as-

process ideology endured. It prevailed in the 1980s, and still seems to 

be being discovered today, (see, for example Kamehameha Schools 

Model, 2007).  Regardless of this long-standing popularity, the process-

not-product ideology irritated, with good reason, some educators and 

theorists.  

 

Those who were unhappy with putting all the emphasis on a writer’s 

discovery of his/her own voice through the process of writing—to the 

extent of having the final product be more or less insignificant 

(Couture, 1999: Hyland, 2003), noted that writing is a social activity. It 

was argued that writing cannot be understood as the work of one 

individual, but is rather a product of a social context (Cooper, 1986; 

Faigely, 1989; Witte, 1992 cited in Grabe & Kaplan 1996), and needs to 

serve a socio-functional purpose (Halliday, 1978 cited in Grabe & 

Kaplan, 1996). A writer can go through a process of writing, and 

perhaps learn a great deal by simply going through that process, but 

there is little reason for her to do so if her writing would serve no social 

function, or if she had no need to communicate something to someone 

else. These insights brought on a counter-movement in writing 

research and instruction that pointed back to an emphasis on product, 
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and brought to the forefront an emphasis on audience and purpose 

(Badger & White, 2000).  

 

There are several different facets of this counter-movement: Post-

process (Kent, 2000), Discourse community (Harris, 1989), Genre 

(Swales & Feak, 2004; Hyland, 2003), Writing in the Disciplines (WiD), 

Writing Across the Curriculum (WAC) (Ochsner & Fowler, 2004), and 

Academic Literacies (AL) (Lea & Street, 1998; Lillis, 2008). All these 

various approaches to writing instruction might not necessarily 

consider themselves to fit accurately into one group of what-comes-

after-the-writing-process. They do fit together, however, for the 

purpose of describing the renewed emphasis on product, the emphasis 

on audience, and the general backlash against “teach[ing] writing as a 

process, not a product” (Murray, 1972). Thus, for this discussion, all of 

the above schools of thought will be referred to collectively as post-

process (with lower-case p); when referring to the faction that identifies 

itself as Post-process, a capital P will be used.  

 

4.1.3.  Post-process approaches 

The Post-process “social turn” (Atkinson 2003: 4), started to emerge 

circa 1994 (Heard, 2008), but its proponents have yet to concretely 

define or agree upon their theory and pedagogy (Matsuda 2003; Kent 

1999; Tobin, 2001). However, the main complaints of Post-process 

advocates seem to be, firstly, against the idea that writing process 

researchers aspired to develop a generalisable, exportable, all-

encompassing model of the writing process; one that would describe 

any writer in any situation (Jacobs, 2001). These critics argue that “no 

codifiable or generalisable writing process exists or could exist” (Kent, 

1999: 1). Gary Olson sums up the this objection to process research and 

pedagogy by observing that,  
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The problem with process theory, then, is not so much that 
scholars are attempting to theorize various aspects of composing 
as it is that they are endeavoring (consciously or not) to 
construct a model of the composing process, thereby constructing 
a Theory of Writing, a series of generalizations about writing 
that supposedly hold true all or most of the time (1999: 8). 

 

The main criticism against the theories of writing, and models of the 

writing process, then, seems to be directed at the very criticism that 

brought forth the models and theories in the first place: the demand for 

a ‘bigger theory’ and a model to scientifically describe writing (Grabe & 

Kaplan, 1996: 94). 

 

Secondly, another component of process-writing that the post-process 

theorists do not like, is the idea that the writer goes through her 

writing process, finding her own writing voice, learning what she is 

learning from writing, all in isolation, and solely for her own benefit. 

That writing must happen in a social context is the ideology where the 

various post-process theories and pedagogies (Hyland, 2003; Lillis, 

2008; Lea & Street, 1998; Swales & Feak 1994) overlap. 

 

Writers, post-process theorists claim, especially at tertiary levels, 

cannot write about whatever, and however they like.  Rather, they 

need to be introduced to the appropriate conventions of the discourse 

community into which they hope to be initiated, and to the written 

genres to which they hope to contribute (Bruce, 2006; Hyland 2003).  

Writing includes not only writers and their individual processes, but 

also readers, texts, genres, and social contexts (Swales, 1990; 

Bazerman 1988; Rafoth, 1988; Grabe & Kaplan 1996). Writing is, after 

all, a product that needs to be written in a way that is appropriate to 

the reader for whom it is intended.  What must happen in a post-

process classroom, then, is for student writers to  

realize that their prior theories of writing are not stigmatized, 
and…adapt their own writing habits and writing strategies to 
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meet the real needs and expectations of the larger community 
(Heard, 2008: 291).   

 

The almost dichotomous camps of process and post-process (Tobin, 

2001) seem to have come to a seemingly reluctant agreement that 

writing is a process as well as a product—or a product as well as a 

process (Bruce, 2006). The usable insight that has precipitated from 

this debate is the recognition that writers do need to produce an 

acceptable end-product. In addition, it is also recognized that in order 

to be able to facilitate writers producing an acceptable end product, it 

is necessary to understand the process that writers are going through 

in order to create that product (Raimes, 1996).   

 

4.1.4. Blended/balanced approaches 

This agreement that writing is both product and process has led some 

practitioners to combine process and post-process pedagogies in 

‘balanced’, or ‘process/genre’ approaches (Yan, 2005; Ming 2006; Heard, 

2008) which, they claim, brings together the best of all worlds:  “An 

effective methodology for writing needs to incorporate the insights of 

product, process, and genre approaches”  (Badger and White, 2000: 

157).  

 

Post-process ideologies have been around for at least 15 years. Along 

with the Post-process advocates, the movements in writing research 

and pedagogy that are currently most prominent in higher education 

(mentioned above) all converge on the importance of discourse 

community, and the social context of writing; they all stress that a 

writer does need to produce an acceptable end product for a specific 

audience. This change in emphasis back to product, along with the 

claim that there is no generalisable process of writing that holds true 

for every writer everywhere, would seem to imply that using models of 
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the writing process, or developing new models, is more or less out of 

fashion.  However, despite the imperfections of the process movement, 

and the imperfections of the models that came out of it,  “process-not-

product” is still very much a part of the teaching-writing discourse in 

some sectors (Villanueva, 2003). Furthermore, models of the writing 

process are still being made and used both by researching experts, (for 

example Rijlaarsdam & van den Bergh, 2008) to try to make sense of 

writing, and also by teaching experts (for example Tynes, 

http://www.stjschools.org/atynes/WritingProcessWebquest.html), to try 

to help student writers make sense of writing.  

 

Two sectors where process pedagogy, and process models, still remain 

predominant are, firstly, in the English as a Foreign Language (EFL) 

world, particularly in settings where education has traditionally been 

teacher-centred and accuracy-based (Wang & Zhang, 2009). And 

secondly, in the writing centres springing up across Europe, which are, 

at least initially, based on the American archetype (Harbord, 2003).  

 

Thus, despite the limitations, models of the writing process are still 

being made and used. The next section will give an overview of some of 

the models that have appeared in the literature between 1960 and 

2009, and then give a brief description of who made them, how they 

were made, and how they are used. 

 

4.2. Making and using models of the writing 

process 

This section will look at some of the writing process models found in 

the literature between 1965 (Rohan’s three-stage model), and the 

present. The purpose for this section is to give a frame of reference for 

the model of the writing process that was developed by the Writer 

Development group. This is by no means an exhaustive discussion of 
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all the models of the writing process that have been produced and 

published in the last 45 years.  It is meant, rather, as a sample to 

represent the prominent types and uses of writing process models that 

have been developed by researching experts and/or teaching experts 

during that period. For a thorough discussion on writing process 

models, in general, from 1986~2006, please see Horning and Becker 

(2006) and Hunter (1990). For an exhaustive account of models, which, 

like the Flower and Hayes model, are based on cognitive processes, 

please see Alamargot & Chanquoy (2001).  

 

Because it was the visual representation of the writing process that 

was rejected by the WD members, and because our model is used 

predominantly as a visual representation, the discussion will be, with 

three exceptions, narrowed to writing process models that have been 

represented visually in the literature. Although the discussion 

necessarily excludes them, there are numerous articles that discuss the 

process of writing, without providing a visual model of the process. 

There are also some recent articles that describe models of the writing 

process, but that do not provide illustrations (see, for example 

Rijlaardsdam & van den Bergh, 2007).  

 

The discussion will focus on 1) the creators of the models, 2) the 

intended end-users of the models, and 3) the methodology employed to 

construct the models. When discussing the designers of models, the 

term ‘expert’ will be used to indicate both teaching practitioners and 

researchers. When a distinction becomes necessary the terms ‘teaching 

expert’ and ‘researching expert’ will be used.2 

 

                                            
2 This is to counter the ideas that researchers are the experts, and that teachers 
should rely on researchers’ expertise for advice on what to do in the classroom. It is 
important to emphasise that teachers are experts as well, and if they are developing 
models of the writing process, for whatever reason, and in whatever manner, they are 
doing it as experts, and are basing their models on expert knowledge.   
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Models of the writing process can be roughly categorised into one of 

two types: 1) models that have been synthesised, meaning built from 

the ground up, starting with raw data, and 2) models that have been 

derived from something else—either adapted from synthesised models, 

compiled from a search of literature, or gleaned from the experience of 

the creator of the model. The models that have been constructed using 

raw data will hereafter be called ‘synthesised models’; the models that 

are built on other models or on experience will be called ‘derived 

models’. 

  

4.2.1.  Synthesised models: designers and intended 

users  

As mentioned in section 4.1.2, the original purpose for developing 

models of the writing process was in reaction to the accusation that 

process-writing pedagogy might have a high feel-good factor, but that it 

had no theoretical underpinnings. None of what was happening in the 

classroom could be proven by, or was even supported by, any research 

or theories (Grabe & Kaplan, 1996; MacArthur, 2001). Thus, 

researchers like Flower and Hayes tried to theorise writing, and give it 

a more scientific base. Their model was made with other researching 

experts explicitly in mind: “A model such as the one presented here is 

first and foremost a tool for researchers to think with” (Flower & 

Hayes, 1981). 

 

It appears that all of the subsequent synthesised models of the writing 

process were also made primarily for this purpose. For all of their 

reported faults, both the Flower and Hayes’s (1981) model, and 

Rohan’s (1965) 3-stage model, are still being used as bases for models 

of the writing process (both synthesised and derived). All of the experts 

cited below draw to some extent on one or the other of these seminal 

models, if only for the purpose of refuting them.  
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Some Flower & Hayes-based synthesised models look in more detail at 

some aspect that was not dealt with extensively by the original model. 

Scardamalia et al. for example (1984), suggest a model of the reflective 

activities within Flower and Hayes’s sub-process of Planning (see 

figure 4.2). They assert that within this sub-process, along with goal-

setting, generating, and organizing (as shown on the original model), 

writers will also reflect on their planned writing by examining “what do 

I mean?” (Content space), and “What do I say?” (Rhetorical Space) 

(Scardamalia et al. 1984:176). 

 

 

Figure 4.1 Model of reflective processes in planning 

(Scardamalia et al. 1984) 

 

Borner (1987) also bases his model on Flower and Hayes, but adjusts it 

for writers who are writing in a language that is not their mother 

tongue. The Translating component is adapted (see Figure 4.3), adding 

“Expression, Grammatical Synthesis, and Graphic Aspects”, to 

incorporate linguistic concerns of L2 writers (Zimmerman, 2000: 76). 

He also  “integrates aspects such as the L2 teaching agenda, the 

learners’…genre awareness, and their L2 interlanguage competence” 

(Zimmerman, 2000: 76). 
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Figure 4.2 Borner’s model (1987)  

(translated from German by Zimmerman 2000) 

 

Zimmerman (2000) goes on to look in detail at the sub-processes within 

the ‘Formulating’ component of the model (he changes Flower and 

Hayes’ ‘Translating’ to ‘Formulating’, presumably to avoid confusion in 

an L2 context, where translating is likely to mean to transfer from one 

language to another, rather than to transfer from ideas to text, as is 

used by Flower and Hayes). Zimmerman examines the formulating 

process at sentence-level, looking specifically at all the tentative 

formulations (TENT FORM on figure 4.4) that an L2 writer might go 

through before accepting a particular formulation.  
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Figure 4.3  Zimmerman’s model of formulating sub-processes 

(2000) 

 

For at least two decades, newly synthesised models of the writing 

process were based on the Flower & Hayes model, many of them 

zooming in on and looking more closely at certain aspects of the model, 

or suggesting additions or adjustments to the model. More recently, 

some researching experts leave the cognitive processes of writing in the 

background, and focus rather on different features of the intricate 

process of writing. Interestingly, these models go back to using the 3-

stage (pre-writing, writing, re-writing) model that was criticised for 

being neither accurate enough to be a representation of what writers 

do, nor scientific enough to be considered a ‘model’ (section 4.1.2).   
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Robinson (2009) for example, synthesizes a model of her own writing 

process (see figure 4.5). Unlike the researching experts who had 

deliberately moved away from it, Robinson embraces Rohman’s simple, 

yet controversial, 3-stage model of writing, stating, “it seem[s] possible 

that a basic cognitivist vessel of beginning, middle and end (or pre-

writing, writing and re-writing)…could house a more complicated web 

of ‘plural experiences’” (Robinson, 2000: 63).  Within this vessel, she 

houses her plural ‘Experiences of Writing’ based on her distanced 

observations (‘decentring’) of her own ‘flow’ (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990) 

and on her own meta-cognitions within her process (p.66). 

 

 

Figure 4.4 Robinson’s model of writing experiences (2009) 

 

Like Robinson, Castello et al. (2009) also use the 3-stage model as a 

basis, around which to construct a model (see figure 4.6) that depicts 

PhD student writers’ ‘self-regulation’ processes, along with cognitive 

processes. These authors assert that at higher levels of academic 

writing, where knowledge production becomes important, it is no 
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longer enough to simply describe the planning and revising processes 

of writers (Castello et. al. 2009: 1111), but it also becomes necessary to 

describe how writers manage the production of knowledge, as well as 

the reporting of it—all within a certain communicative situation.  

 

 

Figure 4.5 Model of regulation processes in writing  

(Castello et al. 2009) 

 

Like the Flower & Hayes model, synthesised models have, to date, 

been made largely made by researching experts for other researching 

experts to use; to put forth theories of writing, and to further the 

scientific understanding of writing. Occasionally, the researching 

experts have recommendations for teaching experts, suggesting how 

they might better teach writing to students. For example, Hayes and 

Chenoweth (1996) advise teaching experts to “give students ample 

opportunity to practice writing in order to increase their lexical and 
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strategic proficiency, so that retrieval of [language] skills becomes 

more automatic” (Chenoweth and Hayes, 2006: 36).  

 

While some models were made by researching experts with the idea of 

helping novice writers become better writers, they were not necessarily 

designed to be accessible to the writers themselves. Rather, the models 

were made to help “[teaching experts] better understand how to 

increase [writing] capabilities in novice writers” (Becker, 2006: 34). 

 

The synthesised models that have been made by researching experts 

who are also teaching experts (for example, Zimmerman, 2000; 

Robinson, 2009: Castello et al. 2009) still seem to be aimed at 

explaining the process to other teaching experts, so that they might, in 

turn, explain the process to students, rather than at having the models 

be directly useable by the novice writers themselves. Some articles 

detailing synthesised models casually mention pedagogical 

implications (for example, Zimmerman, 2000 and Robinson, 2009), but 

do not give any concrete suggestions for application.  

 

Thus, models that are constructed via data collection and analysis do 

not seem to be intended for writers to use, but rather for experts to 

help each other understand the process of writing; or for experts to 

explain the process of writing to novice writers. Thus far, the models 

that have been made for direct use by novice writers are models that 

have been derived from synthesised models, or from experience of 

teaching experts. The next section turns to these derived models, their 

designers, and intended end users. 

 

4.2.2. Derived models: designers and intended users  

Possibly because the synthesised models are too intricate, or too 

focused on one small part of the writing process to be practically useful 
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in classrooms; or possibly because ‘scientifically’ constructed models 

are too technical to be easily accessible to novice writers, many 

teaching experts have derived their own models of the writing process. 

These models are not synthesised from data collection and analysis, 

but are, rather, useable adaptations of the models established by 

researching experts, or models based on teaching experts’ own 

experiences (as writers and/or teachers of writing). Such ‘derived’ 

models are abundant, and fall roughly into two categories: models 

made by practitioners for use by other practitioners, and models made 

by practitioners for use by students. 

 

The first category is much easier to find in the academic literature. In 

fact, Furneaux, 1998 defines models of the writing process as “offer[ing] 

teachers a framework which tries to capture the recursive, not linear 

nature of writing” (emphasis added), and which can be used by 

teaching experts to facilitate students’ writing development. It is 

suggested that this facilitation be done by explicitly teaching activities 

from the different phases of the writing process (Badger & White, 

2000; Coffin et al. 2003:34).   

 

Teaching experts Arndt & White (1991:4) present a model of the 

writing process in a book meant to help other teaching experts 

implement process writing in the classroom (see figure 4.7, taken from 

Furneaux 1998; http://www.rdg.ac.uk/app_ling/process.htm). In a 

review of the book Johnson (1993: 90) reports that it offers “a whole 

new world of techniques to occupy and fascinate the teacher” (emphasis 

added).  
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Figure 4.6 Arndt and White model of process writing (1991) 

taken from Furneaux  

 

Another representative example of writing process models for teaching 

experts by teaching expert is Keh’s (1990) model, which shows one 

piece of student writing going through several drafts. Her model also 

incorporates feedback (from peers and teacher) into the writing 

process. This model (see figure 4.8) is presented in an article 

explaining to other teachers how one teaching expert incorporates 

process writing into classroom practice. 

 

 

Figure 4.7 Implementation of feedback for one paper            

(Keh, 1990) 
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White and Arndt’s, and Keh’s models were made in tertiary EFL 

settings, but writing process models by and for teaching experts in 

primary schools are also plentiful. The Kamehameha school model 

(2007) (see figure 4.9) is representative of models used in literature 

intended for these teaching experts. These models are typically based 

on the 3-stage (pre-writing, writing, re-writing) model, but also 

incorporate feedback on drafts of writing. 

 

 

Figure 4.8 Kamehameha school model (2007) 

 

As mentioned earlier, the by-teaching-experts-for-teaching-experts 

models are generally not as minutely detailed as some of the 

synthesised models. This is likely because the level of detail in the 

synthesised models is not practical for teaching experts to use when 

they are designing activities to help students to engage in the entire 

process, rather than activities to help students see the details of each 

sub-process up close.  

 

The second category of derived models—those that are made by 

practitioners for the use by students—have a very small representation 

in the academic literature. There is, however, no paucity of these 

models available more generally: a Google search of “writing process 

image” yields over 27,000,000 results. Some of the images returned in 

this search are clearly for a teaching expert audience rather than a 

novice writer audience. Furthermore, there are numerous duplicates, 
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and after the first few pages, there are countless images of people 

writing, or pictures of book covers, rather than anything that could be 

considered a model of the writing process. Thus, there likely are not 

tens of millions of different writing process models meant for student 

writers. There are, nevertheless, a great number of images similar to 

figure 4.10, (www.TeachersParadise.com) depicting colourful, 

accessible models of the writing process, which are clearly intended for 

a (young) student audience.  

 

 

Figure 4.9 Writing process model intended for use by writers 

 

An examination of all of those models would be interesting, however, a 

detailed analysis is beyond the scope of this thesis. The present 

discussion will be limited to models-for-student-writers that are in the 

academic literature.  

 

The only readily-available derived model, with a visual representation, 

appearing in the academic literature which states explicitly that it is 

for the use by students (as well as teachers) is Clark and Ivanic’s 
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(1998: 98) “alternative representation of the process of writing as a 

social practice” (see figure 4.11).  

 

 

Figure 4.10 Clark and Ivanic model (1998)  

 

Reportedly used by both teachers and students (Clark & Ivanic, 

1998:223), this model is based on a criticism of the Flower and Hayes 

model, which, they say, leaves out important aspects of the socially-

situated act of writing. Clark and Ivanic’s new improved 

representation of writing incorporates features that are neglected by 

other models: the identity of the writer (found in the lower right-hand 

corner of the model); the power relationships inherent in the 

(academic) writing process, found, for example, in “deciding how to 

take/mask responsibility for your ideas”; and the thus far ignored 

experiences of writers’ “panic, pain, and anguish”, which are central to 

the model. The negative feelings that writers can experience 

throughout the process, are offset by the positive feelings of “pleasure 

and satisfaction”, shown to occur when a writer “establish[es] goals 

and purposes”, “put[s] [her] knowledge of language to use,” and 

“make[s] the neat copy” (i.e. finishes) (Clark & Ivanic, 1998: 98).  
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Other models in the by-experts-for-students category worth 

mentioning, though they have not been explicitly written about in the 

academic literature, are those models used by writing centres. The 

reason for including these models, even though they are not published 

in academic journals or books, is that they represent models that are 

developed by experts, and are intended to be used—and are used—by 

(university) students (O’Neill 2008; Deane, 2008 personal 

communications).  

 

 

Figure 4.11 London Met model 

 

An example of this kind of model is found in figure 4.11. The model 

used by the London Metropolitan Writing Centre (figure 4.11) goes 

back to the 3-stage model, but explains the recursive nature of writing 

by mentioning that (for example) “drafting…might take place before 
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the pre-writing stage is finished, and will also continue to take place as 

part of your process of revision”. 

 

What is also notable about this model, and the model derived by the 

experts at the Centre for Academic Writing at Coventry University 

(Deane, 2009; Appendix 9) is that they directly address the writer, 

using “you”, and detail activities a writer will need to do, and problems 

a writer will need to solve in the writing process. While these process 

models are indeed made with students, as opposed to experts, in mind, 

they still simply explain the process to students, rather than present a 

functional model that students can actively use to help themselves get 

through that process. 

 

One other model that is worth mentioning, though it does not have a 

visual representation, is Badley’s (2011) “Frivolous Approach” to 

academic writing. This model is notable, because it appears in a 

journal article, but unlike most models represented in the academic 

literature, is written directly to an audience of (academic) writers, 

encouraging both novice and experienced writers to “scribble, scrabble, 

scribe, and scrub” to get their writing done. 

 

It is important to note that the categories into which I have put writing 

process models are artificial, and therefore quite fuzzy and incomplete; 

they are only used only for ease of discussion from the point of view of 

the need for a new model. An important point from this discussion is 

that none of the models, even those intended for direct use of students, 

was made by student writers, or by consulting the student writers, 

themselves.  

 

What is possibly more significant to note from this discussion is that 

not only have no (published) models been made by students, but 

neither have any synthesised models been made by students, or even 
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by teaching experts. Teaching experts, if they make their own models, 

seem instead to derive more practically useable models from the 

synthesised models already available, or from their own experiences. 

This could be due to the continuing teacher/researcher dichotomy in 

higher education, where the lines between the two roles are rigidly 

drawn (Mann, 2005). In the case of language teaching (where the 

teaching of writing is often done), it is a “scenario where applied 

linguists provide the theory, and teachers apply the theories in their 

practice” (Ibid: 8). Because the research is left up to the ‘real’ 

researchers, teaching experts are often simply not given the time to 

conduct their own research (van Lier, 1988). 

 

It is likely that plenty of teaching-expert, or student-made models are 

being derived in classrooms around the world. After the WD-made 

model was presented at one conference, one of the audience members, 

Swantje Lamb, a teaching expert from Germany, approached me, 

reporting that she, in her classrooms, regularly has her students make 

their own models to represent their individual writing processes. Some 

of the models constructed by the students, she said, look very much 

like the WD group’s model. In fact, Ms. Lamb reported, one student 

said she wished she had a spinner arrow to put on her model. Ms. 

Lamb’s classroom practice is not reported in the academic literature: 

she is too busy helping students understand their writing processes to 

pontificate to other experts about the writing process.  

 

I would not argue against the necessity of experts trying to make sense 

of the mess that is writing by synthesising intricate, complicated 

models of the writing process. Getting a grip on the writing process in 

a theoretical, scientific way is certainly needed if we are ever going to 

understand it. Neither would I argue against the usefulness of experts 

deriving their own models of the writing process in an attempt to help 

their students get a handle on writing. However, if, as the post-process 
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theorists claim, everyone has their own individual writing process, and 

that it is not possible to have a model that describes or explains the 

process in general, the question arises as to why experts continue 

making models for students and then telling them what their process 

is, rather than (like Ms Lamb does) asking them what it is.  

 

If it has been established that metaconscious awareness of one’s own 

writing process is important for a writer to develop her writing 

abilities (Castillo et al. 2009), and that a good place to start developing 

this meta-conscious awareness is by using a model (Hayes, 2006), 

models have certainly not outlived their usefulness. Surely, however, 

writers themselves ought to be involved in making models that are 

intended to represent the processes that they are going through. 

Furthermore, it seems that a model ought to be a heuristic that writers 

can actually use to understand their own processes for themselves (as 

opposed to a model that simply explains the process); a model that 

writers can use to help get themselves through the process.  

 

In the context of writers’ groups, where an important activity centres 

around discussions on writing and the writing process, it is important 

for members to have an understanding of their writing processes not 

only for themselves, but also in order for these discussions to be useful. 

For the discussions to be useful, they need to start from a point of 

understanding, so that they can (ideally) progress on to interaction 

that facilitates members helping each other get through the process.  

 

It seems that what is thus far lacking is a synthesised model that 

directly involves the writers from whom the data is collected, and for 

whose benefit the model is ostensibly intended.  

 

In order to frame a discussion on how the WD group synthesised a 

model of the writing process, synthesised models from the literature 
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will first be explored, focusing on the methodology used to create the 

models. 

 

4.2.3. Methodology and data used to synthesise 

models  

Beginning with Emig (1977) and Flower & Hayes (1980), think-aloud 

protocol (TAP), in which a writer voices all her thoughts as she is 

writing, is the predominant methodology for developing models of the 

writing process. The methodology has been criticized for, by definition, 

interfering with the natural process of writing. Thus, some researchers 

have turned, instead, to less disruptive methods.  Cooper & 

Matsuhashi (1983) and Kintsh & van Dijk (1978), for example, have 

analysed produced text in order to tease out a picture of the process; 

Graves (1987) and North (1983) have employed the ethnographical 

methodology of participant observation and interviews, in order to 

notice in a more natural way what writers do. Zimmerman (2000) has 

added retrospective conversations with writers as a supplement to 

TAP, and Castello et al. (2009) have used surveys, journals, and 

written text. Nevertheless, possibly due to time constraints and 

accessibility issues, TAP remains the foremost methodology even for 

more recent models of the writing process (see, for example, 

Zimmerman, 2000; Van Waes & Scellens, 2003; Salski, 2010). 

 

Regardless of the data collection methods, most models of the writing 

process have been developed by collecting data in relatively short time-

spans, on very short pieces of writing, for example letters of complaint, 

notes giving directions, or argumentive essays. This is understandable, 

as one could hardly expect a writer to, for example, think-aloud for the 

extended period of time required to produce a substantial piece of 

research writing. Further, many models have been made using young 

writers (age 15~18 or younger) who were composing pieces of writing 
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on topics that were assigned to them rather than on topics that they 

chose themselves (for example, Emig, 1977; Flower and Hayes, 1982; 

van Waes & Scellens, 2003; Rijlaarsdam & van den Bergh, 2006). With 

the exception of Clark and Ivanic (1998) the models of the writing 

process that were developed employing post-secondary writers have 

largely been done in EFL settings (see for example Keh, 1990; Badger 

& White, 2000; Yan, 2005).  

 

Methodology, age of participants, language, or type of writing 

notwithstanding, what (again) seems to be missing is a model that 

directly involves the voices of the writers themselves (although, 

arguably, most of the experts making the models are probably also 

writers). The voices of the writers are certainly used, particularly when 

the writers are asked to think aloud every step of the way as they 

write, but in none of these studies has there been evidence of taking 

the model back to the contributors, to see what, if anything, it means 

to them.  

 

Thus, the goals set forth in making a new model of the writing process 

were, firstly, to synthesise a model that was based on data from the 

immediately-intended end-users of the model. Secondly, to construct a 

model that was based on the kind of writing in which the writers 

involved were actually engaging. Thirdly, to have the voices of the 

writers themselves be present in the model. Ideally, the ownership of 

the model would lie with the writers from whom the data was collected.  

Fourthly, to create a model that would not only describe the process of 

writing as the writers saw themselves going through it, but to also be a 

model that would directly help the students heighten their awareness 

of their own writing processes, and help them move through that 

process. Finally, it was a goal to synthesise model that was an 

amalgamation of the processes of all of the members, so that we, as a 

group, could use the model to help facilitate understanding of each 
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others’ writing process, as well as our own. The next chapter will 

outline how we set about trying to achieve these goals, detailing the 

data collection and analysis methods used for collaboratively 

constructing a model of the writing process that represents the 

processes of the WD group members.
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5. Making a new, writer-designed model of the 

writing process: Data collection and analysis 

part 1 

 

As the WD group members were so decidedly unconvinced by the 

models of the writing process that had been presented to them (section 

3. 4) the question arose as to what kind of model would accurately 

describe the processes they were going through. This question was not 

solely one of idle curiosity: using a model has been found to be a good 

starting point for developing meta-conscious awareness of one’s own 

writing process (Robinson, 2006); meta-conscious awareness has been 

found to be an important component in writer development (Castello, 

2009). A model also “provides a…common language… that can 

facilitate discussion” (Hayes, 2006: 36); discussions about writing, and 

the writing process, help novice writers develop as writers (Aitchison, 

2003). These discussions also help writers help each other, and thus 

are an important part of the interaction that goes on in writers’ groups 

(Aitchison, 2003).  

 

If the group was to start viewing writing, and talking about it, in a 

meta-conscious way, and if we were to have understandings of each 

others’ writing processes so as to better help each other out with those 

processes, a model ought, in principle, still be a useful starting point  

 

Flower and Hayes define a model as “…a metaphor for a process: a way 

to describe something, such as the writing process, which refuses to sit 

still for a portrait” (1981: 38). Given six different writers in a group, 

each with her own process refusing to sit still, and given the busy 

schedules of these writers, it might have seemed easier to simply 

derive our own metaphor from already-established ones. However, 
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considering the outright dismissal of existing models (rather than, for 

example, spontaneous suggestions on how these models might be 

modified to make them more applicable) it did not seem likely that 

existing models could be easily adapted to suit the group’s purpose. If 

the group were to have a satisfactory model, it would need to be a new 

model of the group’s own devising.  

 

From a research point of view, a new model also seemed justified, 

considering that none of the available synthesised models had been 

created with the active involvement of the writers who were ‘under 

study’. Nor were any existing models synthesised with the purpose of 

immediate use, directly by those writers. Extant models have been 

designed for the purpose of explaining the process, and are not 

necessarily intended to be actively useable. If meta-conscious 

awareness does indeed help writers take control of the writing process, 

a tool to develop this awareness is a necessary part of an actively 

useable model.  

 

In summary, the goals of using a model of the writing process, in the 

context of this writers’ group were to 1) be a starting point for the 

members to develop a meta-conscious awareness of their own writing 

processes, and from this awareness, 2) gain greater control over the 

process, and 3) develop a meta-language for talking about writing (and 

feedback) that would aid the members of the writers’ group to 

understand each others’ writing processes better, so that they could 

better support each other through that process.  

 

The goals of making our own model of the process was to 1) have a 

model that would resonate with the writers—a model they could look 

at and see their own process, and from this resonance, 2) have a model 

that was useable for achieving the goals of the above paragraph. 
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Thus, the purpose here was to synthesise a new, useable, model—not a 

model that would try to generalise the process of writing, or put forth a 

‘big theory’ of writing, as the original synthesised models set out to do 

(see section 4.1.2)—but a metaphor for what was happening with these 

writers in this context, at this moment, on their own particular writing 

projects.  To do this, data would need to be gathered from the WD 

group members themselves, and the model would need to be 

synthesised with their help, using their voices and perceptions of their 

own writing processes.  

 

The next sections will detail the synthesis of the WD group’s model of 

the writing process.  Section 5.1 will outline the initial collection of 

data, followed by an analysis of the data in section 5.2. Section 5.3 will 

detail the collection and treatment of follow-up data that was 

necessary for forming a model. Section 5.4 will explain the model in 

detail, and section 5.5 will outline a preliminary evaluation of the 

model. 

 

5.1. Data collection: retrospective descriptions 

of writing processes 

As discussed in section 4.2.3, it is common for researchers studying the 

writing process to collect and study data from writers as they write 

relatively short texts—texts that are written solely for the purpose of 

studying the writing process. However, it did not seem practical, or 

very kind, considering their already heavy workloads, to require the 

WD members to do extra writing that was unrelated to their study, 

possibly all the while thinking aloud, simply for the sake of my PhD 

research. Furthermore, the objective of this project was to synthesize a 

model describing the processes that the WD members were going 

through in order to produce writing that they were actually engaged in, 

and needed to do, rather than writing they were doing simply for the 
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purpose of studying their writing processes. Thus, this project was 

aiming for a picture of what happens when writers produce 

substantially longer pieces of writing (at the very least, 4000-word 

assignments, if not 15,000-word dissertations) than those in most 

studies. Asking the writers to Think Aloud during the entire process, 

or keep detailed notes all along the way, were not viable options. A less 

intrusive, and more realistic, way to collect data on what the writers 

were doing was needed.  

 

Considering that the WD members had found none of the process 

models to satisfactorily reflect what they had actually been doing, 

finding out how the writers did picture their own writing processes 

seemed to be an essential starting point. Thus, the members were 

asked to recall, and present a model of, the processes they had gone 

through to produce the assignments they had already written. These 

retrospective representations of the members’ writing processes were 

collected with a view to consolidating them all into one model, so that 

we would have a common, amalgamated model which would reflect 

each writers’ process, at the same time giving everyone a common 

reference for understanding.  

 

Asking the members to represent their own writing processes after 

they had already been shown established models of the writing process 

may have influenced the kind of data that was collected. In an attempt 

to avoid further influence, very little direction was given as to how 

members should describe their processes. As instructions, the members 

were simply asked to recall, in as much detail as they could—from the 

time they knew what the assignment was, to the time they had turned 

it in— how they had approached their first action research 

assignments, and how they managed to complete them. They were told 

that they could represent this in any way they chose: pictures, graphs, 

flowcharts, prose, lists, mind-maps, or any other way that suited them. 
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At the time of collecting data, there were five members of the WD 

group (the sixth member joined later). Three retrospective 

representations of perceived writing processes were submitted by two 

of these members. One writer submitted two separate sheets, one for 

each of her completed assignments. Considering that the students were 

currently busy completing two additional assignments, as well as 

thinking about how they would tackle their dissertations, it did not 

seem productive to ask the three remaining members to submit their 

descriptions. Thus, a start was made with the data that was available. 

 

In addition to having only a small amount of data, another possible 

problem with this method is that retrospective accounts might not 

necessarily be accurate descriptions of what actually happened. 

Acknowledging the limitations of the data collection method, it was 

still reasoned that if what was sought was the writers’ perceptions and 

understanding of their own writing processes, this was one way to 

obtain at least an initial picture, if an imperfect one, of what they 

thought they were doing to get writing done. 

 

After forming a provisional picture from the initial analysis, additional 

data were collected from three more sources for further analysis. These 

three additional data sources, which will be dealt with in section 5.3 

were: 1) the reflective journals members had been keeping, in varying 

degrees, for four months, 2) the freewriting members had done in the 

WD workshops, and 3) the audio recordings from the workshops. The 

additional data were used to flesh out, and adjust, the picture that had 

emerged from the analysis of the three initial retrospective 

representations. This analysis of the initial data will be considered in 

the next section. 
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5.2. Analysing the process descriptions 

All three of the descriptions submitted by the two WD members 

(appearing in figures 5.1, 5.2, 5.3 and as full-sized versions in 

Appendix 7.1) were depicted as a kind of flow-chart, predictably similar 

to the first process model the members had been shown earlier (figure 

3.2).  

 

 

Figure 5.1  Writer 1 Retrospective representation of process 
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Figure 5.2  Writer 2(A) Retrospective representation of process 

 

 

 

Figure 5.3 Writer 2(B) Retrospective representation of process 

 

All three flowcharts were organised into blocks of writing activities 

(sometimes one activity, sometimes more than one), separated by 

signals (symbols, commas, conjunctions), or space. These blocks of 

activities, coupled with the signals (see figure 5.4 as an example) 
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showed the sequence of how the writers perceived that they had moved 

through the process of writing, from beginning to end. 

 

 

 

Figure 5.4 Examples of writing activities separated by signals 

 

These blocks of reported writing activity will be referred to as ‘writing 

episodes’. The term ‘episode’ has previously been used in research on 

the writing process, (Bernard & Campbell, 2005; Berninger 1996; 

Flower & Hayes 1981; Horning & Becker 2006; Humes, 1983; Sasaki, 

2000; Scardamalia, 1984). It is used casually, however, without 

seeming to adhere to any definition: it sometimes refers to a stretch of 

text written in response to a given writing task (example on pg 383 of 

Flower & Hayes, 1981) and sometimes refers to one kind of writing 

action, as in a ‘planning episode’, or a ‘revising episode’ (Berninger, et 

al. 1996).  

 

For the purpose of this thesis, a slightly adapted version of van Dijk’s 

(1981) definition of episode will be used.  Van Dijk ‘roughly’ (his word) 

defines an episode as: 

…characterized as coherent sequences of sentences of a 

discourse, linguistically marked for beginning and/or end, and 

further defined in terms of some kind of 'thematic unity'--for 
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instance, in terms of identical participants, time, location or 

global event or action (177). 

 

Although only small portions of the text were written in full sentences, 

there were certainly clear markers for beginning and/or end of the 

episodes. Further, the global event, or action, of writing an assignment 

was comprised by these episodes. Some of these writing episodes had 

only one writing activity in them. For example, the episode “⇰ making 

of some notes ⇰” is comprised only of a note-taking activity.  Other 

episodes had more than one activity. For example, the episode “⇰ 

changing of some ideas, reading ⇰” is made up of two writing activities 

(changing ideas, and reading). These various writing activities within 

the writing episodes will be referred to as ‘writing moves’.  

 

The use of the term ‘move’ is borrowed from the genre analysis 

literature, and adapted for the purpose of describing the writing 

process. Upton & Cohen (2009) note that  

…[a] text is described as a sequence of ‘moves’, where each move 

represents a stretch of text serving a particular communicative 

function (588). 

 

Making some substitutions in the above definition, one can certainly 

say that the two writers did describe their writing processes as a 

sequence of moves, where each move represents an activity serving a 

particular writing function that contributed to the overall goal of 

getting the writing done.  

 

A significant difference, however, between the use of move in genre 

analysis and the use of move for analysing writing processes, is that 

texts often have a predictable sequence of moves (Swales & Feak, 

1994). As discussed in more detail later on (section 5.2.3.3), the moves 
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that comprise the writing process as a whole do not adhere to uniform 

sequences.  

 

Using these adapted analytical units of episode and move, the initial 

data were explored in two stages: first by looking at the text and 

identifying writing episodes, as well as the writing moves within the 

episodes; next by categorizing the identified writing moves. From the 

examination of the moves in the three representations, 11 different 

categories of move were tentatively established (discussed in detail in 

section 5.2.2): 1) gathering information & ideas, 2) garbage writing, or 

writer-based writing 3) monitored, or reader-based writing, 4) 

evaluating, 5) seeking feedback or response, 6) active reflective 

thinking, 7) passive reflective thinking,  8) outlining, 9) editing/making 

things look pretty, 10) re-writing, and, 11) turning in and celebrating.  

 

Using these 11 categories, the three process descriptions were 

examined to see what could be determined about move frequency, 

sequence, and distribution throughout the process. Next, to get a more 

complete picture, additional data were examined. As a result of looking 

at the additional data, the 11 categories of move were consolidated, 

adjusted, and whittled down into five categories (discussed in detail in 

sections 6.2 and 6.3): 1) Exploring, 2) Structuring, 3) Polishing and 

Publishing, 4) Incubating, and 5) Garbage (on the recommendation of 

the WD members, the name of this category was later changed to 

“Unloading”. See section 5.4.1). 

 

Using these five categories of writing move, considering how the moves 

were distributed throughout the processes, and noting the different 

sequences and frequencies of move, an initial model of the processes 

that the WD writers were going through was sketched. This sketchy 

model was taken back to the WD group for approval (Section 5.4.1). 

Upon their suggestions, further changes were made (5.4.2).   
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The next two sections will detail the treatment of the initial data, with 

section 5.2.1 looking in detail at the identification of writing episodes 

and moves, and section 5.2.2 looking at the categorization of the moves. 

Section 5.2.3 will discuss the frequency, sequence, and distribution of 

moves in the writing process descriptions. What was learned from the 

analysis of the initial data will be taken forward to the next chapter, 

which deals with the treatment of more data.  

 

Chapter 6 will examine the analysis of additional data sources that 

were used to draft a model.  Section 6.1 outlines the sources of data, 

and the analysis of it; 6.2 and 6.3 discuss the implications of the 

analysis for a model of the writing process.  Section 6.4 introduces the 

WD-synthesised (Spinner) model, and 6.5 gives a preliminary 

evaluation of the model. Chapters 7 and 8 will move forward from this 

preliminary evaluation, and give an account of how the model was 

taken outside of the boundaries of the case in which it was constructed, 

for the purpose of checking whether or not it was a valid 

representation of the writing process in other settings.  

 

5.2.1. Episode and move markers  

There were a total of 35 writing episodes in the three process 

descriptions; these episodes contained 57 writing moves. The episodes 

were signalled by 24 episode markers. There were fewer episodes 

markers than episodes, because the first episodes in each description 

had no marker at the beginning, and the last episodes had no markers 

at the end of them. Also, most episodes were separated by a marker 

that signalled the end of one episode, as well as the beginning of the 

next. For example, in Figure 5.5, “total confusion overloaded”, which is 

the first episode of one process description, has no episode marker to 

the left of it. The arrow appearing after the “total confusion” episode 
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signals both the end of the confusion episode, as well as the beginning 

of the “read, read, read” episode. 

 

 

Figure 5.5  

 

In the description by Writer 1, some episodes were juxtaposed with the 

episode marker. See, for example, figure 5.6 where “reading” and 

“thinking” moves appear in conjunction with the arrow marking the 

end of the “more structured plan, changing of some ideas” episode, and 

the beginning of the “recalling teacher consultation” episode.  

 

 

Figure 5.6 Juxtaposition of moves and episode marker 

 

Within these 35 episodes, there were a total of 57 moves, and 13 move 

markers. Many episodes had only one move, and thus had no separate 

move markers. Figure 5.7 (below) for example, shows two writing 

episodes, each with only one writing move per episode (“matching 

quotations, paraphrases to outline” and “start writing”), and thus no 

move markers within the episodes.  
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Figure 5.7 Episode with one writing move 

 

Figure 5.8 shows three writing moves (“editing, re-writing, check 

references”) occurring in one writing episode, marked as separate 

moves by a new line starting with each move. This is considered a 

spatial move marker, rather than a graphical move marker.  

 

Figure 5.8 Episode with more than one writing move 

 

Episodes were also occasionally marked spatially instead of 

graphically. In the description from Writer 1, for example, the arrow 

(eight times) appeared to signal the writer moving from one episode to 

the next, while at the same time engaging in a transitional episode. 

For example in figure 5.6, above, Writer 1 moves from an episode of 

having a more structured plan and changing ideas, to an episode of 

recalling a consultation with the teacher. In between these two 

episodes is an arrow with “reading” and “thinking” written above and 

below. These three clusters were counted as three separate episodes, as 

they are represented in three clearly separate chunks on the page. In 

this case, it is the white space on the page that surrounds the episodes, 

as well as the arrow, that marks these chunks of text as separate 
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episodes. The moves that are incorporated with the episode marking 

arrow, if not comprising a fully-fledged episode on their own, might be 

considered transitional moves—moves that a writer engages in while 

in transition from one episode to the next.  

 

There were three different types of graphical episode markers. By far 

the most common, and the easiest to identify as an episode marker, 

was the arrow ("), (examples in figures 5.6, 5.7, and 5.8. There were 

22 arrows present in the three descriptions. With one exception 

(discussed below) the arrows always indicated a writer moving from 

one writing episode to the next. 

 

The other episode markers were lexical signals, “and” and “at the end” 

respectively. These each occurred once in the data, each time with an 

arrow preceding them (see Figure 5.9 as an example of V3).  

 

 

Figure 5.9 Other episode markers 

 

Thus, the episode makers were fairly unproblematic. The move 

markers, on the other hand were slightly less obvious in places. 

In addition to moves being spatially marked by using separate lines for 

each move, there were four graphic markers that seemed to identify 

writing moves: the comma, the + symbol, and “and”, or “&”.  The 

comma, as seen in Figure 5.6 above, “more structured plan, changing of 

some ideas”, occurred six times as a move marker. Where repetitions of 

the same move were separated by commas, as in the “read, read, read” 

in Figure 5.5, above, they were counted as one writing move, as, given 

the lack of direct object, this seemed to indicate the amount of reading 
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that was necessary, rather than indicating that different reading 

activities were going on. 

 

The + symbol was used five times, when Writer 1 describes that she 

was simultaneously (“all parallel”) engaged in six different writing 

moves in the same writing episode (the text in figure 5.10 is 

reproduced here for ease of reading):  

 

⇰ Reading + writing + writing what comes into my head + 
brainstorming + changes in text + jumping from one idea to the 
other & from one chapter to the other all parallel ⇰ 
 

 

Figure 5.10 “+” used as move marker 

 

“And” (or “&”) also seemed to signal moves, but was less clear in some 

places. For example, in the last move from the example above: 

…jumping from one idea to the other & from one chapter to the 
other… 
 

Writer 1 seems to indicate that she is engaging in two moves: jumping 

from idea to idea, at the same time she is jumping from chapter to 

chapter. Or, perhaps, given that this “&” was used in the same episode 

as the five + symbols showing simultaneous moves, the “jumping” itself 

might be one move, and the ‘&’ might simply show that there were two 

kinds of jumping going on. 

  

Along with being the most common episode marker, the arrow was 

used once to mark an explanation for a deliberate switching of moves. 

In Figure 5.11, below, the writer uses an arrow to indicate a switch 
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from trying, unsuccessfully, to write a conclusion, to forgetting about 

the writing for a while:  

⇰ I hate writing conclusions, I tried to be productive a day ⇰  It 
did not work, so I copied what I might need for the conclusion 
later, and now I am going to forget about this assignment, do the 
others & come back to the conclusion in 4 weeks time (when all 
the other assignments are handed in) 
 

 

Figure 5.11 Move shift example 

 

For the same purpose of showing a deliberate move switch, “and” was 

used once as well: “⇰Then I realized that I didn’t like to work on some 

points and left them out” (figure 5.12). 

 

 

Figure 5.12 Move shift example 

 

Having established an overview of how the writers showed their 

processes in terms of writing episodes and moves, the writing moves 

were next grouped into categories.  

 

5.2.2.  Categorising the writing moves 

While the writers had both represented their writing processes as a 

series of writing episodes containing one or more writing move, they 
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had not always used the same lexical items to describe their 

moves/processes. For the purpose of drawing a model that would 

represent the processes of both writers (and hopefully, eventually, all 

writers of the group), it seemed necessary to categorise the writing 

moves, so that it could be seen what moves, if any, the writers had in 

common, and how they had employed them throughout the process.  

 

To gain an overview, all (35) writing episodes and (57) moves were 

extracted from the writing process descriptions (Figures 5.1, 5.2, 5.3,), 

then the moves were entered onto separate rows in a spreadsheet 

(Appendix 9.1). Along with the moves themselves, which were copied 

verbatim from the data, there were cells on the spreadsheet for 

additional information about each move. This meta-data identified 

things such as the writer, the date, the data source, the episode 

number, the data codes, and researcher notes and observations. The 

moves were initially entered into the spreadsheet in the order that 

they appeared on the writing process descriptions, and were numbered 

accordingly. 

 

Having the moves entered individually made it possible to code them, 

and group them. The categories were then used to make comparisons 

among the three process descriptions, examining what moves the 

writers might have in common, and what their process descriptions 

might have in common with other models. The categories were also 

used to make a comparison of the frequency, sequence and distribution 

of moves between the two writers, as well as between the two process 

descriptions given by the same writer, and between these descriptions 

and other models of the writing process.  

 

Although the goal was to synthesise a new model that was not derived 

from other models, points of reference were still perceived to be helpful. 

Thus, comparisons to other models were an integral part of the 
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analysis. Because the model by Coffin et al. (2003) (figure 5.13) 

contained many of the same lexical items that appeared in the 

descriptions from the WD members, their model was used as an initial 

point of comparison. Other models were drawn upon as the necessity 

arose. 

 

 

Figure 5.13 Coffin et al. model of the writing process 

 

For the first level of coding, those of the 57 moves that could easily be 

separated into pre-writing, writing, and re-writing were extracted and 

categorised accordingly. Even though it is recognised that writing does 

not happen in the linear fashion that pre-writing, writing, and re-

writing suggests, writing activities are still grouped into these 

categories, in some capacity, in many recent models of the writing 

process, although now they are called by different names in some 

process models. Thus it seemed that this was an obvious place to start.  
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Twenty two pre-writing moves, 13 writing moves, and 10 re-writing 

moves were identified.  The other eight moves that the writers had 

recorded did not seem to fall clearly into any of these categories, and 

were dealt with later.  The next sections will look at the pre-writing, 

writing, and re-writing moves in turn. 

 

5.2.2.1 Pre-writing moves  

The 22 pre-writing moves separated roughly into outlining (4 moves), 

information & idea gathering (10 moves), and reflecting activities (8 

moves). Outlining moves ranged from vague ideas of global structure, 

to detailed outlines of the structure. The information and idea-

gathering moves included reading, brainstorming, and writing notes. 

The reflecting moves separated into two kinds of reflecting: active, and 

passive.  

Outlining 

 “Outline” is used here to mean to having some kind of global structure, 

an idea of the order information will be presented in a final text. The 

outlining moves occurred four times. The moves seemed to cover a 

range of level-of-detail in the outline, from “vague plan for assignment” 

to “make an outline” to “more detailed outline”.  Because each move 

implied some kind of global structure, no matter how sketchy or 

detailed, they were all categorised as outlining moves. These outlining 

moves are put into the pre-writing category in some models (see, for 

example figure 4.9) but put into a separate category of “planning” in 

others (see figure, 5.13 as an example). In the process descriptions 

from the WD writers, the outlining moves occurred as late as in the 

tenth of 13 episodes, which would suggest that ‘pre-writing’ moves do 

not necessarily occur early on in the writing process.  
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Information and idea gathering 

Information and idea-gathering moves included reading, 

brainstorming, and thinking moves. The reading activities were the 

most straightforward, as well as the most abundant. “Read”, or 

“reading” appeared seven times, once as “some reading”, and once as 

“reading for theoretical part”.  All reading moves seemed to refer to 

writers gathering and selecting information by reading literature 

related to their assignment topics, which is a typical “pre-writing” 

activity in other models (see figure 4.12 a an example).  The 

distribution of reading moves, however, was not all early on in the 

process. Writer 1 for example, reports a reading move in her third-to-

last writing episode. Thus, the reading moves from the WD writers did 

seem to fall quite organically into the information-gathering stage of 

writing, but they certainly did not all occur before writing. 

 

The other type of reading present in some models of the writing process 

(see figure 4.4 for example) is the re-reading of one’s own writing, in 

order to evaluate it and make changes if necessary. This second type of 

reading was not explicitly mentioned by either WD writer in their 

descriptions. Rather, it appeared to be implicit in moves such as “re-

writing” and “editing”, assuming that neither of these moves could 

occur without first reading the text.  

 

Other moves that were not reading, but were related in that they were 

information or idea-gathering moves were “brainstorming” and 

“making some notes”. In the case of “making some notes”, although it 

was unclear if the writer was making notes of reading, or jotting down 

notes of her own thoughts, as these activities both fall into the category 

of information or idea gathering, it seemed unproblematic. Moves such 

as note-taking and brainstorming are classified simply as “prewriting” 

by Coffin et al. but in the data from the WD members, they also 
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occurred about halfway through the representations of the process, 

after some drafting had been done.  

 

One move that was not so straightforward to categorise was “vague 

ideas about topic”. The writer used no verb to indicate gathering ideas, 

but seemed rather to have ideas about her topic occurring to her, which 

could happen at any point in the process. Because it occurred early on 

in the process description, and included the lexical item “ideas”, the 

move was categorised as a pre-writing, information and idea gathering 

move. 

Reflection: active and passive thinking 

Some models of the writing process classify thinking as a pre-writing 

activity (for example Rohman, 1965), which would cover moves such as 

brainstorming, and listing ideas. Coffin et al., however, include 

another thinking activity, which they call “reflection”.  Reflection is 

shown as a different, later, stage in the writing process (see figure 

5.13), occurring after some drafting has been done. There were several 

thinking moves in the process descriptions that would fall into this 

category of reflection. However, there were some moves that, while 

they were explicitly thinking moves, did not seem to be reflecting 

moves. 

 

Coffin et al.’s “reflection” category is defined as “letting work sit, 

coming back to it at a later point” (2003:34). “Reflection”, however, and 

“letting work sit” are, in reality, two distinctly different activities. 

From the literature on writing process research, “reflection” involves a 

writer entering into a dialog with herself to “elaborat[e] and 

reformulat[e] goals…critically examin[e] past decisions, anticipat[e] 

difficulties, reconcil[e] competing ideas, etc.” (Scardamalia et al. 1974: 

173).  Even if Coffin et al. had a less specialized definition in mind, the 

Oxford Encyclopaedic Dictionary defines reflection as “thinking deeply 
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or carefully about something”, which is quite different from leaving 

something alone.  

 

Setting something aside, or leaving it alone, seems more to imply a 

passive reflection, where a writer is not actively engaging with her 

topic. Reflection, on the other hand, using either definition above, 

implies that, while a writer might not be putting words on paper, she is 

actively engaged with her topic, if only in her head. Both of these kinds 

of thinking (active and passive) are found in the WD members’ 

descriptions of their writing processes. 

 

This distinction between active and passive setting-aside of writing 

was evident in a striking contrast within the data from Writer 1, who 

uses both “Thinking several days” (three times) and “several days” (two 

times). Both were used as transitional moves (see brief mention of 

transitional moves in section 5.2.1).  The fact that Writer 1 had 

bothered to make a distinction (even if it was an unconscious one) 

between sometimes thinking for a few days, and sometimes just having 

a few days off, it seemed likely that there was a difference between the 

moves, and that both moves were part of the process. The “thinking 

several days” move seemed indeed to be an act of reflection, where the 

writer, although presumably not constantly, was actively thinking 

about her project for a few days. “Several days” on the other hand, 

seems to indicate that the writer had made conscious move of setting 

the work aside for several days.  

 

Other (active) reflection moves present were, “thinking”, and  

“recalling tutor consultation”, appearing twice and once respectively. 

Considering that this latter move was a writing episode on its own, the 

writer seemed to indicate that she was doing more than just having a 

flash of memory about what happened at the teacher consultation. It 
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seemed, rather, to be the writer consciously engaging in reflective 

thought about the consultation—reflecting on what the tutor had said.  

 

In contrast to “thinking several days”, the move “several days” seemed 

quite clearly to fit with “letting work sit, coming back to it at a later 

point” (Coffin et al. 2003: 34). Other letting-it-sit moves, along with 

“several days”, were “forget about it for now” and “Come back to it 

later” (appearing once each in Writer 2 description 2).  

 

Thus, the “reflection” stage, as shown by Coffin et al. seems to have 

two distinct moves: Active reflection, and passive reflection (which is 

not really reflection). Passive thinking about writing, as part of the 

process, is verified by other writers.  According to some experts, this 

passive reflection means that one’s brain is working on the writing 

project while the writer is engaged in other activities. Murray, for 

example, (from Elbow & Belanoff, 2000) tells his students: 

I often write by not writing. I assign a task to my subconscious, 
then take a nap or go for a walk, do errands, and let my mind 
work on the problem (29). 

  

Simply because the thinking is not active, he argues, does not 

necessarily mean that thinking is not happening. When he consciously 

comes back to the problem, often, his brain will have worked out a 

solution (ibid: 30).  

 

In terms of writing moves, then, both passive thinking pauses and 

active thinking pauses are moves that writers can employ to get 

writing done.  There were six of these passive, letting-it-sit thinking 

moves in the data, and four active thinking moves. 

  

Perhaps the reason why Coffin et al. called the phase “reflection” 

instead of  “thinking” is because there are those who would argue that 

pigeonholing thinking into certain stages of the writing process is 
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unacceptable, given that thinking can never stop while one is writing. 

According to some pedagogical approaches, writing is thinking (see, for 

example, Ortner, 2001, and http://www.thinkingwriting.qmul.ac.uk/). 

Indeed, what cognitive process models of writing have done is not 

describe when thinking occurs in the writing process, but rather what 

kind of thinking (cognitive process) is occurring in different times 

throughout the writing process.  

 

It seems reasonable, then, to argue that the active and passive 

reflection moves might not be so precisely described simply as 

“thinking” as the WD members had described it. “Reflection”, however, 

is unsatisfactory as a term describing both the passive and active 

moves, as reflection is decidedly active. Because I was trying to stay as 

true as possible to the writers’ own descriptions and lexical choices, 

“thinking” was kept as a category for the time being. It was hoped, 

however, that upon further examination of additional data, a more 

accurately descriptive term would present itself.  

 

Although they had initially been put into the umbrella category of pre-

writing, these moves of gathering information, outlining and thinking, 

occurred and recurred all throughout the process descriptions of the 

writers (writer 1 more than writer 2—see section 5.2) This distribution 

of moves throughout the process, rather than at the beginning (as pre-

writing would imply), reinforced the already-established fact that 

writing is indeed a recursive process, that it cannot be described in 

linear terms, and that these writing moves cannot be seen as “pre-

writing” activities. So although it had served a useful purpose for 

initial categorisation, the term “pre-writing” was later abandoned.  
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5.2.2.2. Writing moves 

Although 13 moves were (eventually) categorised as writing moves, 

interestingly, the word “writing” only appeared five times in the three 

process descriptions. More interesting was that even though the use of 

the term itself was rather sparse, there still seemed to be a distinction, 

within these five moves, between two different types of writing. The 

distinction was made fairly explicit by Writer 1 who has both a 

“writing” move, and a “writing what comes into my head” move in the 

same writing episode. 

 

This distinction between two types of writing is not unusual, and is 

reflected in other models of the writing process, as well as discussed in 

the literature on writing (Flower, 1979; Elbow 1998, Badley, 2011; 

Murray, 2003). The two types of writing can generally be thought of as 

‘monitored’ writing, where a writer is conscious of an audience, and is 

thus careful about the text she is producing; and ‘unmonitored’ writing, 

where the writer is not conscious of any audience other than herself, 

and is thus less careful about the product of her writing (Halliday 

1994, cited in Elbow, 2008b).  

 

Unmonitored writing 

Elbow calls unmonitored writing  “Garbage writing” (1998: 7). Garbage 

writing involves writing without editing, without worrying about 

structure, without worrying about appropriate style—it is simply 

writing to get the chaos that is in a writer’s head out, down onto paper 

(ibid.); the writer knows that not everything she writes will be used for 

the final product.   

 

Elbow (ibid) uses ‘garbage’ in a positive way, and claims that it is a 

neglected, and even feared, but absolutely essential part of the writing 
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process. According to him, it is the creative stage of writing, and is a 

necessary step before any serious monitored writing can be done.   

 

Flower (1979), on the other hand, names unmonitored writing “writer-

based prose”, and uses the term in a slightly less positive way. She 

remarks that, while it can serve a useful function, “in the best of all 

possible worlds, good writers strive for Reader-Based prose from the 

very beginning” (33). Flower goes on to suggest that as a writer 

matures, she will engage less in producing writer-based text, and 

engage more in reader-based, monitored, text production. Badley 

(2011) calls producing writer-based text “scribbling”, and contrasts it 

with the more serious, reader-based text production of “scribing”, but 

agrees with Elbow that both kinds of writing are necessary. Donald 

Murray, ‘America’s greatest writing teacher’ (Newkirk & Miller, 2009), 

urges his students to “write badly to write well” (ibid: 101).  

 

Taking into account that three mature, and prolific, authors on the 

subject of writing (Badley, Elbow, and Murray) consider writer-based 

writing to be a valid and necessary part of the writing process, it seems 

that the difference in maturity might be a difference between 

deliberately or inadvertently producing writer-based text; or a 

difference of mature writers knowing that writer-based text cannot be 

final-product text. The WD writers, by making a distinction (even 

though it may have been done unconsciously), demonstrate that they 

are aware of the difference between the two. 

 

Along with “writing what comes into my head” by Writer 1, Writer 2 

has one “freewriting” move in her second process description. The two 

other moves that were tentatively classified as unmonitored writing (or 

garbage writing) moves are “Jumping from chapter to chapter” and 

“[jumping] from one idea to the other”. While it is true that in 

freewriting writers are encouraged to simply write, jumping from one 
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idea to the next, without worrying about any kind of structure, (Elbow, 

2000), it is unclear here whether Writer 1 is jumping back and forth, 

producing bits of monitored text in different chapters, or producing text 

that is jumping back and forth between ideas. The use of the lexical 

item “jumping” however, seems to imply that text, if it was being 

produced, was likely not carefully structured. Thus these two moves 

were classified as unmonitored writing. 

 

The writers had been exposed to writing in an unmonitored way 

through freewriting exercises done in the WD workshops. It may well 

have been this influence that caused unmonitored writing to appear in 

their writing process descriptions, alongside monitored writing. What 

is interesting, however, is that both these writers were initially quite 

resistant to the idea of freewriting, and I had been under the 

impression that neither one of them was doing it, other than when they 

were asked to do so in the workshops.  

 

Monitored writing 

In contrast to the garbage writing, monitored writing, or producing 

reader-based text, involves the careful structuring of text, with an end 

reader in mind. Monitored writing moves found included “writing”, 

“start writing”, and “writing all the missing parts”. There were three 

additional moves, though they did not explicitly use “write” or 

“writing”, that were considered to be monitored writing moves, as they 

seemed to be indicating that the writers were engaging in producing 

text for a reader. These moves were: “at the end I came back to the 

unpopular paragraphs ⇰ “ “do the other… [assignments]”, and “I try to 

be productive a day”.  

 

Two other moves were tentatively categorised as monitored writing: 

“copy and paste from [other assignments]” and “match quotations 
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[from the literature to the outline}.” The reason the first move was 

categorised as monitored writing, is that presumably, if the writer is 

cutting and pasting writing from completed assignments, the text has 

already been monitored, and she is just taking a short cut, using her 

already-reader-based text in another piece of writing. She is 

monitoring, in that she is deciding how or where the extracted texts 

would be appropriate for the new piece of writing. The second move is 

less overtly a production of monitored text. However, using quotations 

from other sources is part of the requirements of an academic piece of 

writing.  The writer is thus working, with the intended audience in 

mind, toward producing text that is acceptable to an academic 

audience.  

 

Considering the attention given to monitored/unmonitored writing in 

the literature, and considering the explicit distinction made between 

them in the process descriptions, it seemed that the two types of 

writing were important enough to be separated into two categories, 

rather than be put in the same category of “writing” move. Initially, 

these two different types of text production were named Monitored 

writing, and Garbage writing, keeping with Elbow’s positive use of the 

term. “Garbage writing” was chosen over “unmonitored writing” as it 

seemed to be unusual enough as to catch attention, and if attention 

were drawn to it, it might have the potential for empowerment. If 

much of the anxiety for novice writers stems from the idea that they 

need to produce perfect text at all stages of the process (Elbow, 1973) 

labeling some writing as “garbage” and letting writers know that it is 

still a normal, and valid, part of the process could be quite liberating. 

 

After the writing moves had been broken down into monitored writing 

and garbage writing, the next moves to be considered were “re-writing” 

moves.  
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5.2.2.3. Re-writing moves 

Re-writing moves occurred 10 times in the process descriptions. 

Assuming that re-writing implies making some kind of change to a 

text, there seemed to be three levels of re-writing. Firstly, there were 

global changes, such as “changing of plan”. Next, were more local 

changes, for example, “changes in the main body”. Finally there were 

moves that involved changes in details, like “checking references”,  

“editing” and “cutting”.  

 

Although in some models of the writing process these moves are 

sometimes included in a re-writing, or revision, stage (see, for example, 

figure 4.10), once again, there was an explicit distinction made 

between two re-writing moves: writer 2, for example showed “re-

writing” and “editing” as separate moves in one episode.  

  

With this distinction, the WD writer had inadvertently supported what 

has been stated by some experts. Coffin et al. define the “editing and 

proofreading” stage as “focusing attention on surface-level detail” 

(2003: 34), and they put “revision” at a separate place in the process. 

Nordin (2006), and Deane (2009), also show revising and editing as 

separate phases.  

 

The data from the WD members pointed to different levels of 

involvement of making changes in the text. With the knowledge that 

some experts make the same distinction, these re-writing activities 

were tentatively put into the two categories of “re-writing”, and 

“editing”. The re-writing and editing moves did occur near the end of 

all three process descriptions, with the earliest occurrence as the sixth 

episode of a 10-episode description. 
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From this first step in data analysis, it was clear (as expected) that the 

terms “pre-writing”, “writing” and “re-writing” would not ultimately be 

suitable categories for writing moves. The terms had, however, served 

a useful purpose for initial categorisations, if only for enabling 

articulation as to why they were unsuitable labels for categories of 

writing move.  Although preliminary indications would need to be 

checked against additional data, through this initial coding and 

grouping of writing move, it seemed that, for eventual end-categories, 

“pre-writing” might better be classed as information gathering and 

outlining moves; “writing” might need to be separated into monitored 

and garbage writing; reflective activities would need to be separated 

into passive and active moves; and surface-level editing would need to 

be a separate move, contrasted with major revision of ideas and text. 

 

Having analysed the pre-writing, writing, and re-writing moves, there 

were 12 remaining moves to be considered. 

 

5.2.2.4. Moves that did not fit into pre-writing, 

writing, or re-writing 

The remaining 12 moves could not easily be assigned to the categories 

of pre-writing, writing, and re-writing. These moves were divided into 

five groups: 1) seeking response (one move), 2) essay submission and 

celebration (three moves), 3) statements of feelings or preferences 

(three moves), 4) evaluation (two moves), and 5) move shifts (three 

moves). Each of these groupings will be discussed in turn. 

 

Seeking response 

There was one move, “Consultation with the tutor” that indicated the 

writer was seeking some kind of response to her ideas or text.  In most 

models of the writing process (for example, Coffin, et al., Keh, 
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Kamehameha), this getting-feedback move only occurs after some text 

(usually a draft) is produced. In this case, however, the writer was 

seeking feedback early on in the process, in the second episode, where 

she had not yet reported producing any text, and was looking for 

response to ideas that were not yet in text form. 

 

Essay submission & celebration 

Both writers had turning-writing-in moves in their descriptions, once 

as “essay submission”, and once as “handed in”.  This move can, of 

course, be assumed, but not all models make the move explicit.   

 

Although the Clark and Ivanic (1997) model does have a section for 

“feeling pleasure and satisfaction”, a move that is not part of any 

published model of the writing process, is the celebration move.  

“Party! Preferably at the Jam House”, a move from Writer 2, however, 

puts the celebration into the process. The celebration move is grouped 

with the essay submission moves, because presumably no celebration 

would occur unless the essays were submitted. 

 

Statements of feelings or preferences 

There were three moves that were not so much writing moves, as 

statements of feelings during the process of writing, or preferences 

about the process of writing: “Total confusion. Overloaded” by Writer 2 

expresses a general feeling of being overwhelmed, while “I hate writing 

conclusions” and “Then I realised I don’t like writing some parts” were 

more specifically aimed at preferences (or not) for writing certain, 

necessary, sections of the text.  

 

That writers find some sections of an academic text preferable to 

others is not unusual (Castello, et al., 2009). The only model of the 
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writing process that incorporates the feelings of writers, however, is 

the Clark and Ivanic model, which, along with the feelings of pleasure 

and satisfaction mentioned earlier, acknowledges the feelings of “panic, 

pain and anguish” (see figure 4.11), which include feeling overloaded, 

or hating to write some parts of an essay.  

 

Evaluating 

The tricky move “more structured now” did not seem so much a writing 

move as an observation, or assessment, of how the structure of the 

assignment was shaping up. This move occurred as the eighth 

transitional move of Writer 1, and was contrasted by “make structured 

plan” earlier on in the process description. The writer could have been 

saying that she was actively giving the assignment more structure, but 

the contrast with the active-verb “make structured plan” move, along 

with the use of the comparative “more”, and the past participle + 

“now”, seemed to imply that this move was a favourably evaluative 

comparison to less structure earlier on in the process. 

 

Although a writer evaluating her own writing is part of all the 

cognitive process models of writing (those models based on Flower & 

Hayes), this was the only overt assessment-of-writing move found in 

the two process descriptions. Naturally, a writer needs to make 

evaluations about her writing. However, rather than being explicit 

assessment moves, most of these evaluations were implicit in re-

writing moves, assuming that the only reason to make changes would 

be if the writer had first evaluated the text.  

 

There was one other assessment move, “It didn’t work”, which followed 

the move, “tried to be productive a day”. This is not an evaluation of 

the written product, but is rather assessing the success, or lack thereof, 

of the attempted move to produce monitored text.  This assessment of 
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the writing moves themselves (as opposed to an assessment of the 

written product), and the subsequent change of move is discussed next. 

 

Move shifts 

There were two instances in the data, one from each writer, which 

involved assessment moves, or statements of feeling, followed by a 

deliberate shift from one writing move to another. The move shift was 

expressed in one episode by Writer 1, and spanned two of Writer 2’s 

episodes (see figures 5.14 and 5.15. The text is reproduced for ease of 

reading) 

 

" then I realized that I didn’t like to work on some points and left them out 
" at the end I came back to the unpopular paragraphs 

 

Figure 5.14 Move shift from Writer 2 

 

In the first episode in figure 5.14, Writer 2 states her feelings about 

writing certain parts of the assignment (then I realized that I didn’t 

like to work on some points), and then makes a decision to leave them 

out for the time being (and left them out).  In the next episode, she 

comes back and finishes them. This decision to skip some parts for 

now, and come back to them later seems to be a deliberate switch of 

move, from monitored writing, to passive reflection—setting that 

particular writing aside for awhile.  The writer has opted to let her 

brain think about the “unpopular” parts, while she works on other 

sections, coming back later to the left-out bits.  

 

Writer 2 engages in a similar move shift, from monitored writing to 

passive reflection, which is expressed in one episode (figure 5.15). 
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" I hate writing conclusions, I tried to be productive a day " It did not work, 
so I copied what I might need for the conclusion later, and now I am going to 
forget about this assignment, do the others & come back to the conclusion in 
4 weeks time (when all the other assignments are handed in) 

 

Figure 5.15 Move shift from Writer 1 

 

She acknowledges her dislike of writing conclusions (I hate writing 

conclusions), but tries, for a day to write one (I tried to be productive a 

day).  She assesses that her attempt at monitored writing is not 

successful (It did not work), and thus decides to set it aside until she 

has her other assignments finished (I’m going to forget about this 

assignment, do the others and come back to the conclusion [later]) 

 

In both cases, after acknowledging or assessing their dislike for certain 

sections, the writers shifted from monitored writing moves, to passive 

reflection moves (setting writing aside). It is common that writers 

choose to write some sections before others (Castello, et. al, 2009), and 

this deliberate switching of moves/sections will be discussed more in 

section 8.2.2.3). 

 

These final three categories of writing move: seeking response, 

evaluating, and submission & celebration, added to the categories 

gleaned from the pre-writing, writing, and re-writing moves, rendered 

11 tentative categories of writing move.  The provisional categories 

were: 1) gathering information & ideas, 2) garbage writing, or writer-

based writing, 3) monitored, or reader-based writing, 4) evaluating, 5) 



 113 

seeking feedback or response, 6) active reflective thinking, 7) passive 

reflective thinking, 8) outlining 9) editing/making things look pretty 

10) re-writing, and 11) turning in and celebrating.  

 

Along with the categories of writing move, was the awareness that 

feelings, both positive and negative, are part of the process, as are 

deliberate move shifts, and would need to be accounted for in a model 

of the writing process. 

 

The next section will further examine these categories of move, looking 

at how the writers employed them in their processes. The focus will be 

on move distributions, frequencies, and sequences.  

 

5.2.3.  Move distribution, frequency, and sequence 

In order to form a more complete picture of the writing processes of the 

members, it was not enough to simply know what moves, and what 

categories of move, were present in the processes.  It was also 

necessary, as far as possible, 1) to get a notion of the distribution of 

moves across the span of the writing process—meaning which kinds of 

moves were employed when on the horizontal axis from beginning to 

end, 2) to look at how often the moves were employed by the writers 

throughout the processes, and 3) to see if there were any predictable 

patterns occurring in the sequences of moves.  

 

There were two reasons why gaining an understanding of these three 

areas was perceived to be important. Firstly, in a summary of their 10-

year (1996~2006) research on the writing process Rijlaarsdam & van 

den Bergh reported that certain writing activities are more likely to 

occur at different times in the writing process (2006: 42). They also 

found that different writers write in different ways, employing writing 

activities in varying frequencies, and in varying places (distributed in 
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their research as ‘beginning’, ‘middle’, and ‘end’) in the process (ibid: 

44). They found, further, that there are patterns in the ways some 

writing activities are preceded by, or followed by, other writing 

activities (ibid: 45).  

 

Rijlaarsdam & van den Bergh were collecting data from 15-year-olds 

who were writing for short amounts of time (maximum 120 minutes). 

Furthermore, they were studying, in detail, the different cognitive 

processes (from the Flower & Hayes model) that writers were reporting 

as they wrote. As such, a direct comparison cannot accurately be made 

to master’s degree students writing for several weeks, and reporting 

writing activities after-the-fact.  Nevertheless, their suggestions are 

relevant to the goal of understanding the writing process for the 

purpose of making an accurate picture of it. 

 

The second reason for looking at the distribution, frequency, and 

sequence of writing moves is that even though it is recognized that 

writing is a recursive process, many models of the writing process do 

imply a certain progression of different writing activities throughout 

the process. The Clark & Ivanic model (figure 4.11), for example, using 

arrows, shows a clockwise progression through different phases of 

writing.  Although there are many other arrows showing possibilities 

for recursiveness, the implication is still there that writing activities 

are distributed in a certain way throughout the process. Other models 

suggest that some writing activities naturally follow others. For 

example, in the Arndt and White model (figure 4.7), it appears that a 

writer could not go from “generating ideas”, to “drafting”, without first 

“reviewing”.  

 

For the purpose of examining the data for move frequency, sequence, 

and distribution, the process descriptions were considered as a series of 

moves (episode markers were ignored), and presented in the order the 
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writers had written them. For example, see figure 5.17. In episode 6, 

there were three moves: re-writing, editing, check references. Rather 

than being represented, as an episode, in one spreadsheet cell, the 

moves were separated, and entered into three separate cells. 

 

After separating the processes into moves, the next step was to devise 

shorthand labels for the 11 categories that had emerged from the first 

stage of analysis.  These labels were applied to each move, showing at-

a-glance which category each move was in. Each category of move was 

given both a number code and an abbreviation code, reasoning that for 

counting frequency, it would be easier to quickly count numbers, but 

for looking at move sequence and distribution, abbreviations would 

provide a quick reference, enabling an overview of which moves where 

which. 

 

For example, Information and Idea gathering moves were numbered 1, 

and abbreviated I&I; garbage writing moves were numbered 2, and 

abbreviated GW, etc. See figure 5.16 for the complete list of numbers 

and abbreviations for the move categories. 

 

 

Figure 5.16 Coding and numbering of move categories 
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Next, all moves in the three process descriptions were translated into 

the number and abbreviation codes. Finally, notations were made for 

the position of each move in the process. For example, Writer 2 (figure 

5.17) had 10 moves in her second process description, with the 5th move 

being “start writing”. The notation used to show this information was 

5/10. See Appendix 9.2 for the full list of coded moves. Figure 5.17 

below shows the first process description from Writer 2 coded in this 

way. 

 

Figure 5.17 Example of writing process, re-written with 

abbreviations, numbers, and position notations 

 

These re-written and coded process descriptions were the starting 

point for looking at move distribution, frequency, and sequence. 
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5.2.3.1  Move distribution 

The three-stage model of the writing process, and models such as 

Coffin et al. (Figure 5.13) would suggest, for example, that Information 

& Idea gathering moves, and Outlining moves would happen more 

toward the beginning of the process; that Re-writing and Editing 

moves would happen toward the end of the process; and that 

Monitored writing would occur in the middle. Writer 2, in both of her 

descriptions, demonstrates a move distribution that quite closely 

adheres to this stereotypical pre-writing, writing, re-writing process.  

 

In her first process description (see figure 5.18), she goes from a 

statement of feelings, to gathering information, to making an outline, 

to writing (monitored), to re-writing, then to editing, and finally to 

turning in and celebrating. Taking out the last two moves (turning in 

and celebrating), it seems unlikely that it would be possible to get 

much closer to a Pre-writing, Writing, Re-writing distribution than 

this. 

 

Writer 2 (A): F—I&I—O—MW—MW—Re—Re—Ed—Ed—C—C 

Writer 2 (B): I&I—O—GW—F—MS—MW—Ed—Ed—Ed  

Figure 5.18 Writer 2 processes in move abbreviations 

 

In her second process description as well, although she inserts some 

Garbage writing, a Statement of feelings, and a Move shift (3rd, 4th, and 

5th moves), her process still progresses from gathering information, to 

outlining, to writing, to re-writing, and finally to editing. Even though 

her process descriptions are quite short, or perhaps because they are 

quite short, they support the distribution of moves that is suggested by 

most models of the writing process. Certainly, this is cannot be a 
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comprehensive list of all the moves that went on in her process of 

writing a 4000-word assignment, but this is how she saw herself going 

through the process, and is thus significant. Interestingly, she was one 

of the members who had been most vocal about the first model that 

was presented to the WD group (figure….) being “way too easy” to 

describe the “messy” process of writing. 

 

Writer 1, on the other hand, has a more detailed process description, 

which does not so neatly follow the stereotypical distribution. For ease 

of analysing her description, her 20 episodes were divided into 7 

episodes to be considered the “beginning”, or “pre-writing”; 7 episodes 

for the “middle” or “writing” phase; and 6 episodes to be considered the 

“end” of the process, or the “re-writing” phase (figure 5.19).  

 

Dividing writing processes into beginning, middle, and end for analysis 

is not uncommon, as the writing process is linear in terms of start and 

finish (Rijlaarsdam & van den Bergh, 2006). The linear element, 

however, is temporal, and thus processes are normally divided into 

three equal amounts of time. For example, Braaksma, et al. (2010) 

divides a 60-minute writing process into 20-minute beginning, middle, 

and end.   

 

It is unlikely that each of Writer 1’s 20 writing episodes took equal 

amounts of time, especially considering that some episodes were 

“several days”. Thus, it is recognised that without knowing the exact 

time frame, it is not possible to accurately determine the beginning, 

middle and end of her process. However as it was desired to obtain 

some indication of the distribution of moves across the process, this 

was seen as the only available, if imperfect, method.   

 

Along with the move abbreviations (list of abbreviations in figure 5.16), 

colour-coding was used to get an overview of the distribution of moves 
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in the beginning (pre-writing), middle (writing), and end (re-writing) 

phases of her writing process description. Moves that would normally 

be considered pre-writing, or “beginning” moves (I&I, O) were colour-

coded in green. Typical “middle” moves (GW, MW) were coloured 

orange. Typical “end” moves (Re, C) were coloured blue (see figure 

5.19). These moves accounted for 25 of the 38 moves in her process.  

 

 

Figure 5.19 Writer 1 process description colour-coded 
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Writer 1, like Writer 2, also begins her process with typical pre-writing 

moves. Three of the eight moves in the “beginning” are I&I or O moves. 

There are no “middle” or “end” moves found in the beginning section. 

Four of the remaining five moves are thinking moves, and the other is 

a move seeking response. 

 

In the “middle” part of her process, however, there is only one typical 

“middle” move: move 10/38 is a monitored writing move.  There are 

four pre-writing (I&I and O) moves, and one re-writing move. The 

remaining four moves are thinking moves. 

 

The end of Writer 1’s process contains only four typical “end” moves: 

three Re-writing moves, and one Turning in & celebrating move.  

Along with these ending moves, there are three pre-writing (I&I) 

moves, and nine middle (writing) moves.  The remaining moves are 

evaluations (2 moves), one statement of feelings, and one move shift. It 

seems, then, that writer 1 does not progress through the process in the 

same, stereotypical, way that Writer 2 does. 

 

As mentioned earlier, the data from Writer 2 is so concise that it might 

not represent what could have been a more recursive process than is 

reported. The data from Writer 1, while more detailed, and more 

recursive, does not include the time scale that would be necessary for 

an accurate analysis of move distributions throughout her process. 

Even with the limitations of the analysis however, it seems fairly 

evident that Writer 1, who has typical pre-writing moves scattered 

throughout her writing episodes, does not progress through the writing 

process in terms of pre-writing, writing, and re-writing like Writer 2 

reports doing. As limited as it is, the analysis tentatively supports 

Rijlaarsdam & van den Bergh’s (2006) conclusion that different writers 

employ writing activities at different times in the process. What this 

analysis means in terms of a model of the writing process, is it 
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suggests that the model would need to allow for different writers 

having different distributions of moves across the span of the process—

unlike models that suggest writers generally progress in the same way.  

 

Rijlaarsdam and van den Bergh (2006), along with other experts (Ede, 

2008; Torrance et al. 1994) also assert that different writers employ 

writing activities in varying frequencies.  The next section will look at 

the frequencies of move as they were employed by the two WD writers.   

 

5.2.3.2  Move frequency 

For the purpose of finding the frequency with which each writer 

employed the various writing moves, the data for each writer was 

separated, and each type of move was counted.  

 

The most frequently-employed move for Writer 1 (see figure 5.20) was 

Gathering Information & Ideas. Eight of her 38 moves were I&I, 

followed by six MW moves, then by five AT moves. Next were GW and 

Re, both at four moves each. Evaluating and Outlining were employed 

twice each; and seeking response, stating feelings, turning in, and 

making a move shift were each done once. 
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Figure 5.20 Writer 1 Move Frequency 

 

If both passive and active thinking are taken together, thinking moves 

total eight, the same frequency as I&I moves. That Writer 1 spends 16 

of her 38 writing moves gathering information and thinking may be 

note-worthy. Coupled with her relatively few re-writing and editing 

moves (three and none respectively) may indicate that she is what Ede 

calls a “heavy planner” (Ede 2008:30). 

Heavy planners generally plan their writing so carefully in their 
heads that their first drafts are often more like other writers’ 
second or third drafts.  As a consequence, they revise less…than 
other [writers] (ibid: 31). 
 

Writer 2, on the other hand, although there were only seven and ten 

moves in her process descriptions, the move that was employed the 

most was “editing”, appearing three times in description 1, and twice 

in description 2.  It is impossible to tell from so few data, but this 

might indicate that Writer 2 was more of a “Heavy Reviser”. Heavy 

revisers plan as they draft, and spend a lot of time re-writing and 

editing (ibid: 31).  
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Figure 5.21 Writer 2 move frequency 

 

In addition to the Heavy Planners and Heavy Reviser composing 

styles, Ede also mentions “Sequential Composers—writers who spend 

relatively equal amounts of time on planning, drafting, and revising—

and “Procrastination”—writers who have a long “incubation period” 

(Ede, 2008:33).  While I am hesitant to pigeon-hole writers into four 

different “Composing Styles”, and even more hesitant to draw any kind 

of conclusion, based on such limited data, about what the composing 

style of these two writers might be, the information from Ede is useful. 
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A model of the writing process that was intended to be used with a 

group of writers would need to take into account that individual 

writers might spend differing amounts of time on different moves of 

writing.  

 

In fact, the same writer might employ moves in different proportions 

on different writing projects, as Writer 2 has done. Once again, 

recognising the limitations of data, it is still interesting that in her 

first process description, Writer 2 has no garbage writing moves; in her 

second description, she has one. The same is true of her Passive 

reflective thinking moves.  In contrast, her second process description 

has no re-writing moves, but three editing moves. 

 

While it is quite unlikely that she did not engage in any re-writing at 

all (or, for that matter, that she did not turn her 2nd piece of writing 

in), the fact that she submitted two separate descriptions, and that 

they do have differences, illustrates, albeit tentatively, the point that 

even with the same writer, the moves employed might vary from 

writing project to writing project. This, also, would need to be reflected 

in a model of the writing process.   

 

5.2.3.3  Move sequence 

Rijlaarsdam & van den Bergh (2006: 44) found that some writing 

activities occur in predictable sequences with other writing activities. 

They were studying cognitive processes in detail, which are different 

from the writing moves under study here.  Their findings, however, are 

worth examining in this context, because if writing moves do follow 

predictable patterns, it would have implications for a model of the 

writing process.  Some models already suggest that certain writing 

activities might be related to others. As an example, in Clark and 

Ivanic’s model (figure 4.11) the arrows leading to and from the first 
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stage of writing, “analysing the assignment” indicate that this writing 

activity is connected to not only the next phase, “drawing on 

familiarity with types of writing”, but also to “establishing goals and 

purposes” and “accumulating knowledge, opinions, feelings”.  

 

To see if any patterns in move sequences could be found in the data 

from the WD writers, a list was made, showing each move, along with 

the move occurring before it, and the move occurring after it (see figure 

5.22).  

 

      

Figure 5.22 Move sequence 

  

There is no instance of a three-move sequence being repeated.  There 

are instances of repeated two-move patterns; however, the most that 
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two different moves recur in the same way is three times. See lines 2, 

3, and 4 in Figure 5.22, where Writer 1 has three instances of 

Information gathering moves being followed by Active reflection moves. 

There are two occurrences of moves being followed by another move 

from the same category: in lines 45~49, for example, Writer 2 has 

Editing moves following other Editing moves (five times); in lines 

11~13, there are three instances where Writer 1 has Garbage writing 

followed by more Garbage writing. There are copious instances of a 

two-move sequence occurring twice (see colour-highlighted cells in 

figure 5.22), but it does not seem likely that any conclusions can be 

drawn from these. Many models of the writing process consider 

Information & Idea gathering to be the first step in the writing process. 

This is supported in two instances (see lines 1 and 10), but in one of 

her process descriptions, Writer 2 begins with a statement of 

Feelings—which is then followed by Information gathering. Perhaps 

the only two-move pattern than could be called a “pattern” with any 

certainty is in lines 50 and 52, where Turning in and Celebrating 

moves are the final moves of the process. 

 

The results of this analysis are far from conclusive, and more data 

would need to be collected and examined before anything could be said 

about patterns in move sequence. However, it is worth examining 

further, given that some researchers have found that the sequences of 

cognitive processes do affect the quality of a text Rijlaarsdam & van 

den Bergh (2006: 45). Additionally, if there are indeed writing moves 

that are consistently linked to other writing moves, these links would 

need to be represented in a model of the writing process. 

 

Given the limited amount of data, and given the type of data, no solid 

conclusions can be drawn from these initial analyses of the writing 

process descriptions of the two WD members. Indeed, even though 

Writer 1’s description is more detailed than either of Writer 2’s, right 
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on the top of Writer 1’s description is the clearly-indicated disclaimer, 

“…this is very different from how I actually do the writing”.  When 

asked about this, she explained that there were “many more steps 

involved”, and the process “wasn’t that neat” from beginning to end.  

 

From this examination of the data, however, it was possible to get an 

overview, of what kinds of things might be important to include in a 

model of the writing process for this particular group of writers:  

Firstly, the categories of writing move on the model would need to 

reflect the moves employed by each writer. For example, a model 

constructed from the data from these two writers would need to include 

Active thinking moves, even though Writer 2 did not report any. The 

model would also need to include the possibility for editing moves, even 

though Writer 1 did not report any. Secondly, the model would need to 

allow for different writers employing moves in different frequencies, 

and (thirdly) for being distributed differently across the span of the 

writing process. Finally, the model would need to incorporate the 

possibility that moves might be employed in many different sequences.   

 

Taking forward these insights that were gained from the initial 

analysis, next, other data sources were consulted, in hope of getting a 

more complete picture of the processes of all the writers in the WD 

Group. 
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6. Making a new model, part 2: Completing the 

picture with more data 

 

From the initial analysis of the two WD members’ process descriptions, 

several insights were taken forward to the next step:  Firstly, the 

writing process was expressed by the writers in terms of writing 

episodes, and writing moves. Secondly, 11 different categories of 

writing move emerged, including some that are, thus far, not 

represented on all models of the writing process. Along with categories 

of move, there was some indication that writers sometimes make 

deliberate switches between these moves (as opposed to unconsciously 

progressing from one to the next). Thirdly, the data suggested that 

different writers might use these categories of move in different 

frequencies, in different sequences, and in different distributions 

across the writing process. The final insight that came from looking at 

the data was the support for Clark & Ivanic’s (1997) assertion that the 

writing process can evoke strong feelings in writers.  

 

The next step was to examine additional data sources, with a view to 

fleshing out the picture.  

 

6.1. Additional data sources, and treatment of 

the data 

For reasons mentioned earlier, it was not ideal to add to the WD 

members’ already considerable workload, so instead of collecting new 

data, data that had already been gathered, as-it-was-happening in the 

WD workshops were used. Although these data had not been collected 

for the express purpose of understanding the writers’ writing 

processes, as they were readily available, it was decided that it would 
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be worthwhile to sift through them, to find what might be there. The 

additional data came from three sources: the freewriting that the WD 

group members had been doing during the workshops; their reflective 

journals; and the audio recordings of the workshop meetings.   

 

The data were examined with a view to either verifying or refuting the 

impressions that had formed from the initial analysis. The first step 

was to isolate writing moves, and see if/how they fit into the 11 

categories of move that had been generated earlier, from the analysis 

of the three process descriptions.  

 

6.1.1. Reflective journals and freewriting 

The reflective journals, described in section 3.1.4 had been introduced 

four months earlier, in an attempt to facilitate meta-conscious 

awareness of, and discussions on, the writing process. The three 

available journals were collected (only three of six were available at the 

time, as one member had lost hers, another member had not written 

anything in hers, and one member joined after the model had already 

been made). The available journals were examined to find any text 

where the writers were explicitly writing about their writing. Two of 

the reflective journals collected were from Writer 1 and Writer 2, who 

had supplied the initial writing process descriptions. In addition to 

these was a journal from Writer 3. 

 

The freewriting (section 3.1.4) had been introduced just a few weeks 

before the members were asked to give retrospective accounts of their 

writing processes. As such, there was not much freewriting data, but 

there was some from all five current members of the WD group. The 

freewriting was treated in the same way as the reflective journals, by 

extracting any information on the members’ writing processes. 
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Once the pertinent information had been gathered from the reflective 

journals and the freewriting, it was, like the first round of data, 

separated into episodes and moves, and entered, as separate moves, 

into the same excel spreadsheet as the original retrospective process 

descriptions.  

 

6.1.2. Audio recordings 

As both the reflective journals and the freewriting had been relatively 

recently introduced, and thus did not contain any information from the 

very beginning of the WD workshops, the audio recordings, which had 

been recorded since the third workshop were also reviewed, and any 

interaction that included writing moves or episodes was culled. The 

few incidences that did feature talk about the writing process were 

transcribed, and, like the other data sources, put into the database as 

separate moves.  

 

Because several different sources of data were being considered this 

time round, as opposed to just one in the first round of analysis, a “data 

source” column was added to the spreadsheet, so that the original data 

could be located, and consulted if necessary (a spreadsheet containing 

the extracted data appears in Appendix 9.3) 

6.1.3. The treatment of the additional data 

The same procedure that had been used in analysing the retrospective 

descriptions was used for the freewriting, journals, and audio 

recordings. This time, however, the moves were initially categorised 

according to the groupings that had emerged from the first round of 

analysis.  

 

Predictably, perhaps, because the members were not specifically 

accounting for their writing processes, there were far fewer episodes, 
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as such, in the data. One member had, in her reflective journal, 

separated some writing activities into episodes by using numbers to 

mark the episodes, and then hyphens to mark moves: 

—Go to library to find books on error correction 

    —scanning 

   —choose the relevant ones and return the others 

  —think of a possible plan 

—then read through some pages to find useful 

things/references 

—try to start with some writing 

   —too lazy to do the reading 

—writing (anything) 

—spending a few days writing. 

 

Another writer, also in her reflective journal, separated her episodes 

into days, marking the episodes with the date: 

 7.12.07  copying 

 10.12.07  copying 

 11.12.07  reading, reading, reading 

   rewrite introduction incl. Penny Ur’s chapter  

 

In the freewriting, and in the audio recordings, episodes that were 

written, or spoken, in sequence were rarely found. All members did, 

however, talk or write about their writing in fairly easily identifiable 

moves. The relative lack of clearly-marked episodes was 

unproblematic, as it was categorisation of moves that was more 

important for the analysis. Thus, episodes were noted, but in 

examining the data, the emphasis was put on the writing moves.  

 

There was very little difference in the move markers between the 

retrospective descriptions and the other data sources, except that there 

were more lexical markers in the additional data (for example 



 132 

“momentarily” or “while at the same time” or “after I got done with 

that damn SPRE thing”. The moves themselves were, in general, 

explicitly stated, for example “I read, made an outline, and took some 

notes”. There were some cases, however, where the moves were implied 

rather than explicit. For example, the moves, “Why is transcribing 

such a pain in the ass?”, or “who is Mr. Formatting, and why does he 

take all night?”  are not expressed explicitly as moves. They do, 

however, quite clearly show that the writers are engaged in moves of 

working with data, and editing an assignment, respectively.  For ease 

of categorisation, the implied moves were translated into explicit 

moves, with the original text in brackets. For example, the above 

moves were recorded as “transcribing audio data (why is 

transcribing…)”, and “editing (who is Mr….)”.  

 

Because the data were treated in the same way as the original data, 

the analysis procedures will not be rehearsed again. Instead, the 

insights that emerged from the examination will be reported, and 

supported by extracts from the data. 

 

6.2. Insights gained from further analysis 

This section will discuss what came out of an examination of the 

additional data sources.  Section 6.2.1 will explain how the conclusion 

was drawn that a new model of the writing process should not be 

expressed in “stages” or “phases” or anything that implies a step-like 

progression through the process.  Section 6.2.2 will outline how the 

“writing mode”, an alternative notion to “stages” or “phases” emerged, 

and will list the five different modes that came out of re-categorising 

the writing moves.  Section 6.3 will go on to look at each of the modes 

in detail. 
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6.2.1. No ‘phases’, ‘stages’, or ‘steps’ 

In the data, particularly in the journals, there was a real sense of a 

beginning to the process of writing the assignments. Moves such as “I 

really need to get started on these assignments”, “I’ve at least made a 

start on [one teacher’s] assignment”, and “START!” were found in all 

three journals. 

 

From the audio-recordings, there was a strong sense of an ending to 

the process of writing the assignments— ‘ending’ clearly meaning 

submission of essays: 

A: we’re going to (.) yeah, we’re going to finish these things, and 

then…then we’re gonna]  

B:                                    ]PAR.TE:::::::::Y!.   

A: Jam 

B:        Jam. HO:::::::USE!  

C: When can we (.) where do we turn the…turn them in? 

 

Between the start and the finish, however, in the middle, the 

reflexivity of the process, as opposed to moving through stages, was 

quite strongly reinforced. Certainly all of the activities that are 

(traditionally) classified as pre-writing were found in the data. And 

certainly writing and re-writing did occur as well, but none of these 

were in any absolute or consistent order. For example, one writer, 

when she was nearly finished drafting her entire assignment, suddenly 

perceived a need for a “research question”.  Finding of a research 

question would be shown in most models as happening very early on in 

the process.  As another example, outlining, another move that is 

thought to come before drafting, was found all the way throughout the 

members’ processes.   
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One writer even challenges the idea that outlining, and then drafting 

substantial stretches of text has to happen before any re-writing is 

done. She reports that she engages, without ever writing an outline, in 

writing and re-writing simultaneously throughout her entire process, 

on “almost every sentence, all the way through.  [Her] first draft is 

[her] final draft”. Although constantly engaging the “internal editor” 

(Elbow, 1973: 6) is strongly advised against as being a main culprit 

causing frustration and writer’s block (Elbow, 2000; Badley, 2008a), 

this writer finds herself “enjoying the whole process, really”.  

 

The recursiveness of how writers employ individual writing moves was 

hinted at in the original data, but in all the data from the five different 

writers, (even though it is recognised that the data did not incorporate 

everything that happened in the processes of each writer) there did not 

seem to be any consistency in the sequence of writing moves among the 

writers, and again it was unusual to find consistent patterns of move 

sequences for the same writer. 

 

Even models that try to show the randomness, or recursiveness, of 

writing, fail to show just how recursive it is.  For example, the model 

by Coffin et al. (Figure 5.13) does have arrows showing where writers’ 

processes can be recursive, and which phases can go back and forth to 

which other phases.  It still, however, suggests writing as a sequence, 

or series of writing phases, or steps, that more or less progress from 

one phase to the next, or in a fairly step-by-step fashion. The Coffin et 

al. model does not describe the process in linear stages or phases, 

however, by the way it is drawn, there is no way that it could allow for 

drafting to come before outlining (outlining is classified as “planning” 

on the model), or gathering information. In reality, however, this does 

happen. For example: 

I just start by writing about my ideas, and I’ll give it a structure 
later,  
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or  

I…just started writing…without having done any background 
reading figuring that I could plump out later, which I did. Ha 
ha! (don't [tell the tutors]!) 

 

The kinds of moves employed in starting the process are not always as 

predictable as some models would imply. When starting out, some 

writers do indeed start with the writing moves that are recommended 

by writing teachers or shown on models:  One writer, for example, 

started in the ‘traditional’ way, by “reading, reading lots of books”, and 

another started with “brainstorming”.  One writer, however, started by 

making her title page, even though she did not yet have a title.  

I made my title page today, put all the margins right and stuff. 
But I don’t have a title, Ha!  I just wanted to see it there…[and 
it] got me going. Can you believe it? 
 

Engaging in activities for surface-level and aesthetic purposes (such as 

making a title page with the correct margins) comes, in most process 

models, toward the end of the process. However, along with giving this 

writer a kick-start, such aesthetic moves were also used, in some cases, 

to give writers a break from the taxing task of producing monitored 

text:  

I just spent the day making my [data] look good.  My brain was 
too tired to think about writing. 

 

Although the beginning moves were not completely predictable, the 

process was consistently ended with turning-in moves, and in most 

cases, celebrating moves. In one case where a member had to re-submit 

an assignment, there was one false ending, with the true ending being 

the celebration after the re-submission deadline.  

 

Even though every writer did start somewhere, and even though the 

end-moves of the process were fairly consistent, what was found 

between points A and B was, for all practical purposes, a matter of 
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‘anything goes’. For this reason, it was decided to completely cut out 

the use of the words “phase”, “stage”, or “step”—or even the implication 

of them—in our model of the writing process. It was necessary to find a 

word that would somehow convey the different categories of writing 

move, but would not imply that the categories be moved through in any 

step-like fashion.  

 

Along with the need for a new word, what was also came forth from 

examining the additional data, was that the 11 categories of writing 

move would need to be revised. The next section will explain how the 

word ‘writing mode’ was derived, and detail the further categorisation 

of writing moves into five writing modes. 

 

6.2.2. Modes of writing: definition and justification of 

terms used 

Grouping the writing moves that had been extracted from the 

additional data sources (Appendix 9.3) revealed the need for a re-

categorisation of moves. It was found that the 11 categories from the 

first round of data analysis could be consolidated into five.  Along with 

the need re-do the categories, it also became clear that a different word 

to (collectively) refer to the categories of writing move was needed as 

well. ‘Category of writing move’ seemed too cumbersome a label, but 

‘phase’, or ‘stage’ were also unsatisfactory, as they suggest a somewhat 

lock-step progression through the process. The names for the 

categories themselves also required re-thinking. The terms used thus 

far to name the categories (gathering information and ideas, monitored 

writing, editing, etc) had come from the literature, or from other 

models of the writing process. For the purpose of synthesising a model 

that belonged to these writers, it seemed that a better option would be 

names suggested by, or at least lexical items used by, the WD members 

themselves. Therefore, as far as possible, the categories are re-named 
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using terms suggested or used by one or more of the group members.  

Where there was no encompassing term used (by the WD members) for 

seemingly similar moves, the one that seemed most fitting was chosen, 

or, as a last resort, one was taken from the literature.  

 

There were three general results that came from sorting through the 

additional data: 1) the collective term writing ‘mode’ to describe the 

different categories of writing move, 2) five different ‘modes’ of writing: 

Exploring, Structuring, Polishing & Publishing, Incubating, and 

Unloading/Garbage, and 3) an overall model of the writing process.  

 

The first term that requires explanation, is the term ‘writing mode’, 

which replaces the awkward phrase, ‘category of writing move’. 

Following an explanation and justification of the term ‘mode,’ each of 

the five modes will be introduced, along with the justification of their 

titles, and the writing moves that can occur within each writing mode.  

 

After looking at individual writing modes, the modes will be assembled 

into an overall picture of the writing process. There are two models 

discussed in the following sections.  The first model was what I put 

together, as an image that arose from the data, and took back to the 

WD group members.  The second model reflects the adjustments 

suggested by the members. 

 

As mentioned above, the reason for avoiding the terms ‘phase’ or ‘stage’ 

for categories of writing move, is that both terms suggest a set 

sequence of moves through a process. It was quite clear from the data, 

that writers do not move through the categories in a decided sequence, 

thus, a different term was needed. 
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The idea to use the term ‘mode’ came from one of the WD sessions, 

where one member was explaining that she and one other member had 

had a very productive evening the night before the workshop:  

[my friends and I] went into SWAT mode last night! We worked 
all night and got our assignments almost completely written. 

 

This use of the phrase “going into…. mode” appealed, firstly because it 

could easily be substituted for any of the move markers from the 

members’ accounts of their writing process.  “I went into outlining 

mode” or “I went into reading mode” portrays the same meaning as 

“Next, I made an outline”, or “Then, I did some reading”. Furthermore, 

a non-specialist meaning of ‘mode’, according to the Oxford 

Encyclopaedic Dictionary, is “a way or manner in which a thing is 

done”. This seemed very fitting, as the different categories of writing 

moves, and the different moves themselves, were simply a repertoire of 

different activities that a writer can choose from to go about getting 

the writing done (some of the moves are not optional, of course, but the 

order in which they are employed is flexible).  

 

In other words, within the process of completing one piece of writing, 

the writers switched back and forth among five different ways of 

moving the writing along until it was finished. Within each of these 

Modes of writing, lie the specific writing Moves, in which a writer can 

engage, to move the project forward to completion.  

 

The term also seemed to have the capacity to validate those activities 

which are not the careful drafting of reader-based, academic prose, but 

are, nevertheless, integral parts of the writing process. Thus, reading, 

taking notes, making outlines, spending time making tables and charts 

look good, and even taking some time off, can be seen to be valid, and 

necessary, ways of getting the writing done, and not just displacement 

activities.   
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The next sections will detail each mode, how the mode got its name, 

and the specific writing Moves found within each mode. 

 

6.3. Modes of writing 

The eleven categories that had surfaced after the first round of 

analysis were re-worked after the second round. Some of the categories 

were re-named, and some consolidated, to yield five modes of writing: 

Exploring, Structuring, Polishing & Publishing, Incubating, and 

Garbage (Garbage was later re-named Unloading, which will be 

explained in section 6.3.4) The next five sections will introduce each of 

these modes, detailing an explanation of how the mode got its name, 

and listing some Moves that can be found in each mode.  

 

The figures that are found in each of the following sections are Writing 

Modes represented as different-coloured segment of a circle3. Within 

each mode-segment is a list of some writing moves that can be found 

within the mode. Some modes (Exploring, and Polishing & Publishing) 

have too many move possibilities to fit on the segment, so the listed 

moves are only a representative sample. Other modes 

(Incubating/Unloading) have only two moves, both of which appear on 

the segment.  

 

6.3.1. Exploring 

The first mode, Exploring, is the re-named “Gathering Information and 

Ideas” category. The name ‘exploring’ came from a guest to the WD 

workshops, a student who came only twice at the beginning of the first 

term. She said that she was “exploring some ideas for [her] assignment 

focuses.” The term ‘Exploring’ seemed to allow for not only the 
                                            
3 These were referred to as ‘cheeses’ or ‘pies’ by the PhD users of the model 
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gathering of ideas and information, but also moving them around, and 

considering the possibilities for the use of the ideas and information. As 

such, it seemed a more encompassing term than either pre-writing, or 

gathering information and ideas. 

 

Figure 6.1 Exploring mode 

 

Moves within the Exploring Mode (Figure 6.1) include: searching for 

articles and books; reading the literature; taking notes (either on one’s 

own ideas, or on the reading one is doing); finding a topic; refining a 

topic; collecting data; digging through the data to see what is there; 

listing ideas; brainstorming ideas, etc. 

 

6.3.2. Structuring 

Structuring is the mode that is renamed from the category “producing 

monitored text” and incorporates the categories of ‘outlining’, ‘drafting’ 

‘re-writing’ and ‘evaluating’. This mode also includes implicit moves 

such as reading the text one has produced (for the purpose of 

evaluating and re-writing).  
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Figure 6.2 Structuring mode 

 

The reason that the category was re-named was because “producing 

monitored text” was the term I used, while “structuring” was the term 

the writers themselves had used.  It appeared in the data numerous 

times, and all but one of the members used it.  

 

The reason the outlining category was combined with the category of 

producing monitored text, is because the term ‘structure’ as found in 

the data, seemed to span quite an array of structure. Everything from 

global structuring (“I needed some structure…[so] I made an outline”), 

to paragraph sequence structure (“I have to structure my theory 

section”), to sentence-level structuring (“How do you structure a 

sentence to mean that you don’t really know something, but so you still 

won’t sound stupid?”) was referred to as ‘structuring’ in the data. The 

most common use of the term was the global structure (outlining, 

having a plan) but since it was used on more local levels as well, the 

term was chosen to name the mode. Furthermore, in the examples 

above, the writers do seem to demonstrate an awareness of the need to 

have their text carefully structured—whether to put some shape to the 
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whole thing, or to carefully write, or re-write text—for the purpose of 

being suitable for a reader. In this sense, ‘structuring’ did imply those 

moves that would in one way or another contribute to an appropriate 

end product for the intended audience.  

 

The term also implies that the writer would have to evaluate her 

efforts, to see if what she is producing is indeed appropriate for the 

intended audience. For this reason, and because there were so few (2) 

overt evaluation moves in the data, Evaluation moves were also 

included in Structuring Mode. 

 

The term was chosen not only because it was consistently used by the 

writers, and because it implied those moves that would directly 

contribute to an appropriate end-product, but also because it fit my 

interventionist agenda.  Although reasonable caution was being taken 

to let the writers’ own discourse determine the model, I did make the 

(interventionist) decision to avoid using the term ‘writing’ (which was 

also found in the data) for this mode. Firstly, because I wanted 

members to see the entire process as ‘writing’, not only the serious 

“scribing” (Badley, 2011: 6) of reader-based text. In the audio data 

there had been some instances suggesting that the WD members 

considered “writing” to mean producing end-product, monitored 

writing—and everything else was “not being productive”. For example, 

one writer reported to the group that she had “not really done 

anything” on her assignment over the weekend—she had ‘only’ read 

four books, and taken notes.  

 

Furthermore, too often, the “writing-up part” is seen as something that 

is tacked on at the end of a research process, rather than being an 

integral part of the process (Badley, 2009; Murray, 2002). Thus, 

‘Writing’ as the entire process includes data collection moves, note-

taking moves, reading moves, thinking moves, analysis moves, etc. 



 143 

because a final written product could not exist without the combination 

of the Moves and Modes. 

 

The final reason for choosing the term “structuring” rather than 

“writing” was to highlight that two kinds of prose-production moves 

had been found in the data: reader-based prose, and writer-based 

prose. Calling neither of modes ‘writing’ was done with a view to 

validating both kinds of writing that occur in the process.   

 

Although putting outlining in the same category as drafting is fairly 

unconventional (it is usually put into ‘pre-writing’ or ‘planning’), the 

data, though limited, does indicate that it is all ‘structuring’. Indeed, 

all levels of careful structuring of text do incorporate the idea of 

writing for a reader. Monitored academic text, for example, must have 

a logical global structure, so an outline is as necessary for reader-

centred text as carefully structured paragraphs, and sentences.  

 

Also slightly unconventional is putting “writing” and “re-writing” or 

“editing” into the same category. This, however, though unusual, is not 

unheard of. Rhodes (1995:133-134 cited in Badley, 2009: 1) observes 

that  

Editing isn’t a cosmetic process. It’s a thinking process...Editing 
is in fact simply more writing – a higher-level (or lower-level, if 
you prefer) version of the same process whereby you produced 
the…draft in the first place. 

 

So editing then, is considered re-writing, or ‘re-structuring’ and is 

contrasted with ‘copy editing’ which is a cosmetic process: getting the 

writing aesthetically ready for a reader. These aesthetic moves feature 

in the next mode. 
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6.3.3. Polishing and publishing 

‘Polishing’ is getting the text aesthetically ready for a reader—making 

it look pretty, usually, in the case of academic writing, according to the 

conventions required by the institution. Publishing, then, is getting the 

structured and polished text into the hands of the intended audience. 

 

 

Figure 6.3 Polishing and publishing mode 

 

The term Polishing was derived from a combination of entries in 

reflective journals.  One writer used the term explicitly, and one writer 

wrote that she was going to finish her assignment that day, but added,  

Oh, and with this ‘finish’ I mean: finish writing, not having it 
ready for submission.   

 

So it seems that she had two types of ‘finish’ in her repertoire:  to finish 

the writing, and to finish the assignment. Assuming that the writing 

itself was finished, the second ‘finish’ was presumably the surface-level 

concerns such as formatting and copy-editing—putting the finishing 

touches on it so that it looked nice.  This is not unlike ‘finishing’ a piece 

of furniture with a polish or wax. 
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The next entry, in another members’ reflective journal was, “[my 

friends] helped me pimp up my assignment, and now it looks great!”. 

Clearly, here, ‘pimp up’ means to make the assignment look 

aesthetically pleasing.  As tempting as it is to name the mode “pimping  

and publishing”, I realized that if the model were ever going to be 

reported outside the WD group (such as in this thesis), a more neutral 

mode name would be needed.  ‘Polishing’, as suggested by the first 

writer, was chosen, as it had the “p” from pimping up, and the meaning 

of ‘finish’ in the second sense from the second writer. 

 

Publishing, on the other hand, was chosen for alliteration. The 

students did not refer to turning their assignments in as publishing; 

they referred to it as ‘submitting’ or “turning in”. However, publishing 

is transparent enough, and if the model were ever to be used when the 

writers were doing writing that was not in an academic sense, 

‘publishing’ would still apply to getting the writing disseminated to its 

intended reader(s).   

 

The polishing and publishing were put together into one mode, because 

although polishing moves did happen throughout the process, the final 

thing all the writers did, consistently, was to ‘pimp up’ their writing 

before turning it in. 

 

In summary, “Polishing and Publishing (Figure 6.3) means getting the 

text aesthetically ready for an intended reader, and then delivering the 

text to that reader. Polishing and Publishing moves include making 

charts and graphs, choosing typefaces, setting margins, making sure 

headings are in the correct sizes, making sure all references are 

included in the reference list, correcting typos, printing and binding 

the text, and turning it in.  
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The Publishing moves represent the second-to-last moves of the 

(active) processes of the WD writers.  The end of the process (that 

actively involved the writers) was marked by Celebration moves, most 

often in the form of “PARTY!!!!!!!!”, which were used overtly by all but 

one of the writers. Turning writing in and having a social event seemed 

to be one fluid motion: “we turned in our assignments and went to the 

Jam House”. 

 

The ‘active’ processes of the writers are emphasised in the above 

paragraph, as there was some indication in the data that there were 

two endings to the process: one of turning the assignments in and 

having a celebration, and then another when the final grade was 

received.  Comments such as “Now we just have to wait to find out if 

we passed!”, and “we’ll find out our grades after the break”, indicate 

that the waiting to be assessed, and being assessed were also part of 

the process, though not active moves on the part of the writers. 

 

These first three modes, Exploring, Structuring, and Polishing & 

Publishing, are quite familiar in most models of the writing process, 

and when taken in that order, correspond roughly to the 3-stage (pre-

writing, writing-re-writing) model. The next two modes, however, are 

not found in all models of the writing process. 

 

6.3.4. Garbage mode/unloading mode 

To contrast the monitored, structuring kind of writing—writing done 

with a reader in mind—there was ample evidence in the data of the 

other kind of writing. This un-monitored, writer-based text, which is 

done for the writer and her own understanding, was found in the data 

from each of the members. Moves such as “just write it down without 

thinking”, and “freewriting” or “writing without a structure” were 

scattered throughout the data. 
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Figure 6.4 Garbage/Unloading mode 

 

This contrast in the two kinds of writing, as well as the presence of 

both modes of writing, was summed up nicely by one writer who 

observed:  

I realise that at some points in the process I’m writing for 
myself, and in other places, I’m writing for someone else. 

 

The mode of producing unmonitored, writer-based text was first called 

the “Garbage Mode” because it seemed to have the capacity for freeing 

writers (see rationale for using ‘garbage’ in section 5.2.2.2). However, 

when the first model of the writing process was presented to the WD 

members (see section 6.4.1), the term ‘garbage’ elicited rather strong 

(negative) emotions from some of the group members. We decided then, 

to call it “Unloading” as this is where a writer will take the chaos and 

confusion that is whirling around in her head, and attempt to get it out 

of her head—Unload it.4  

                                            
4 From this point, the Garbage mode will be referred to as Unloading Mode, except 
for in section 6.4.1, which discusses the WD members’ reaction to the first model of 
the process that was presented to them for approval. 
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Unloading does not necessarily have to happen in written form. 

Writers unloaded by speaking in an unmonitored way, as well as by 

writing in an unmonitored way. In fact, one of the often-mentioned 

perceived benefits of attending the WD workshops was to “have a place 

to just talk about what you’re doing and thinking without having to 

worry about sounding stupid”, or  

I [like] our sessions... just as a forum to simply talk about what 
each of us is doing at the moment and how it goes…and we can 
just say as we want. 
 

These extracts seem to clearly indicate that unmonitored speech might 

also be an important part of the whole process. Thus, Unloading has a 

speaking move, ‘Babbling’ (which was chosen over ‘talking crap’—see 

below—for the same reason ‘polishing’ was chosen over ‘pimping up’).  

 

Babbling can be done alone: “I admit I talk to myself, sometimes in 

"discussions" to get different angles and ideas. Sounds weird huh?” 

Babbling can also be done in the company of sympathetic listeners: 

We are here to talk, talk, talk & talk. It's good when you have 
victims (erm, I mean peers) listen to whatever crap you have to 
talk. Plus, Sarah always smiles which is good for my yellow 
aura.  

 

Thus, Unloading moves (Figure 6.4) can be unmonitored speaking 

(Babbling), or unmonitored writing, which is called “scribbling”.  The 

term ‘Scribble’ came from a reflective journal entry: “I’m doing the 

editing [for one assignment] as I’m scribbling [for another 

assignment]”.  

 

Whether scribbled or babbled, Unloading is done without worrying 

about whether or not the product sounds or looks pretty, and without 

the writer or speaker having to be held accountable for what was said 

or written. What is important to note about Scribbling, is that this 
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mode of producing unstructured, messy, chaotic text is a valid—and 

perhaps necessary (Elbow 1998; Badley, 2008a; Murray, 2006:10)—

part of the writing process.); it is not a failed attempt at structuring.  

 

6.3.5. Incubating 

“Incubating” incorporates, in one mode, both the active reflective 

thinking and the passive reflective thinking moves present in the 

initial analysis of data.  Both these types of thinking moves were found 

in the additional data as well: “I just tried to quit thinking about it for 

a day”, and “I need to think about my ideas some before I can start 

writing them”. 

 

 

Figure 6.5 Incubating mode 

 

The term incubating was chosen, as it was noted in Ede (2008: 32) 

because, unlike reflection, it can be used in both the transitive 

(implying an active, conscious thinking about something) and 

intransitive (implying the passive, subconscious thinking) sense.   
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Whether passively letting something incubate, or actively incubating 

something, “Incubation” is getting away from one’s books, notebooks, or 

computer, and letting one’s brain work on the writing (Figure 6.5). 

 

The active, conscious, incubation move is called “Ruminating”, where a 

writer actively “chews on things” but is not necessarily in her usual 

writing environment, and is not putting anything on paper (or keying 

anything into a computer file). This term came from one of the 

workshop recordings, where one member said she would have to “chew 

on” a suggestion that was given to her by her peers. 

 

‘Steeping’ is the sub-conscious incubating move, where the writer 

pushes thoughts of the writing project out of her mind, and lets her 

brain work on it itself. When the writer goes back to her normal 

writing environment, she might find that the brain has moved the 

project forward. Occasionally, steeping will wake a writer up: “I woke 

up on Friday because I had an idea for [one of my assignments] can 

you believe that!?” 

 

A word of caution is necessary here.  Incubating is not the same as 

procrastinating. Incubating is a constructive (and for some writers, 

necessary) mode of writing. Procrastinating, on the other hand, is the 

active avoidance of engaging in any Mode or Move of writing. Some 

incubating may well happen while a writer is procrastinating, but they 

are not the same thing. There may be a fine line between taking a walk 

to chew on things, or having a nap to let them steep, and say, cleaning 

the whole house and garden, as well as the neighbour’s house and 

garden, as a displacement activity. Teaching experts have struggled 

with the same question: 

There is one other common way of managing the writing process, 
though it might best be described as management by 
avoidance—procrastination…Is procrastination always harmful? 
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Might it not sometimes be a period of necessary incubation, of 
unconscious but still productive planning? (Ede, 2008: 33) 

 

Although Ede considers the possibility of incubation being productive, 

she seems unconvinced that it is different from procrastination, as she 

also cautions writers that incubation might mean that “chances of 

success are minimal” (ibid).  

 

Given the testimony of professional writers (see section 5.2.2.2), and 

given the inclusion of these incubation periods in the process 

descriptions of the WD writers, I would argue that incubation is 

necessary, at least for some writers. Where healthy incubation turns 

into unhealthy procrastination, however, is less easy to define; the 

answer would require further research.  

 

Although these five modes were what predominantly presented 

themselves in the data, the distinction between the modes is not 

always clear-cut.  There were some writing moves that were not easily 

categorised, and modes can often overlap.  For example, a writer might 

go into unloading mode in order to explore something she needs to 

clarify in her own mind. A common over-lap of modes is to polish one 

part of a project while Incubating on another section or on a different 

project. An overlap between structuring and polishing modes would be 

the move when a writer carefully re-words and re-works a sentence to 

make it sound and look just right for a reader.  

 

Models having modes or categorisations that are overlapping or 

occurring simultaneously is not uncommon, nor is it seen as 

particularly problematic.  Kintch & van Dijk, in proposing a model of 

text, report that the processes they identify are not always operating 

separately from others:   

One of the characteristics of the present model is that it assumes 
a multiplicity of processes occurring sometimes in parallel, 
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sometimes sequentially…we assume several complex processes 
operating in parallel and interactively without straining the 
resources of the system (Kintch and van Dijk, 1978: 364). 

 

Flower & Hayes (1981:375) as well comment on how the cognitive 

processes in their model of writing can be embedded within other 

cognitive processes: 

The events in [the] process are not fixed in a rigid order. A given 
process may be called upon at any time and embedded within 
another process or even within another instance of itself, in 
much the same way we embed a subject clause within a larger 
clause or a picture within a picture. 
  

The modes of writing, therefore, do not necessarily represent isolated 

writing events—they can overlap or interact or be embedded in each 

other. The complexities, however, do not keep the modes from being a 

useful way for a writer to describe—and take control of—(see section 

8.2.2.3) her writing process. 

 

6.4. The model emerges   

The five mode of writing in the previous section are represented as five 

cheese-shapes that fit together to form a circle (see figure 6.6).  This 

was intended, as a circle has no specific beginning point, to reflect the 

data that pointed to writers starting their process in different modes, 

and having different sequences of modes. To reflect the reflexive 

nature of the process—the lack of any set sequence of moves—the 

circle was represented as a spinning one, not unlike a roulette wheel, 

where the wheel would spin, and stop on any given mode 

 

To reflect the data that some writers engage in some modes more than 

others, each mode was proportioned equally in the circle. Individual 

writers could make the segments larger or smaller to reflect their own 

processes. Outside the circle was a starting point, meant to represent 



 153 

the pointer indicating which mode a writer was currently engaged in; 

and finally, outside the circle on the other side was the post-publication 

celebration. 

 

6.4.1. The first model (taking it back to the group) 

The first model, described above, and appearing in figure 6.6 was 

taken and presented to the WD members for their feedback. At the 

presentation, the spinning wheel was demonstrated with animation 

features in PowerPoint. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6.6 First model presented to WD group 

 

The model was not met with great enthusiasm. There seemed to be 

three major complaints.  The first was that the way the model was 

represented seemed to indicate to the members that it is necessary to 
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start with exploring, and progress through the “stages” in order, which, 

they noted, was simply not true:  

I like the circle bit at the end but it wasn't clear if the different 
stages were in order or not.  Does exploring always come first, 
and publishing last, or can it mix? I don’t think I always explore 
first, anyway…and I’m always doing the polishing and 
publishing things all along… 

 

It was somewhat ironic that this was the members’ perception of the 

model, given that the static order of moves, or ‘stages’, was one of the 

main things I had sought to avoid in this model. The less-than-skilful 

representation was useful, however, in that it precipitated an explicit 

agreement that the modes needed to “mix”, and pointed out the need 

for making this absolutely clear in visual representation of the model. 

 

The second problem was the use of the word “garbage”. This elicited 

strong emotions from the members.  One of the members found the 

term as it was intended to be—liberating:  

Although [the others] didn't like the term "garbage", I think that 
describes exactly what it is: crap, rubbish, shit!!! and that's so 
great, because even though it’s crap, it’s still okay if I have to do 
it! 
 

Three others, however, did not like it much. One member observed: 

I don’t know about the, the…that garbage. It seems…you know? 
Kind of…  I mean, we are working, we are working hard 
anyway, so ‘garbage’ seems so…I don’t know. It’s not nice. 

 

And agreement from the other members 

 Yeah. Yeah exactl[y.  

                                       [I don’t do this garbage.  

 

Thus, although some felt positively about ‘garbage’, the negative 

reactions were strong enough to require a new name for the mode. 

Instead, the term ‘unloading’ was discussed and agreed upon (see 

section 6.3.4). 
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The third issue identified by the WD Group also had opposing opinions. 

The complaint made by one member was an echo of the same by the 

post-process theorists—that there is no ‘one’ writing process. She noted 

that not all writers would have all the modes, and that she, for 

example, did not have the garbage and incubating modes. 

Well, I don't see why you want to generalize the writing process. 
We all have our own approach and even that might vary 
depending on the topic or stage of writing or even our mood.  I 
agree that all the stages you mentioned are somehow part of our 
writing process but as we said we don't all "produce garbage" or 
go through the stage incubating, at least I don't. 

 

The point that all writers might not have the same modes, was 

illustrated by another member who, in contrast to the above 

observation, wrote in her freewriting, “And the incubating part, that is 

SOOOOO true”! 

 

This complaint that the model was not flexible enough to accommodate 

different approaches, however, was contradicted by another member—

at least for her own personal process: 

The idea of a wheel is great. With each essay, I changed my 
writing process, which is reflected in the stages of the wheel.  

 

The same member commented on the importance of celebration being 

included in a complete model of the process: 

And of course: the party aspect isn't missing! Very important.  
Isn't the party our driving motor of forcing yourself to continue 
working on all this?  

 

With this feedback in mind, this first model (which was dubbed, rather 

inexplicably, “The Wheel of Life” by the WD members) was adjusted, 

and remade into the current model.  
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6.4.2. The revised model 

The feedback from the WD group members led to some changes in the 

model (see figure 6.7) a spinning arrow was added, 2) Garbage Mode 

was changed to Unloading Mode and 3) the ‘start’ and ‘finish’ points 

were distanced, visually, from the coloured circle, so that they would 

not be specifically associated with any particular modes of writing. 

 

 

Figure 6.7 Revised spinner model 

 

Firstly, to rectify the problem of a the modes being interpreted as 

progressing in a step-by-step progressions through the process—one 

after the other, as they are positioned in the wheel— an arrow was 

added to the middle of the wheel. It seemed that the initial 

misunderstanding was caused by the wheel itself spinning. Indeed, the 

spinning wheel could suggest that each move necessarily follows the 

one before it, with the order of moves remaining constant.  
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It was hoped that the addition of the arrow would suggest that a writer 

would proceed in a way not unlike a board game: A player would spin 

the arrow, make a note of which mode the arrow landed on, and engage 

in a writing Move, or Moves, within that mode. On her next turn (or 

‘move’ in the board game sense), the player would spin the arrow 

again, and proceed with writing moves within the (presumably 

different) mode on which the arrow landed.  

 

With the arrow there, it seemed unlikely that the writing process could 

be seen to fall into an inflexible or predictable sequence of modes. Thus 

the spinning arrow might represent more clearly the recursiveness of 

the process, which had not been transparently depicted in the first 

visual representation of the model. In addition to representing 

recursiveness, it is possible for the spinner arrow to represent, by 

landing in the same place several spins in a row, a writer getting 

‘stuck’ in the same mode for a while. One writer had, in fact, reported 

getting stuck in this way (though not while spinning the arrow): 

I’m not really getting anything done.  I just keep reading and 
reading, and looking for more articles…I want to write, but…I 
feel stuck… 

 

The spinner landing on the same mode several times in a row could 

also account for the member who said that she stayed in incubation 

mode for a very long time: “I have a loooooooong incubation period. Ha 

ha!”.  Her spinner might just keep landing on Incubating for several 

turns. 

 

The arrow also had the potential to show that not every writer engages 

in every mode.  As one member observed, 

. I'm not sure everybody has the same stages. People are so 
different in their writing styles that there have to be 
alternatives.  
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Recognising the need for alternatives as absolutely essential, and 

considering that every mode on the Wheel of Life had resonated with 

at least one writer from the group, it did not seem wise to remove any 

of the modes from the wheel, even though some writers might not 

engage in all of them. Though statistically unlikely, for the sake of 

being a metaphor that can accommodate different writing process 

preferences, one could explain this by saying that some writers’ 

spinners might never land, for example, on the Unloading mode 

segment. 

  

Although it was not something that was brought up explicitly by the 

WD members, the possibility of Move shifts (as discussed in section 

5.2.2.4) can also be accounted for by the arrow: if a writer decides she 

wants to engage in a certain mode, she can, rather than spinning the 

arrow, place it on a certain mode. For example, one writer, in her 

reflective journal, wrote: 

I just got sick of reading even I know I have to read more. I 
decided to make an outline and start putting quotes in 

 

This brings me to a point of clarification. There are two ways to view 

the visual model, and especially the arrow on it:   

 

The first view is the myth that a writer’s skill, and management of the 

writing process, is something that is innate, and that some people are 

just good writers (Murray, 2005: 12). This would imply that writing is 

something over which one has no real control.  In this sense, the 

spinner model can be seen to represent the passiveness of the writer:  

the spinning arrow would dictate in which mode to engage, and when, 

and for how long.  A writer spinning the arrow to land on Unloading 

time and time again, would have no control over this, and would be at 

the mercy of the spinner—or at the mercy of her innate writing ability 

(or lack thereof). 
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Part of the Process Writing ideology, however, is that writing skill is 

not innate, that writers do have control, and that understanding the 

process aids writers in taking control over the process (Elbow 1981). 

One main purpose for making this model was to facilitate this 

understanding, and thus control. Therefore, the view that is intended 

of this spinner is that the arrows represent the randomness of the 

sequence of moves, and the recursiveness of the process of writing. It is 

also intended to represent that some writers engage in some modes 

more than others (or some not at all), or that occasionally a writer 

might get stuck in one mode. It is not intended to imply that a writer 

has no control over which mode to engage in, or for how long, or that if 

she is stuck, she must stay stuck until something ‘happens’ to help her 

move on.  

 

In the metaphor of a board game, ‘cheating’ is encouraged: a writer 

can, at any time, place the arrow on the mode in which she wants to 

engage—she does not need to let the spinner dictate her process. 

Writers taking control in this way is discussed in section 8.2.2.3. 

 

It was hoped, then, that the addition of a spinning arrow to the middle 

of the wheel would rectify the problems of: representing recursiveness 

and non-linear progression through the modes; representing 

alternative modes, which may or may not be engaged in by all writers; 

and representing how a writer might stay in one mode for an extended 

period of time. 

 

The second problem was easy to solve. After some discussion with the 

group members, the “Garbage” Mode was changed to “Unloading” 

Mode (see section 6.3.4 above). 
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The last change made was to visually separate the starting and ending 

points from the wheel, so that it was clear that no one mode was 

associated with starting or ending. To further represent the 

progression from start to finish as an unknown combination of moves 

and modes, Start, and Celebrate were positioned on either end of an x-

axis line below the circle.  

 

With these three changes (changing the name of one mode, adding a 

spinning arrow, and adding an x-axis to the bottom of the circle), the 

revised model can be seen in fig 6.7.  The writing process is, then, a 

linear process in that it has a starting point (in the case of the WD 

members, the starting point was finding out what their assignment 

requirements were), and a finishing/celebrating point.  Moving from 

point A to point B, however, is anything but linear. The writer will 

move back and forth among some (but not necessarily all) of the modes, 

advancing the process move-by-move, by engaging in writing moves 

within the modes on which her spinner lands—or on which she decides 

to place the arrow.  

 

This model, with the changes, was more satisfactory to the WD 

members, although one member was still unhappy with the idea of 

Unloading and Incubating Modes.   

 

Thus our metaphor for the writing process was synthesised. 

Unfortunately, by the time the model was made and re-made, the WD 

members were preparing to return to their home countries to start 

their dissertation projects. So there was not as much practical use of 

the model as had been hoped. Although the WD sessions continued on 

Skype, the members were so focussed on, and worried about, their 

dissertations, for all practical purposes, the model was forgotten. Later 

on, after the members had completed their dissertations, an open-

ended questionnaire, including a question about the model, was sent.  
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The results of this questionnaire question are discussed in section 8.1. 

Along with the questionnaire, a request was made for the members to 

retrospectively recall the processes they had gone through to write 

their dissertations. These retrospective process descriptions will be 

discussed in section 7.1.1.   

 

6.5. Preliminary evaluation of the model  

This section will detail a preliminary evaluation of the model, focusing 

on possible problems with it. First, some elements of the writing 

process, which were articulated by the WD members but are not 

present on the current model, will be discussed. Next, some possible 

problems with the procedures for making the model itself will be 

considered.   

 

6.5.1. Possible problems with what is represented in 

the visual model  

There are two things that had been identified in both the first and 

second round of data analysis, but that are not explicitly represented 

on the Spinner Model.  Firstly, the statements of feeling that the 

writers had made about writing and while writing, and secondly, the 

moves indicating that writers were seeking feedback. This section 

discusses these omissions.  

 

6.5.1.1  Where does feedback fit in? 

For the purpose of keeping the visual representation simple, the model 

does not explicitly show where feedback comes into the writing process. 

Aside from visual simplicity, another reason for not putting feedback 

specifically on the model is that an examination of audio data and 

reflective journals revealed that, with the exception of subconscious 
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incubating, the members sought out response to their ideas, or written 

text, in any of the modes. Additionally, the writers felt the need for 

response anywhere along the linear axis, right from the beginning, up 

until the day before submitting written work.  

 

For example, one writer sought response from friends and tutors early 

on, in exploring mode: 

I finally had the idea what to write about and asked my friends 
what they thought about it, as well as some of my lecturers. 
They all supported the idea, so I went for the topic. 

 

Two writers reported getting feedback and help with polishing: 

 [My friends] help me pimp up my presentation 

and 

My peers helped me finish (in the finished sense)…and I turned 
[my assignment] in the next day 

 

One other writer had the group look at a partly-structured draft 

 I just need to know if my writing is in a logical way. 

 

Wanting a listening ear for Unloading was not uncommon:  

I just need to talk about stuff… to hear myself talk about it, and 
have someone else listen, and help me think it through. 

 

Seeking feedback, then, seemed not so much a separate mode, but 

rather a move option within any of the modes, or perhaps a mode that 

is always “embedded” (Flower & Hayes, 1981; 165) in another mode. 

Seeking feedback, if represented accurately, would need to appear 

everywhere on the visual representation of the model. As such, 

representing this while still keeping the model simple enough to be 

easily accessible is potentially problematic (the main complaint the 

WD members had about the Flower & Hayes model was that is just so 

complicated that it did not make any sense). The WD members 

themselves did not have a problem with the omission: “Well, you just 
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do that anywhere anyway”, but if the model is to truly represent what 

they said about the writing process, it seems that feedback might need 

to have an explicit place.   

 

A similar problem occurred with the inclusion (or omission) of the 

feelings surrounding the writing process. 
 

6.5.1.2   Where do emotions fit in? 

Although there were not many instances of feelings being articulated 

in the data, there were some statements of feelings made by the WD 

members about, or during, their writing processes.  These feelings 

(other than ‘celebrate’, which, arguably, incorporates feelings) are not 

represented on the illustration. With feelings as well, it was difficult to 

know where, physically, on the visual model to put them to represent 

that they can be both positive and negative, and can occur any time in 

the process, in any mode.  

 

The Clark & Ivanic model (the only model that incorporate feelings) 

has negative feelings as a central component, radiating out to the 

whole process (Figure 4.11). The feelings expressed by the WD 

members were indeed sometimes unpleasant, 

  “This [assignment] is getting so complicated…! !”,  

or 

  “I was just feeling so depressed before I came to the workshop”, 

 

However, there were also moments of triumph:  

It was really good for my ego to know that [a reader] could follow 
my thoughts,  
 
and  
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[after we finished some writing] I left [the workshop] feeling 
motivated—I always come out of the workshop with a smile on 
my face.  

 

The Clark & Ivanic model does account for positive feelings as well, but 

they are much less prominent  

 

Representing the omnipresence of different kinds of feelings seemed 

also to potentially complicate the model, so they, too were left out. 

Although Hayes (1996) notes that no model can possibly incorporate 

every element of a process, considering that feelings and seeking 

feedback were both present in the data, finding a place for them on the 

model—without making the model too visually busy— would be ideal. 

 

6.5.2. Possible problems with methodology 

Along with the limitations of the kind of data that were collected there 

are other possible problems relating to the methods and procedures for 

making the model.  Firstly, the question of ownership will be 

addressed; next some possible issues with coding and naming of modes 

will be discussed; and finally the problem of intervention will be 

attended to. 

 

6.5.2.1 Ownership 

Predictably, but unfortunately, the ownership of the model—or at least 

agreement that the model accurately represented the writing process—

lay mostly with the two members who had contributed both 

retrospective descriptions of their processes as well as their reflective 

journals.  The least ownership was from the writer whose reflective 

journal was lost (it was evident that she was valiantly trying to find 

something nice to say about the model when she commented, “I like the 

colours”). 



 165 

 

That all the members did not feel a real ownership of the model may 

have been because their involvement in synthesising the model was, in 

reality, minimal. Although the data came from the WD members, the 

actual making of the model was done by me. The reasons for their 

relative lack of involvement (time) is understandable, however, it 

seems that a model truly synthesised by and for writers would ideally 

need to involve the writers themselves on a deeper level.  

 

6.5.2.2 Coding and naming 

Another significant problem with the model is that I did all the coding 

of moves by myself. Employing external coders would have allowed a 

more thorough checking of the codings for validity. The naming of the 

modes might represent a similar problem. While in most cases the 

names came from the data of the WD members, there were times when 

my preferences prevailed. 

 

6.5.2.3 Intervention 

Possibly the biggest problem with the model is that there was one time 

when I imposed my own preferences on the model (see section 6.3.2 on 

Structuring Mode). Re-visiting the data nearly three years later, it is 

striking even though they also used “structure”, it is clear that the WD 

members more often articulate the careful structuring of reader-based 

text as “writing”.  

 

There were reasons for choosing to not represent monitored text-

production as “writing” (see section 6.3.2), and the decision might be 

sound as a pedagogical intervention. However, if the model is intended 

to be synthesised involving the writers, and to represent the process as 
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it is articulated by writers, perhaps this is not an accurate 

representation.  

 

The model was designed to represent the processes of a small group of 

writers. In this sense, it was reasonably successful: five of the six 

writers in the WD group felt that the model was accurate. As with all 

case studies, however, the results or products of one case cannot be 

assumed to be generalisable to a larger audience. If the model were to 

be used in other contexts, it would need to be verified and examined 

from perspectives outside the WD group. Chapters 7 and 8 will discuss 

the verification of the model from three outside perspectives. 

. 
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7. Verifying the model part 1: Additional 

process descriptions, and first impressions  

 

To investigate the validity of the model, examining it from several 

different angles was necessary. The three angles taken were: 1) 

additional writing process descriptions, to see if the model might have 

the capacity to describe writing processes other than those on which it 

was based; 2) additional reactions to the model, to see how it may or 

may not resonate with other writers, and 3) a survey of the perceived 

usefulness of the model by writers who had not only passively received 

it in a presentation, but who had also put it to practical use.  

 

The additional writing process descriptions were collected from four 

sources: Twelve Postgraduate research writers, five academics, and 

three non-academic writers. In addition to these ‘outside’ writers, three 

of original WD members provided retrospective descriptions of the 

processes they had gone through to complete their dissertations. These 

23 descriptions were analysed, using the modes/moves from the 

Spinner Model as a framework. The analysis was done with a view to 

checking whether or not the framework might be a valid metaphor for 

describing the writing process of writers within, and beyond, the WD 

group.  

 

Concurrently with collecting and analysing additional process 

descriptions, writers’ reactions to the model were collected when the 

model was presented at academic conferences and faculty workshops. 

In these contexts, the model was presented to 17 different audiences. 

In all cases, detailed notes on the comments of audience members were 

made immediately following the presentation, and when possible, 

checked for accuracy. The comments were collected into a database, 
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and coded to see what, if any, themes emerged from this collection of 

comments.  

 

Finally, the model had been synthesised with the intention that it be 

useable to writers, for helping them understand and manage their 

writing processes. Thus, a third aspect that would need investigation 

would be how the model is used, and how useful it is perceived to be, by 

writers who had used it. The users of the model were, firstly, to a small 

extent, the WD members.  The second set of writers who had used the 

model was PhD students attending Writer Development courses in 

which the model was introduced and used. Questionnaires were 

administered twice during these courses:  the first shortly after the 

writers had been introduced to the model; the second two months after 

the introduction of the model. In addition to the questionnaires, during 

the course for PhD students, notes were taken on discussions that were 

had, and comments that were made, on the model. Similar to the 

comments collected from presentation audience members, the 

questionnaire responses and notes were put into a database, and 

content was analysed. 

 

The additional writing process descriptions, and the additional 

reactions to the model will be dealt with in this chapter. Chapter 8 will 

then look at the model in use, and Chapter 9 goes on to summarise the 

findings from the analyses in chapters 7 and 8.  

 

This chapter is organised in the following way: Section 7.1 will detail 

how the model was checked against additional descriptions of the 

writing process, collected from various sets of writers. The first set of 

descriptions are the dissertation processes of the WD members, the 

next set are descriptions from PhD writers, followed by descriptions 

from faculty members, and finally from non-academic writers. Next, 

section 7.2 examines the comments made by people who had been in 
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the audience when the model was presented at conferences and 

workshops. The sub-sections are organised according to themes that 

emerged from the data: doubts about the model, resonance with 

writers, other reactions from writers, reactions from teachers, and 

reactions from students. 

 

7.1. Checking the model against additional 

process descriptions  

If the post-process advocates (see chapter 4), and some WD members, 

were correct in their protest that there is not, and cannot be, a model of 

the writing process that will work for all writers in all situations, it 

seemed necessary to find out what the limitations of this model are. 

For which writers, in which situations, might this model be used as an 

accurate description of what writers see themselves doing during the 

writing process? In an attempt to begin to answer this question, 

process descriptions were collected from several different kinds of 

writer. There were three different groups of academic writers (the 

original WD members, PhD students, and faculty members), and three 

types of non-academic writer (poet/personal essayist, novelist, and 

copywriter—one writer each). 

 

Because the spinner intends to represent that the moves/modes of 

writing can be employed in infinite variations of frequency, sequence 

and distribution, and because a realistic analysis of these areas would 

require more detailed data (see section 5.2.3), these areas were noted 

while looking through the data, however, no hard analysis was done. 

The analysis was done, rather, to ascertain if the model might apply to 

other writers. Thus, the main focus of analysis was the five writing 

modes from the Spinner Model, with a view to seeing if these modes 

might be present (to a greater or lesser extent) in the processes of other 
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writers, and how well they might be used to describe how other writers 

see themselves going through the writing process.  

 

Using coloured highlighter pens (the same colours that appear on the 

wheel), the process descriptions were scrutinised, and all writing 

moves that would easily fit into one of the five writing modes from the 

spinner were highlighted in that colour. Anything that was not easily 

categorised into the existing five modes was highlighted in a different 

colour (orange), and studied later.  

 

The results of the analyses showed that, although some changes to the 

model might be considered, and although some adjustments and 

additions might be made to the model to accommodate individual 

processes, in general, the descriptions from all writers could fairly 

thoroughly be analysed using the framework of the current spinner 

model. Because the analysis procedures are relatively straightforward, 

once again to avoid tedious reading, a detailed description of the 

analysis will not be included. Instead, in cases where there was only 

one writer in a particular group, the analysis will be summarized in 

text. Where the process description is short, the description itself will 

also appear in-text. For writer-types with more than one 

representative, and process descriptions that are numerous, or long, 

the data will appear in the appendices, and summaries of analysis and 

results will appear in-text.  

 

The different groups of writers are presented in order of how similar 

their written product is to the writing produced in the original process 

descriptions (i.e. MA assignments). Thus, the dissertation process 

descriptions from the original WD group members are discussed first, 

followed by descriptions from PhD student writers, then descriptions 

from (professional) academic writers, and finally descriptions from the 



 171 

writers whose written product is least similar to MA assignments—

non-academic writers.  

 

7.1.1. Dissertation process descriptions of original 

WD group members 

Concurrent with collecting process descriptions from other writers, the 

original WD members, who had finished writing up their dissertations, 

were asked to provide a retrospective description of their dissertation-

writing processes. This was seen as an opportunity to check the 

reliability of the model. Would it stand up to additional data from the 

same writers, and be able to accurately (re)describe the processes of 

the writers for whom it was originally intended?  Three members 

complied. Points of interest in looking at these accounts were 1) 

whether or not the writers would perceive going through a similar 

process when writing the (longer) dissertation as they had when 

writing the assignments, and 2) whether the model, which was built on 

limited data, might be a reliable metaphor, given additional data by 

the same members, and 3) whether the dissertation process was 

influenced by pre-knowledge of the model.  

 

Examining the dissertation accounts with coloured highlighters 

revealed that the Writing Moves found in the dissertation process 

descriptions (found in Appendix 7.2) quite easily fit into the five mode 

slices from the Spinner Model.  There were some moves found in this 

data that had not explicitly been stated in the original descriptions; 

and some modes/moves were more highly represented here than in the 

original descriptions. However, there were no departures from the 

modes/moves of the original model that would suggest it to be 

inaccurate.  
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One point of interest was that the writer who had expressed discomfort 

with the idea of incubating and unloading when the original model was 

introduced, had both Incubating and Unloading moves in her process 

description. She did not specifically identify them as such, but the 

moves “then [I took] a biiiiiiiig break”, and “free-writing for practice 

part” indicate that she does engage in the modes. She does, however, 

later negatively evaluate her attempt at freewriting:  

I am reading what I wrote in the practice part, and find it total 
crap…freewriting is not my style 
  

thus concluding that unloading is indeed not a successful part of her 

process. 

 

The moves found in the dissertation descriptions that had not been 

explicitly stated in the original descriptions were the reading, and re-

reading of text for the purpose of evaluating, and re-writing.  This re-

reading move was found twice (once by each of two writers), and 

categorised as Structuring moves:  

I had to re-read that chapter a few times before it looked right 

and 

re-reading this is painful. Why can’t it be perfect the first time?  

 

The moves that were more heavily represented in these descriptions, in 

comparison to the original ones, were moves that indicated working 

with data: planning collection, collecting, and dealing with data. This 

is not surprising, given that length of the dissertation (15,000 words) 

and emphasis on original research would dictate that the writers 

would need to deal with data much more than in their 3000-word 

assignments. The data-collection moves were categorised as exploring 

moves (collecting ideas and information): 

What if [I] don’t get enough data?...and what if [my] data is no 
good?... [My] data turns out to be good [but] when do I know that 
I have enough data? …[I accept] that I have enough data, and 
[make] the first attempts to write 
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The moves indicating working with data, on the other hand, were 

categorised as Structuring moves. This was done because the writer 

who had specifically articulated working with the data, explained how 

the data categories had become chapters/structure in the dissertation: 

Then I divided the classroom data into eleven categories…this 
constituted the third chapter of my dissertation. After this I 
listened to the audio data…and I chose topics that arose from 
the data…[that] constituted the following chapters of the diss. 

 

What was particularly interesting about these descriptions is that they 

contained more explicit expressions of feelings than the either the 

original process descriptions (3 moves of 57 total), or than the data 

from freewriting, reflective journals, and audio recordings.  There were 

13 (of 61) writing episodes where the writers expressed feelings.  

 

Only one writer professed to enjoy the process of writing the 

dissertation, and this enjoyment was aside from experiencing stress 

when searching for a topic, and boredom when reading literature 

around the topic.  

For me the most stressful thing is finding a topic. I don’t find the 
rest of the process stressful…IF I have a topic.  I rather enjoy 
the rest to be honest….after confirmation of the topic follows the 
most boring part of the whole process: literature review. 
 

The other two writers, on the other hand, (explicitly) reported feelings 

of pleasure only when turning the dissertation in: “we handed in our 

dissertations and were happy ever since”, and “our dissertation babies 

were proudly submitted”.  

 

The other eight incidences of feelings reported while writing the 

dissertations were not so positive. The feelings ranged from innocuous, 

to quite serious. A little anxiety over having enough data, or occasional 

boredom might not be so worrying (“Boooooooring, describing lessons is 
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boooooring”). One writer, however reported slightly more serious 

feelings of inadequacy:  

Sitting in front of this shit hurts. It is disgusting. My findings 
are totally redundant, no one will ever read what I wrote.  

 

And the other writer described tearful ponderings on whether or not to 

actually finish the dissertation, or whether it was all worth it; 

I had weeks of doing absolutely nothing for the dissertation and 
just wondering what to do with my life and whether getting an 
MA was really worth it and if I couldn’t just be happy with the 
PostGrad Diploma…Anyway, after some tears and nerve-
wrecking talks with my mum I decided to try and finish the diss 
as well as I could... 

 

The writer who had seriously considered quitting, later felt that her 

feelings had been unnecessary (“such a shame in retrospective, isn’t it? 

I could kick myself somewhere really hard for this now…”). Even so, 

considering the strength of the negative feelings, and the danger she 

was in of giving up, perhaps Clark & Ivanic (1997) are correct in 

making these feelings central to their model. Recognising and 

incorporating the possibility of negative experiences might, if nothing 

else, let novice writers know that they are not strange if they 

experience some of these less than pleasant emotions, and knowing 

that it is normal, might put them somewhat at ease.  

 

Thus, the analysis of additional process descriptions from the WD 

members suggested that the Spinner Model might indeed be an 

essentially accurate metaphor for the writing processes of the writers 

for whom it was made.  A heightened awareness that feelings might 

need to be explicitly incorporated into the model was also taken 

forward from this analysis. 

 



 175 

7.1.2. Process descriptions of PhD writers 

Of initial interest, outside the WD group, were the process descriptions 

of writers working on their PhD theses. There were two reasons for 

looking at this group. Firstly, to get process descriptions of writers who 

are in a similar situation to the MA writers (doing research and 

writing for the purpose of working towards a degree), yet have more 

experience with academic writing. Secondly, although the model was 

designed to be useful to a certain set of MA writers, I did wonder if it 

might not be useful to postgraduate writers in general, and it seemed 

necessary to verify the model with a group of more experienced 

postgraduate writers as well as the group of writers for whom it had 

originally been constructed.   

 

These process descriptions were collected from PhD students from 

other universities who had attended writing retreats. There were 

twelve retreats altogether, with eight different sets of students. The 

retreats, which were set up specifically for PhD writers, ran for two or 

three days. I attended the retreats as facilitator rather than 

participant (see Section 2.2.3). From the 60-some students who were 

asked, 12 writers gave permission for their process descriptions to be 

used, and sent them to me. Although the spinner model had been used 

at these retreats, the participants were always asked to think about, 

and describe, their own writing processes before the Spinner Model was 

introduced to them. Thus, the notes about modes of writing found on 

some of the process descriptions (Appendix 7.3) were added after the 

spinner model had been presented.  

 

These PhD writing descriptions were treated in the same way as the 

WD dissertation descriptions: Moves were highlighted and colour-

categorised, as far as possible, into the modes from the spinner model; 

moves that would not easily fit into any of the modes were highlighted 
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in orange.  The highlighter-analysis revealed that there were few 

departures from the modes on the spinner model, with most of the 

moves easily fitting into the five modes. There were nine moves 

highlighted in orange. Three of these moves were expressing feelings, 

and three were seeking feedback (and were thus not new moves). Along 

with the three remaining orange moves, there some other moves that 

were noticeable, even though they had fit into the writing Modes from 

the spinner. The discussion below will focus on these un-categorised 

and conspicuous moves. 

 

The first three orange-coded moves were moves seeking response, with 

two of them from the same writer.  An explicit “Talk to Maria” 

appeared after “first draft”, and then “Maria” appeared after “2nd draft, 

incorporating comments”. It seems evident that Maria was a reader 

who responded to the writer’s first draft, and that these comments 

were taken up to produce a second draft. At which point Maria was 

consulted again. The third seeking-response move, from a different 

writer, occurred closer to the beginning of the process description: 

“Start off with talking abut ideas and thoughts”. Although this writer 

did not explicitly say she was seeking response to her ideas and 

thoughts, it seems unlikely that she would simply talk without getting 

some kind of response. If it can be assumed that the third move is 

indeed a response-seeking move, this data reinforces the data from the 

WD members, that response can come at any time in the process.   

 

The second set of noticeable moves is explicit evaluative moves. One 

writer had two moves, expressed as questions, evaluating the written 

product, or possibly content of her writing:  “How relevant to overall 

argument?” and “How applicable to results”?  

 

Although, as discussed in 5.2.2.4 above, the evaluation of one’s own 

writing is implicit in re-writing moves, and has thus not been made a 
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separate mode on the spinner model. The other evaluative move was 

not evaluating the written product, but rather the process: 

Build big Picture, try to build whole structure in head. Not 
healthy! Should get something down sooner! 
 

This evaluating-the-process episode is not unlike that from the Writer 

1 (in the original WD process descriptions) who tried to “be productive 

a day” found that it “did not work”, and thus decided to work on her 

other assignment (see section 5.2.2.4). The WD writer had attempted 

to produce some monitored text, and finding she was stuck, switched to 

Incubating mode on one assignment while she structured another 

assignment. The PhD writer here is evaluating as unhealthy her 

attempt to get a big picture of her entire project in her head, rather 

than on paper. The mode shift she recommends to herself is to shift 

from ruminating (active reflection mode) to either unloading or 

structuring mode.  

 

This Mode-Shift pattern of attempt → negative evaluation of the 

attempt → mode change is one that is repeated by writers in their 

processes (see section 8.2.2.3). So far, however, no data from the PhD 

students has explicitly stated whether the results of the change are 

more favourable than the original attempt. There was one indication 

from the WD process descriptions indicating that the mode-shift was 

successful. The WD member who was in danger of quitting her MA 

studies all together, used (perhaps unconsciously) the mode-shift as 

part of her strategy for getting herself going again. In her retrospective 

description of her dissertation process, she wrote: 

I decided to try and finish the diss as well as I could and making 
up for four lost weeks. So I took on reading again and also 
started writing first drafts of the diss… I called the files 'draft' 
and suddenly I was able to write... psychology is such an 
interesting thingy, isn't it ?! 
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After four weeks of failed attempts at producing monitored text for a 

reader, she shifted to Exploring Mode (reading), and indicates that by 

naming the files ‘draft’, she was able to write again. This might be a 

shift to Unloading, or at least a shift to producing text that did not 

need to be perfect, but the result was positively evaluated. 

 

The same PhD writer who had recorded evaluative moves also had the 

only explicit reference to a reader in all of the postgraduate (MA and 

PhD) descriptions. This move was expressed simply as “think of 

reader”.  Thinking of a reader can, again, be assumed to be implicit in 

Structuring Mode, as producing reader-based text would dictate the 

necessity for a postgraduate writer to, at the very least, consider the 

requirements set forth by the university—which the reader (or at least 

the examiner) would use to assess the written work. Another writer 

expressed what might have been an awareness of the reader by 

expressing feelings of worry: “worry about getting perfect structure”.  

 

Worry and panic were the two negative feelings found in two of the 

process descriptions: “Worry about…[having an ineffective way of 

doing things]” and “Panic”. The “panic” move was preceded by two 

incidences of “try to pressure myself into starting on time”, and “Really 

try to pressure myself”. It was these “try to pressure myself” moves 

that evaded easy categorisation. A similar move, from a different 

writer, was “Eventually be compelled to write things down”. The “write 

things down”, of course, could be either Unloading or Structuring. It 

seems, however, that these two writers by “trying to pressure” 

themselves, or “eventually being compelled” to write might have 

identified a different aspect of the writing process—the need for 

strategies to keep the process moving.  

 

The mode-shift strategy, as used by the WD writer (section 5.2.2.4) and 

above, and recommended by the PhD student mentioned above, is one 
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such strategy for keeping the process moving. According to 

Zimmerman & Risemberg (1997), there are three types of these “self-

regulation” strategies: behavioural, environmental, and covert (ibid: 

78). A full discussion of these types of strategies is beyond the scope of 

this thesis, however the mode-shift strategy would fall into the 

category of ‘behavioural’ strategies, where a writer closely monitors 

and assess her writing activities. According to Zimmerman and 

Risemberg, experienced writers are aware of what factors might 

interrupt their productivity, and have a repertoire of strategies to deal 

with possible blocks and pitfalls (for an amusing account of some of the 

strategies of famous authors, please see the article).  

 

A similar move, expressed by one writer, was the “pre-work ritual” of 

“clear[ing] desk [and] work area”.  These moves were identified by the 

writer herself as Incubating moves (noted on her process description 

after the spinner model presentation), but this brought to light an 

interesting contrast in writing “process” as opposed to writing or 

writing “strategies”, which are things that facilitate getting writing 

done, such as setting time limits, listening to music, or writing in 

certain places, or at certain times of the day (Zimmerman and 

Risemberg, 1997). One of the other students on the course suggested 

that it is a good idea to do this pre-work ritual the night before, when 

completing a day’s writing, rather than doing it in the morning before 

starting. When this was suggested, however, the writer protested that 

this incubating ritual was what “gets [her] in the mood” for writing in 

the morning, reinforcing Schneider’s (2003) suggestion that what 

works for one writer does not necessarily work for another, and each 

writer needs to find her own way.  

  

The descriptions from the PhD students were less emotion-intensive 

than the dissertation descriptions from the WD members (only 3 moves 

in 12 descriptions, as opposed to 13 moves in three).  The task of 
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writing a thesis is, after all (if looking at word-count and time-frame), 

at least quadruple the task of writing a dissertation, and would thus 

seem to be at least as, if not more, prone to ups and downs in emotion. 

It could be that the WD members knew me much better than any of 

the PhD students did, and felt comfortable enough to reveal those 

negative feelings; or it could be that the PhD students, having 

(presumably) gone through the ordeal of a master’s dissertation, were 

less susceptible to the feelings of inadequacy and despair than the MA 

students. 

 

One thing made clear by the data was that writers consistently use 

‘writing’ to mean the careful drafting of text for a reader, rather than 

to mean the entire process, or even to mean un-monitored writing as 

well as monitored writing.  While ‘structure’ was used once to indicate 

structuring of text (from the move mentioned earlier, “worry about 

getting perfect structure”), most of the time ‘structure’ seemed to 

indicate some kind of an outline (“Structure—as a map”), and was 

contrasted by ‘write’ to mean the structuring of reader-based text. One 

writer even made it explicit that all of her writing moves that had not 

produced reader-based text were not ‘proper writing’: 

Only after [reading, and writing summaries, and making notes] 
do I start doing any ‘proper’ writing”.   
 

Although she had ‘proper’ in inverted commas, it does seem that 

‘writing’ to most of the writers does mean the ‘proper’ drafting of text 

intended for a reader. This was indicated by ‘writing’ or ‘write’ 

consistently being surrounded by other Structuring moves such as 

‘make an outline’ or ‘make a plan’, and contrasted with ‘re-writing’, 

which appeared as separate moves in all of the process descriptions.   

 

As mentioned in Section 6.3.2, the use of the term ‘writing’ to mean the 

production of monitored text was deliberately avoided on the Spinner 
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model.  This was done for the purpose of validating, as equally 

important, the other modes of writing that are not the careful 

structuring of text, but are indeed parts of the entire process of 

writing. This validation of other modes of writing is potentially 

empowering for writers (see section 9.1.3.1), so it seems that the 

decision to avoid the term ‘writing’ to mean only one kind of text 

production, might have been a sound one, and one worth adhering to. 

However, it is clear from the data that writers do not, at least before 

they are introduced to the Spinner model, consider outlining, 

producing monitored text, and re-writing to be all the same 

Structuring Mode of writing.  

 

When writers were introduced to the model (after they had written 

their own process description), even though the spinner represented 

something different to their own descriptions, there was only one 

protest to the spinner diluting ‘proper writing’ by putting it in a mode 

with many other moves.  It would be ideal to collect writing process 

descriptions from the same writers at a later date, so see if their 

perceptions of ‘proper writing’ had shifted.  

  

One final, delightful move found at the end of a process description by 

one PhD writer was “Pub—end”.  This supports the WD members’ 

observation that the writing process ends with a celebration. 

 

In summary, what was noted from the analysis of MA and PhD writing 

process descriptions was that the Spinner Model is not an inaccurate 

metaphor for the writing processes of postgraduate students. However, 

if the model were to be made more accurate, or more encompassing to 

all the moves expressed by the student writers, some changes might be 

considered: feelings, and seeking response might be made more explicit 

in the visual model, and strategies (which were not discussed in the 
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original model) might fit into a model of the writing process that is 

meant to help writers write.   

 

Having looked at the descriptions from postgraduate students of 

varying experience, next to be considered is the academic writing of 

faculty members.  

 

7.1.3. Process descriptions of faculty members  

Along with the writing processes of postgraduate students, of further 

interest were the process descriptions of academic writers who not only 

had more experience in writing academic prose than either the WD 

group members, or PhD students, but who also have to write academic 

prose as part of their jobs. If writers get better at writing with time 

and experience (Alamargot  & Chanquoy, 2001) it would be interesting 

to know if the process itself changes, or if only the product. It would 

also be interesting to find out if experienced academic writers see 

themselves engaging in the same modes/moves of writing as novice 

academic writers.  

 

It was not practical to collect numerous process descriptions, and 

analyse them in a detailed way.  What was sought, instead, was simply 

an impression of whether or not the model might describe what more 

experienced, professional, academic writers saw themselves doing in 

their writing processes.   

 

To collect data from these writers, an e-mail message was sent to 

fifteen academics of my acquaintance, excluding any faculty members 

with whom I had already discussed the model in any capacity. From 

the 15 requests, five descriptions were received (Appendix 7.4). A 

highlighter examination of the process descriptions revealed that all of 

the modes from the spinner model were represented, to greater or 



 183 

lesser extent, in the data. The moves that were highlighted in orange 

(as not fitting into one of the five modes of the spinner) all fell into 

categories that had previously been identified from looking at the WD 

or PhD data: statements of feelings, seeking response, and writing 

strategies. The discussion that follows, then, will focus on the 

noteworthy differences between these descriptions and the descriptions 

of the MA and PhD students. 

 

Similar to the PhD students’ descriptions, there were fewer statements 

of feelings (4 instances in five descriptions) than in the WD 

dissertation descriptions. Three of these four statements of feelings 

were from one writer, whose entire process was one of feeling: “Panic 

from the start, panic in the middle, and panic at the end”.  The only 

other statement of feelings in the five descriptions is one writer 

reporting “get[ting] mad” when her partner gave her feedback on her 

writing.  

 

Another notable difference in these process descriptions of faculty 

members, as opposed to postgraduate students, was the explicitly-

stated awareness of audience and purpose. The only reference to a 

reader in the WD descriptions was one where the writer was convinced 

that her work was so “redundant” that “no one [would] ever read [it]”. 

The PhD descriptions had two references to a reader. In contrast, three 

of the five academics made explicit statements showing awareness of 

the reader when constructing reader-based text—who the reader is, 

and what impact the writer wants to have on the reader. One very 

experienced writer, in fact, said that her writing process is “all about 

audience and purpose for [her]”. Another writer talked about the 

‘impact’ she wanted to have (presumably on a reader),  

I think in terms of dynamic organization…trying to orchestrate 
the ideas for the greatest impact, whatever impact it is I’m 
working toward.  
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A third writer reports being most productive when she has to “write 

something for a specific audience to read, telling them something 

specific [she] wants them to know”.  

 

This difference in awareness of audience and purpose could support the 

assertion that as writers mature, they have a broader sense of 

audience, and write more for an audience than for themselves 

(Berninger, 1996: 213; Hairston, 1982: 86). It could also, however, be 

due to more pragmatic reasons. Namely, that the audience and 

purpose of postgraduate writing are clearly pre-defined, and do not 

need to be explicitly stated by the writer when describing her process, 

because they can be considered given. The purpose for having 

postgraduate writers produce academic writing is, ostensibly, to 

prepare them as writers who will contribute to their fields of study, 

and publish to a wider academic audience. However, with the exception 

of PhD by publication, the writing that both MA and PhD students are 

engaging in is really just written to a small audience of assessors 

(sometimes only one). Furthermore, the underlying purpose is to 

display that they have what it takes—in thinking, researching, and 

writing skills—to be awarded either a master’s degree or doctoral 

degree. In short, the purpose for postgraduate writing is to pass; the 

audience is the 1~4 people who will read the writing and deem whether 

or not it is pass-worthy. This might possibly make the writing of 

postgraduate students as much about ‘display’ writing, similar to that 

of EFL students as it is about having something they want to say, and 

certain people to whom they want to say it. Raimes (1991:415) explains 

that her students are aware of different types of writing, and that: 

In practice, I and many of my colleagues teach two types of 
writing in our classes: writing for [expression]…and writing for 
display (i.e., examination writing).  

 

Thus, it could be that the novice writers are less aware of their 

audience and purpose, but another factor might be that their audience 



 185 

and purpose are less open to variety than the audience and purpose of 

academic writers who have already displayed that they can pass.  

 

Another interesting finding from the data was that different writers 

put emphasis on different modes of writing, reinforcing the WD group 

members’, and researchers’ (Ede 2006; Torrance et al., 1996), 

observation that not everyone engages in every mode, and not everyone 

spends the same amount of time in the modes they do have in common. 

For example, while three of the writers did not mention any kind of 

incubating, another writer’s description was peppered with explicit 

Incubation moves—both passive and active:  

Then I think about it for a long time. Days. Weeks. I think about 
it deliberately sometimes. Sometimes, it just rolls around the 
back of my mind…then [after deciding on form and tone] I think 
about it some more…[after writing a brainstormed draft] I 
usually let it sit for a little while.  
 

Another writer observed that the “key for [him] is organisation and 

structure”, and carried on to explain that most of his writing process 

was organizing, and then finally, 

the actual writing I view as a gluing process. Taking all my 
notes, cutting and pasting them into the outline and sticking 
them together with some kind of narrative/explanation. 

 

In contrast to these ‘heavy planners” (Ede, 2008:31), there seemed to 

also be a “sequential composer” (ibid) who reported multiple drafts and 

getting regular response:  

I would get several iterations of feedback on my draft 
abstract…I get several readers for my book…I have done three 
major re-writes [of a journal paper]…so far”  

 

There were no ‘heavy revisers’ represented in this group (writers who 

just get started with a lot of Unloading, and then Structure it later on). 

This might support the claim that better writers engage less in 

producing writer-based text (Flower 1979). However, given that some 
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well-published academic writers report processes heavy in Unloading 

(for example, Elbow, who invented Freewriting (1981), and Badley who 

encourages writers to “write first and pay later”, (2008a: 1), this may 

simply mean that none of the writers who sent me descriptions happen 

to work in this way. 

 

In fact, even though none of the writers seemed to engage in as much 

Unloading as a heavy reviser might do, three of the writers did have 

Unloading moves in their writing process descriptions.  One writer was 

aware, and explicit, about when her text was being written for herself, 

and when it was being written for the reader:  

I dot back and forth between the two: what they’ve asked for, 
and just jotting down what I know and want to say.  
 

Two other writers, as well, reported unloading moves.  One with a 

simple, “freewrite a first draft”, the other with more detail: 

I sit down and write it all down on paper. Lists, diagrams, rough 
drafts. I write everything that comes to mind…do a 
brainstormed version of the whole thing. 

 

Other than the one writer who saw the ‘actual’ writing being a gluing 

process, there were no references to ‘proper writing’ meaning the 

production of text for a reader. Generally speaking, these writers 

seemed to more or less continually have the eventual reader in mind, 

but spoke in terms of “drafts”, and “re-writing”, and in some cases, 

“freewriting” as part of the process that produces the eventual end 

product. 

 

Thus, an analysis of these writers’ process descriptions indicated that 

all of the modes from the Spinner Model are engaged in by seasoned 

academic writers as well as novices. The notion that writers engage in 

the modes in varying degrees was reinforced. What was also reinforced 
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was that feelings during writing, and seeking feedback during writing 

are consistently part of how writers describe their processes. 

 

Aside from finding that the model, with some adjustments for 

individuals, might indeed be a valid metaphor for the writing processes 

of professional academic writers, as well as postgraduate students, 

another interesting aspect of the data, was the awareness expressed by 

these writers. Two of the writers made explicit references to their 

potential writing weaknesses, and to some strategies they had for 

dealing with the problems.  One writer expressed her awareness of 

“[her] tendency to put in too many ideas in one argument”, so to deal 

with this problem, she “check(s) the structure carefully”. Another 

writer was aware of his tendency to procrastinate, and was thus very 

disciplined in his writing times and spaces. The heavy planning writer, 

though not necessarily seeing it as a problem that needed a solution, 

did express an awareness of her different writing preferences in 

comparison to other writers 

I’ve realized, that I do much prewriting in my head—compared 
to some people.  I think about it a long time, and take a long 
time…so it’s a slow process for me.  
 

These experienced writers’ awareness of preferences and weaknesses, 

along with having, at hand, possible solutions for problems, seems to 

reinforce the notion that as writers develop, they become more aware 

of their weaknesses, and have more strategies to deal with them 

(Zimmerman & Risemberg, 1997), and that part of developing as a 

writer is making a conscious effort to identify weaknesses, and employ 

strategies. 

 

On the other hand, the awareness could be related to participation in 

writers’ groups. One of the reported benefits of participating in a 

writers’ group is developing awareness of one’s own writing 

preferences, practices, shortcomings, etc, and from the awareness, 
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finding solutions (Elbow, 1981:97). By chance, all of the academic who 

described their processes are involved in writers’ groups, and had been 

for some years.  Although certainly nothing can be suggested from this 

little data (it could simply be personality or writing experience), it 

would be interesting to find out if there is a difference in this kind of 

awareness between writers who attend writers’ groups, and writers 

who do not. 

 

Having looked at the writing process descriptions of three different 

experience-levels of academic writer, next, writers who write non-

academic genres will be considered. 

 

7.1.4. Process descriptions of non-academic writers  

Of particular interest were the processes of writers who write in genres 

outside of academia.  This interest is in light of the claim that there is 

no writing process that can define writing for all writers in all 

situations (Kent, 2002). Would a model that is intended to describe the 

writing process of a few novice academic writers also be applicable to 

writers of other genres as well?  

 

By chance, the process descriptions of two non-academic, professional 

writers (a copywriter and a novelist) became available.  Due to time 

constraints, and to the fact that the main focus of the model is indeed 

on the academic writer, embarking on a large data-collection mission 

was not practical. However, with the two descriptions already at hand, 

enlisting the help, and the process description, of a close friend who 

regularly publishes poetry and personal essays, yielded a reasonably-

sized sub-corpus.  
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7.1.4.1 Creative essayist/poet 

The creative writer was asked the same question as the academic 

writers at conferences, “what is the process you go through, from 

beginning to end, to get a finished piece of writing”? She replied in an 

e-mail message, and as the description is concise, it is reproduced in 

full here with the episodes numbered for ease of discussion. Since there 

are two process descriptions, one for poetry, and one for personal essay, 

the episodes for the first process are numbered 1~6, and the episodes 

for the second process are numbered 1a~7a: 

 

Poetry: 

I’ve written more poetry than anything else, and have been 

writing it pretty much the same way since I was about six years 

old.  

(1) Words start coming to my mind with an emotion, and 

impression, an image that strikes me.   

(2) I write a lot of it in my head before I write anything down, 

and I say it over and over, often aloud, changing it as I go, trying 

to make the words fit the inspiration.  

(3) After I have some done, I write it down, double-spaced, and 

study it to make changes.   

(4) Usually, I leave it out on the table somewhere, and the back 

of my mind keeps working on it, even when I’m busy with 

something else.   

(5) When a better word choice, arrangement, or whatever, comes 

to me, I grab a pencil and write it into the poem.  This can take a 

long time, or it can be done in half an hour!  

(6) Finally, I decide to call it finished, although I don’t really feel 

that it is. 

 

 



 190 

Personal Essay: 

The prose form that I've written the most [is the personal essay], 

and [it is] the form of writing that I find the most satisfying.   

(1a) I start with an idea, an insight, a memory, and so on,  

(2a) and I do a lot of freewriting, just brainstorming on paper.   

(3a) As I write, more ideas and thoughts and memories come, 

and I just write it all down.   

(4a) When I feel I've covered all I can think of, I start organizing 

it, and I'll use different ways of organizing, depending on my 

purpose.  I think, in general, in terms of introductory portion, 

body, and concluding portion, main ideas and supporting ideas, 

and so on….Do I want to amuse? Instruct? Inform? Convince? 

Share? Arouse empathy? 

(5a) From there, I go to a double-spaced first draft, study and 

revise that,  

(6a) and on to more drafts and rewrites.  The more I've written, 

the more fierce I've become about taking out the unnecessary 

stuff, the "precious" stuff, and making the writing tight, elegant, 

flowing.  

(7a) Throughout this process, I read it aloud to myself. To me, 

writing is an aural process; I've come to trust my ears much 

more than my eyes.  

 

I've written a lot of academic prose, too, and the process isn't so 

much different from the personal essay.  The content, of course, 

is much different.  

 

Although Polishing & Publishing moves are not explicitly stated, all of 

the other writing modes from the spinner model are represented in 

these process descriptions. Episodes 1, 1a, 2a, and 3a point to 

Exploring and Unloading moves  
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start with an idea…freewriting, brainstorming on paper, more 
ideas and thoughts and memories come, and I just write it all 
down.  
 

Episodes 3, 5 and 4a~6a shows Structuring moves, both global 

structuring, drafting of text, and re-structuring the text.  An 

awareness of an eventual audience, and how she wants the audience to 

react to her writing (purpose) is also indicated (“…do I want to amuse”, 

etc), and incorporated into the Structuring and re-structuring in 4a. 

Incubating, both passive and active, is found in episodes 2 (“I write a 

lot of it in my head before I write anything down”) and 4 (“…and the 

back of my mind keeps working on it, even when I’m busy with 

something else”). An awareness of a reader is also apparent in 6a, and 

7a, where the writer reports wanting her writing to be “tight, elegant, 

[and] flowing”. She reads her writing aloud, presumably to make sure 

it sounds tight, elegant, and flowing. Although it is not explicitly stated 

that the writing is published to the intended audience, move 6 “finally 

I decide to call it finished, although I don’t really feel that it is”, 

expresses the end of the process.   

 

Episode 7a is of particular interest, as the writer might be introducing 

what is, for her, a separate mode of writing: reading aloud—the aural 

mode of writing (which she reports employing throughout the process). 

Certainly reading writing aloud could be part of the Structuring Mode, 

assuming that one is reading for the purpose of improving the text for 

the sake of a reader.  This writer, however, puts enough emphasis on 

the aural moves to suggest that for her, it might be a mode on its own. 

This is consistent with a faculty member (pg 207) who mentions that 

he “would add reading [his] writing to the [spinner] model”.  

 

What is also striking is the impromptu comment about the process of 

producing academic prose being quite the same as the process of 

producing a personal essay, even though the content is different. It 



 192 

seems, then, at least for this writer, the Spinner Model, while perhaps 

needing some adjustments, is not incompatible with the creative 

writing process. 

 

7.1.4.2 Novelist 

The writing process description of the novelist appeared in the back of 

one of her novels (Appendix 7.5). The description is re-typed here, with 

episode numbers and spaces added for ease of reading. 

 

1) I like to get started as soon as I can prise my eyes open in the 

mornings, and will often sit in bed for an hour with my laptop 

and a cup of tea.   

2) The minute I come downstairs there’s usually a whole heap of 

chores waiting for me, so if I’ve already done some writing I feel 

more in control.  

3) Once I’ve run round after my messy family, cursing them 

roundly and vowing to make them do more to help around the 

house, I make some coffee and Mishka and I get stuck in for a 

good few hours either in the study where it’s warm or in front of 

the fire in the living-room.   

4) When she thinks I’m in danger of atrophying she drags me 

out for a walk up the hill behind the house, which is a great 

opportunity for working on the plot of whatever I’m writing.  I 

think I probably talk to myself during these walks—I get some 

funny looks from other walkers sometimes—so having Mishka 

with me is a great cover.  

 

5) As for my writing process—I start with a really broad idea 

and live with it for a few weeks.  I like to let a character brew for 

a bit before putting anything more than a few notes in writing.  

It’s a little like having a houseguest around the place.   
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6) Then I jot down some ideas for the plot, although these are a 

moveable feast and tend to change and evolve as the characters 

and storyline develop.   

7) And then one day I just think, right, time to get going, and I 

sit down and write the opening line.  I love opening lines: all 

that potential in a sentence or two.   

8) After that I’m fairly disciplined: I have a target word count I 

have to hit each week, otherwise I feel guilty.  

9) I never get writer’s block.  I get writer’s laziness sometimes, 

or writer’s too-much-washing-and-ironing-to do, or writer’s it’s-a-

sunny-day-I’ll-do-the-garden-for-an-hour-or-so, but not writer’s 

block.  I think you have to write through any block, on those 

grunged-up days when you don’t feel you’ve got anything to say, 

just sit down and write—anything. Even if you think it’s a pile of 

mince. You can always go back and revise it later, and nine 

times out of ten you discover that it isn’t mince at all, or at least 

not all of it—it was just your mood that particular day that 

made you think it was.  

McPhee, 2009: 308 

 

Episodes 1~3 seem, like the PhD student (who had her ‘pre-writing 

ritual’) to be describing writing habits, or strategies, rather than 

process.  In moves such as “sit[ting] in bed for an hour with [her] 

laptop”, and “get[ting] stuck in for a good few hours” she is presumably 

working, but does not reveal exactly what she is doing, as far as the 

writing process. Rather, she is explaining her environmental writing 

strategies (Zimmerman & Risemberg, 1997): she writes in bed for a bit 

before doing chores, and then writes for several hours after doing 

chores. She is also explaining the location of her writing: in bed, and 

then either in the study or in the living room.  In episode 2, she 

explains that this way of operating gives her a sense of control, which 

could be considered a writing strategy. Episode 8 explains another 
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strategy—this time how she keeps going once she has got going: “I 

have a word count I have to hit each week, otherwise I feel guilty”, 

which is given an example of a behavioural strategy (ibid.).  

 

Episode 3 is a combination of habits and process. Her routine is to 

write until her dog decides she needs a break. On this break, however, 

she engages in active Incubation: “[this walk with the dog] is a great 

opportunity for working on the plot of whatever I’m writing”. Like the 

WD member in Section 6.2.3, she talks to herself while ruminating.  

 

She starts her process by Incubating, “[getting] a really broad idea and 

liv[ing] with it for a few weeks…let[ting] the character brew for a bit.” 

After Incubating, she “put[s] a few notes in writing”.  This move of 

making a few notes, and the first move in Episode 5 “jot down some 

ideas for the plot” could be either Exploring (gathering ideas) or 

Unloading (getting the ideas on paper), or a combination of the two. 

That she calls her notes a “moveable feast” that “tend to change” 

indicates that this is not structured writing for an audience, but rather 

ideas to Explore, or Unload, or both.  A quite explicit episode of 

Unloading, and the necessity of it, is found in episode 9: “…you have to 

write through every block…Just sit down and write—anything. Even if 

you think it’s a pile of mince, you can always go back and revise it 

later”.  

 

Although she articulates only one Structuring move, found in Episode 

7, “I sit down and write the opening line”, it seems that she, like the 

MA and PhD students, regards Structuring as the ‘proper’ writing: her 

Structuring move is preceded by a decision that, after all this 

Incubating, some Unloading and/or Exploring, it is finally “time to get 

going” (Episode 7, emphasis added).  
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There are no explicit statements of evaluating her writing, nor are 

there any explicit Polishing & Publishing moves, or mentions of 

audience awareness in the description. These moves, however, can be 

assumed, given that the product was printed and published. 

 

Her statements of feeling were interesting, in that they were both 

negative, and in that they both echo postgraduate student writers’ 

feelings: In Episode 8 she articulates needing to stave off feelings of 

guilt; and in Episode 9 she reports that occasionally her mood causes 

her to think that what she is writing is a pile of mince. These feelings 

of guilt are not unlike the PhD writer who tries to pressure herself into 

writing; and her feeling that she is producing a pile of mince is not 

unlike the WD writer who felt disgusted looking at her writing. What 

is different about this writer is that she has a strategy for staving off 

the guilt (setting and reaching a word-count goal); and she is more 

relaxed in the feeling of writing mince, knowing that “nine times out of 

ten [she will] discover that it isn’t mince at all, or at least not all of 

it…it was just [her] mood that day.”  

 

It seems that the writing process of this novelist is not entirely 

different from the processes of the various academic writers. In fact, 

what was particularly interesting about this process description was 

how lexically similar it was, in some places, to the descriptions of the 

WD writers: in Episode 5 she talks of letting a character “brew” for a 

bit—a term that is not unlike “steep”, which was suggested by the WD 

writers as an appropriate term for passive Incubation. “Writing a pile 

of mince” is a slightly more polite way to describe “writing crap”, as one 

WD member expressed it. 
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7.1.4.3 Copywriter 

In an impromptu interview, the copywriter was asked: “What is the 

process you go through when writing the things you write?” The 

interview was unplanned, so no recording devices or writing utensils 

were readily available. The account below was written out immediately 

afterward, and has been checked and adjusted, by the interviewee, for 

accuracy.  

 

I have written about everything from chainsaws to designer t-

shirts…. 

(1) I basically have to start by finding out as much about the 

product—whatever it is—as I possibly can, whether or not the 

information will end up being included in what I’m writing. 

Even for a manual on medical imaging equipment, I might go 

and have a chat with the technicians, or engineers, and find out 

all the technical side of things, even though I know the audience 

of what I’m writing will never see that information in the final 

version.   

(2) When I have all the information, I’ll just sit down and get 

stuck in writing the manual, or the flyer or whatever project it is 

that I’m working on.  

(3) I might go through and make the structure, and write the 

important parts in each section  

(4) and then later go back and script it. I might be able to do the 

general outline things at night, but I work better in the morning 

for the writing.  

 

A press release is easy because there’s a set formula.  

(5) I just figure out what I need to say, and then put it into that 

formula.  I can write a press release in 10 minutes with my eyes 

closed. 
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(6) It’s really all about structure and audience. I get the 

structure figured out, and know who I’m writing to, and the rest 

is filling in the blanks. 

 

In the description from the copywriter, like that of the novelist, 

polishing and publishing seem assumed, and are not overtly referred 

to. In contrast to the novelist, however, the copywriter articulates no 

Incubating moves, and only briefly mentions moves that might be 

considered Unloading— in Episode 3, “write the important parts in 

each sections”.  He instead describes a process that requires a lot of 

Exploring (Episode 1) before getting ‘stuck in’ to the Structuring 

(Episodes 2, 3, and 4): “get stuck in writing”, “make the sections”, 

“script”, “outline”.  

 

This writer’s emphasis on audience and structure, found in Episode 6 

(“It’s really all about structure and audience”), is not unlike two 

academics, mentioned in the previous section, who report that writing 

is “all about audience…” and “the key…is organisation and structure”.  

 

There is one mention of strategies or habits in episode 4, where he 

explains that some Structuring (outlining) can be done at night, but 

that ‘writing’ is better done in the morning.  His contrast between 

being able to do the ‘general outline’ at night, but that the ‘writing’ is 

done in the morning, is another indication that most writers might 

consider outlining and drafting of monitored text to be two different 

modes of writing, rather than one mode, as the Spinner Model 

represents them to be. 

 

 

When later shown the Spinner Model, this writer readily agreed that it 

was an accurate description of his writing process, noting that if he 
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were writing longer pieces, he might do more Unloading. His 

observation about Incubating was:  

The whole process is Incubating! I just do something else for as 
long as I can until the deadline is unavoidable, and then I get 
stuck in, usually cursing myself for waiting so long!  

 

Although the data collected from these three writers are cursory, all of 

the modes from the Spinner Model are accounted for, and none of the 

moves of the non-academic writers were strikingly different from 

moves by the novice and professional academic writers. It seems 

possible that the model might apply to writers, and writing, outside 

academia.  

 

What these analyses of the writing process descriptions from various 

types of writer has hinted at, is that the modes represented on the 

Spinner Model are indeed modes of writing that writers, regardless of 

experience or genre, do employ. What also emerged, in support of the 

model, is that different writers employ these modes in varying 

frequency—so keeping the modes equally-proportioned on the visual 

representation, and letting different writers make adjustments 

accordingly, is likely a good idea. 

 

Taking note of these insights gained from the analysis of writing 

processes, the next section will look at how well writers themselves 

found the model to describe their processes of writing. 

 

7.2. Reactions to the model from presentation 

audience members 

In addition to collecting impromptu descriptions from writers, and 

trying to establish whether or not their processes could be described by 

use of the Spinner Model, to get a rounded picture of the degree of 

validity of the model it was also necessary also to hear the voices of 
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other writers themselves—to see how well they saw their writing 

process fitting the model, or, ideally, the model fitting their writing 

processes. It is one thing for me to look at someone’s writing process, 

look at the Spinner model, use my highlighter pens, and conclude that 

it fits. It is quite another thing for a writer to look at the model, be able 

to see her process in the model, and conclude that it fits.   

 

The reason the model had come into being in the first place was 

because the writing process models that had been shown to the WD 

writers did not resonate with them—they could not see their own 

processes in the models. To get a sense of whether or not this model 

was any kind of an improvement (in the resonance sense), the first 

impressions of writers would need to be considered. What was aimed 

for was getting writers’ gut reactions to the model the first time they 

saw it.  If a model is going to be useable to a writer, it also needs to be 

easily accessible—the writer should not have to spend much time 

working out what the model means, and should be able to tell quite 

quickly whether or not the model resonates as something that 

describes her writing process. Thus, it was writers’ spontaneous 

reactions to the model that were sought.  

 

These spontaneous reactions were collected from three sources: firstly, 

at academic conferences, secondly at workshops and presentations to 

which I had been invited, and thirdly at writers’ retreats for PhD 

students. These reactions from the PhD students will be dealt with in 

Chapter 8, where the use of the model is discussed. The next sections 

will look at the reactions from academic writers who had been in 

attendance at Spinner Model presentations (more details about these 

presentations were discussed in section 2.2.2.1).  

 

Along with comments made during the usual question and answer 

session after presentations, and comments made by people who 
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approached me later on, notes were also jotted down in two short time-

spaces during the presentation. Before presenting the model itself, 

audience members were given five minutes to describe their own 

writing processes; after the model was presented, five more minutes 

were allocated for audience members to discuss how they would (if they 

indeed could at all) adjust the spinner model to reflect their own 

process. During these two periods, I noted, as much as possible, the 

things I heard people saying. Obviously, this has problems as a data 

collection method:  I could only hear the people who were quite near 

me, and although I did circulate when I could, it is entirely possible 

that my ear was tuned more for positive comments than negative.  

 

There were 67 comments collected from the 17 presentations. Of these 

67, five were made about the presentation itself, but not necessarily 

about the model, and were thus not considered as part of the analysis.  

An additional four comments were asking whether the model had been 

published, so that it could be cited. These were also left out. The next 

obvious category was comments made by people who seemed dubious, 

in some way, about the model.  These (nine) comments were coded D. 

There were 13 comments that explicitly indicated that the model 

resonated with the writers in its accuracy in describing their writing 

processes. These were coded R. There were four comments expressing 

both resonance (to the person’s own writing process) and dubiousness 

(regarding the model’s usefulness as a teaching tool)—these were put 

into both categories. The remaining comments were not so easily 

divided according the content of the comment, but rather lent 

themselves more to be categorised according to the perspective from 

which the comment was made, as follows.  

 

Although it is assumed that all the audience members were academic 

writers in some capacity, some of the comments were made from 

perspectives other than a writer’s. The three perspectives from which 
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audience members made comments about the model were 1) the 

teaching-expert’s perspective, 2) the student’s perspective, and 3) more 

comments from the writer’s perspective (which expressed neither 

resonance nor doubt).  

 

There were 58 comments, which were categorised into the following 

themes:  

• Reactions indicating doubts about the model  

• Reactions indicating how the model resonates with writers  

• Other reactions from the writer’s perspective,  

• Reactions to the model from a teaching expert’s perspective 

• Reactions to the model from a student writer’s perspective   

.  

7.2.1. Reactions indicating doubts about the model 

There were nine comments expressing some scepticism about the 

model. Five of these had to do with teachers feeling that it would be 

dangerous to tell students about Incubating and/or Unloading—the 

worry was that this information would give novice writers an excuse to 

procrastinate, or turn in an unacceptable written product.  

Don't you think it's a little bit dangerous to let students think 

that Incubation is okay, and that if they just wait long enough, 

inspiration is going to hit them, and they'll suddenly be able to 

write? 

It was understandable that this teaching expert worried about 

Incubation.  She worked in a department for supporting students’ 

study skills; part of their funding was based on how many (MA) 

students submitted their work on time.  Another doubt from a teacher 

of undergraduate writing classes was also understandable, as she was 

trying to improve her students’ writing—not let them think that bad 

writing was okay: 
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I don't think I want my first year undergraduates to know about 

this [Unloading]. They hand in poor enough writing as it is. 

 

An interesting observation from a teacher who worked to prepare 

students for IELTS essay writing, was that while he found the model 

reflected his own writing process quite accurately, he wasn’t sure how 

applicable Unloading and/or Incubating would be for him in the 

classroom, helping his students prepare for writing a short essays, in 

restricted time limits. His doubt is well justified—the model was 

constructed with writers doing much longer pieces of writing, over 

much longer periods of time.  Furthermore, it only makes sense, if one 

is teaching a formulaic genre, to focus, instead of on the process of 

writing, almost entirely on the product that the students need to 

produce, and give them plenty of practice at it.  

 

A similar observation, by another teaching expert, was that while the 

model was not unlike her own process, she thought that the real 

pedagogic value was not a model itself, but rather the thinking process 

that would be gone through by students in order to come up with a 

model. I would not argue with this. Considering, however, the time it 

took to synthesise this model, and considering how many other things 

teachers have to do in writing classrooms, it does not seem practical for 

each group of teachers and students to start from scratch. A model that 

can be used as a starting point, and then adjusted as necessary, might 

be an acceptable compromise. 

 

Three of the comments pointed to how the model did not resonate with 

some writers. The first problem was that the model does not consider a 

writer’s mood when writing: 

Where does mood fit in to all of this? It seems to me that all of 
these modes are linked somehow to how a writer feels, or what 
mood he is in when he’s writing. 
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I agree that mood and feelings are certainly a part of the writing 

process. Another writer, a teacher of Flemish writing, observed, “You 

go from, ‘I hate myself’ to ‘oh, I’m soooooo good’, and back again”.  I 

disagree, however, that a writer can let the moods and feelings dictate 

the process.  If we only wrote when we felt in the mood for it, we would 

get very little done. A bad mood might simply be an indication that it is 

time for a Mode-Shift. 

 

Another problem was with terminology. The term “Unloading” and the 

mixing of the metaphor ‘Incubating’ with metaphors ‘Ruminating’ and 

‘Steeping’ turned off one audience member, even though she thought 

the model did reflect her own process:   

That model is accurate, I think… I do write that way. But I 
really don’t like that unloading. It seems…well, like all my 
thoughts are unneeded. I unload things I don’t need. And 
‘steeping’ –like tea—and ‘ruminating’ –like a cow—don’t have 
anything to do with incubating—like with eggs. They are three 
completely different things.   
 

She is right, of course, about the mixing of metaphors.  This, however, 

along with adjusting the sizes of each mode section to better reflect 

individual writing process styles, might be a way for writers to make 

the model their own—take the labels off, and replace them with ones 

they find more suitable. 

 

A writer from a non-western-European culture was irritated by the 

spinner: “What if”, she proposed, “I want to stay in exploring mode for 

a long time”? I tried to explain (using a board game metaphor) that one 

might just spin the arrow to land on yellow time and again. She tried 

to explain, “Yes, but what if I don’t want to spin the arrow, I just want 

to stay here for awhile”. It could be that she interpreting the spinner to 

mean that writing is a passive activity that ‘happens’ to the writer (and 

I was mis-interpreting, and thus failing to address her question), and 

was irritated by this.  It could be, however that the spinner is firmly 
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based on some cultural assumptions, namely, that writers are familiar 

with board games, with the spinners that go with them, and with how 

the spinners work. 

 

Another possible weakness mentioned by an audience member was the 

tentative thought that perhaps too much awareness of process is not 

necessarily a good thing.  

I think this model is great, but once, just once, but it did happen, 
a student said that after looking at a model of the writing 
process she couldn't write naturally anymore, and it made it 
harder for her to write because she was thinking too much and 
not writing. 

 

Although the research on meta-conscious awareness strongly suggests 

that awareness is not detrimental to a writers’ process Castello et al. 

2009) there was one PhD student (Section 8.2) who had made a similar 

what-if comment, “as devil’s advocate” (as she put it). So far, no 

students who have used the model (chapter 8) have reported that 

becoming more aware of their process has made writing more difficult. 

It is sincerely hoped that no one ever will.  

 

The final comment expressing doubt about the model was in sharp 

contrast to the first comment in this section (“wait[ing] for inspiration” 

is not healthy or realistic for students). This audience member 

wondered what the value of the Spinner Model really was:   

There are good writers, and bad writers.  And it seems that the 
good writers would not go through this Unloading, but rather 
they have their inspiration, and just sit down and write it. 
Wouldn’t it be more worthwhile to find out what these good guys 
do, and then have our students mimic it? Rather than making a 
model based on student writing?  Isn’t that like the blind leading 
the blind? And even with student writers, wouldn’t the writing 
process of a medical student be different from the writing 
process of someone, say, in the humanities? 
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Although the data from professional (academic and non-academic) 

writers is limited (eight process descriptions), it does seem to indicate 

that the processes of the ‘good guys’ are not so very far removed from 

the processes of the ‘blind’. According to Alamargot & Chanquoy (cited 

in Horning & Becker, 2006), “maturity and practice are the two key 

components that lead to better writing ability” (p. 35). The components 

of ‘maturity’ include heightened awareness of audience (Berninger, 

1996: 213; Hairston, 1982: 86) awareness of the process, and strategies 

for controlling the process and product (Zimmerman & 

Risemberg.1997). Both of these components were found more 

frequently in the professional writers’ process descriptions than in the 

novice descriptions. It seems safe to assume that the professional 

writers, by definition, have more ‘practice’ than the novice writers. 

 

The main doubts about the model then, seemed to come from teaching 

experts who wondered if the Incubating and Unloading modes of the 

model might not have detrimental effects on student writers who 

already procrastinate or produce poor end-product text. Other doubts 

were about the terminology used in the model (incubating, steeping, 

ruminating, unloading); about the omission of mood from the model; 

and about the general value of the model (who made it, and upon 

whose writing processes it is based). Finally, it has been noted that the 

model might be quite culturally specific. 

 

Four of the audience members who had expressed these doubts, 

expressed them while at the same time mentioning that the model does 

reflect their own writing process. The next section will look at similar 

comments indicating how the model resonates with writers.  
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7.2.2. Reactions indicating how the model resonates 

with writers 

Most of the comments in this section were collected during the 5-

minute space in the presentations, where audience members were 

asked if they could make adjustments to the Spinner Model so that it 

would reflect their own processes. As mentioned above, it was difficult 

to record, with any accuracy, all of the conversations that had gone on 

in this 5-mintue interlude. The comments discussed here are those 

that could clearly be heard, or those that directly involved me. Thus, it 

is fully recognised that this data is far from complete. Recognising also 

that explicitly asking audience members to make adjustments to the 

model would skew the data further, so three options were given: 1) 

reject the model outright, and if possible suggest a different model that 

might better reflect one’s own process, 2) adjust the model to make it 

more reflective of one’s own process, and 3) take the model as-is.  

 

Other than the doubts discussed in section 7.2.1 above, there were no 

incidences (that I could hear) of writers rejecting the model outright. 

There were 13 comments that could be satisfactorily collected, showing 

how the model resonated with writers. Of these 13, seven indicated 

that the writer thought the model could be taken as-is.  The six 

remaining comments were suggestions by writers on how they would 

tweak the model to make it more their own. 

 

Of the seven writers who thought they could accept the model as it was 

presented, most comments were similar to “that’s exactly what I do!”  

Another member was slightly more reflective: 

I don't have to change it at all.  Well, I might add ‘screaming’… 
but actually that would go into Unloading… 
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Another audience member expressed surprise that, even though she 

had never thought about her writing process, the model explained it 

quite well:  

I never realised this. But it's exactly what I do.  I can't believe it. 
I never thought about how much I'm doing on my writing 
projects even when I'm not sitting at my computer. What a 
revelation. Even when I’m doing the dishes, I’m working on my 
writing. I’m not going to feel guilty about doing the dishes when 
I’m supposed to be writing any more. 

 

Other writers thought that the model was a reasonable representation 

of their process, but that they would make some changes to it.  Two of 

the suggested changes were changes in terminology. One writer said 

that he would call the Unloaded product ‘recyclables’:  

The products might seem like rubbish now, but they can be 
composted, and might be used for something nourishing later. 
 

Another writer did not like that the model showed Celebration as an 

end to the process. He agreed, quoting Leonardo Di Vinci and Paul 

Valery, that “writing is never really finished, only abandoned”, and 

said he would have to replace “celebrate” with “abandon” for his own 

model. This sentiment was an echo of the creative writer (pg. 191) who 

ended her process description of poetry with “Finally, I decide to call it 

finished, although I don’t really feel that it is”.   

 

Three of the suggested changes were changes to the sections of the 

wheel representing the modes of writing. One writer, again echoing the 

creative writer, said that he would “add a ‘pie’” to the circle, because he 

considers reading his own writing a separate activity from writing, or 

even re-writing. Another writer pointed out that while he did engage in 

all of the modes, he certainly did not engage in them in equal 

proportions, and suggested that he would “change the sizes of the 

‘cheeses’” to represent this. A third writer said that while the spinner 

itself and the modes shown in a circle reflected his process, he would 



 208 

take out the Incubating and Unloading Modes, because he “really 

do[es] the 3-stage planning, writing, re-writing… usually in that 

order…I think”. 

 

These writers’ observations about mode proportion, and existence (or 

not) of certain modes, parallel those of the original WD members who 

noted that  “everybody might not do all the pies” and “I do some of 

those more than others”. This differing from writer to writer is also 

supported by previous research (Grabe & Kaplan 1996: 94; Ede, 2008; 

Torrance et al. 1994). For this reason, although it is recognised that it 

is unlikely that any writer would engage equally in every mode, it 

might be most productive to leave the modes equally proportioned, so 

that the model can be adjusted by writers to make it their own: 

Individual writers could re-proportion the sizes of the slices (including 

the possibility of taking out some slices), or add slices, to more 

accurately represent their own processes.  

 

One final suggested change was a change to the moving mechanism 

(spinner) in the model. One writer thought that she might change the 

spinner to “perhaps dice. Or maybe one of those folded paper things 

that you move back and forth with your fingers before opening a flap to 

find what is inside”. These mechanisms still emphasise the 

randomness of the sequence of mode engagement, and still give the 

writers the option to shift modes when they need to—either by letting 

the mechanism itself decide a new mode, or by ‘cheating’ (deciding 

what the dice show, or deciding which flap to lift, based on prior 

knowledge of what lies under the flap.  

 

It was found that the model does resonate with at least half of the 

writers to whom it was presented—with some being able to take the 

model as-is, and some being able to easily adjust the model. Of 

particular interest were the ways writers suggested changing the 
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model to make it more their own (changing the labels, changing the 

sizes of the sections, changing the moving parts). It seems unlikely, 

given that writers write differently, that any model of the writing 

process could precisely describe the process for every writer.  What 

might be a more realistic goal, then, is to have a model that is, 1) easily 

accessible to writers, so that it can 2) be easily adjusted by writers so 

that it does describe their own process.   

 

Having looked specifically at how the model resonates, or not, with 

writers, next, other comments from the writer perspective will be 

considered.  

 

 

7.2.3. Other reactions from the writers’ perspective 

Three of the 58 comments were made by audience members who were 

reacting to the model from the perspective of being a writer, but not 

necessarily reacting to how well the model did or did not describe their 

individual writing processes. One writer said that she would like to set 

up a writers’ group, and asked could she use the spinner for “starting 

discussions” in her group. Another writer, quite in contrast to the 

suggestion from one audience member (above) and one PhD student 

who thought that too much awareness of writing process was crippling, 

commented on the merit of the model making people think about how 

they write—an activity which they might not normally do: 

You really got us thinking about our writing 
process…something that we don’t often do. Even [the deputy 
vice chancellor] was thinking about his writing process, which 
he said he’d not done before. This explicit thought about tacit 
activities is something that we have been neglecting. 

 
Perhaps these thoughts about writing could be most useful if the 

writers took them forward by actively using them to make their own 



 210 

models, and thus making the tacit activities visually explicit, as well as 

mentally explicit.  

 

A third writer commented on how she had not considered, and had 

never received, the possibility of non-evaluative feedback, which she 

thought would be particularly useful to her while she was engaging in 

Exploring and Unloading Modes.  

 

These comments, in which audience members spoke of the model in 

terms of how it might be applicable to themselves as writers, were 

accompanied with reactions to the model from the perspective of the 

teaching expert.  

 

7.2.4. Reactions from teaching experts’ perspectives 

There were 21 comments from audience members indicating that they 

were thinking of the model not as it described their own writing 

processes, but rather in terms of how useful it might be as a pedagogic 

tool. Six comments from teachers were those requesting that I give 

them the (physical) spinner I had with me, so that they could take it 

with them and use it in their writing centres, or in their classrooms.  

Only one teacher, however, made a specific suggestion on how it might 

actually be used:  

This would be great to have at the [writing] Centre. We could 
have students who were stuck, just spin the arrow and do that 
[mode], whatever it is, for 10 minutes.  

 

Fourteen more comments from teachers, without asking for the 

spinner itself, mentioned how the model might be useful in classrooms.  

Five comments were non-specific, all of them very close to one person’s 

comment, “this will be so useful for my students”. Of the nine 

comments that did mention specific uses, three were on how other 

models of the writing process do not normally contain Incubating and 
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Unloading, and that this would be a good addition to models or 

classrooms. The following representative comment was made by a 

teacher who had attended the presentation at a “Study Day” for 

language teachers: 

I came to this presentation fully prepared to doodle. I'm always, 
but always, bored by these things, and I never, but never, think 
that the presenters will have anything to say that will be of any 
use to me.  But this.  This was a revelation.  I'm going to go 
home and re-do all my lesson plans to include Unloading. And 
I'll talk about Incubating in my next class. 

  

Three additional comments about classroom usefulness came from 

teachers stating how they thought the model, and specifically the 

awareness of Incubating and Unloading modes, would be ‘liberating’ 

for students, “set[ting] them free”, or at least “com[ing] as a relief” to 

them.  

 

The final three comments regarding classroom usefulness were from 

teachers who focussed on how very differently they teach the writing 

process, as opposed to how they actually write themselves:   

I never realised that I was teaching writing in such a different 
way than I actually do my own writing. I’ve been teaching the 
pre-writing, writing, re-writing without really thinking about it 
But I don’t do that.  Not really. Oh, hell. I don’t do that at all. All 
the while I was teaching it I was knowing that that ain’t the way 
I write.  
 

One of them remarked further on the usefulness of the model in 

teaching students what might really happen during the writing 

process, and proposed teaching a class on the process of writing, to 

complement an existing class that focused on product. 

 

That writing is taught in a distinctly different way than it actually 

happens is not a new observation. In a chapter on practical advice for 

teachers, Breidenbach (2006) cautions teachers not to misrepresent the 

true, mysterious nature of the writing process: 
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The nature of [writing] is recursive—not linear—yet when we 
suggest ways to go about [it], we break down the process into its 
elements and speak of those elements in sequence. We model the 
process as if it were linear—a conundrum when we say one thing 
and do another (199). 

 

One final observation was how, rather than ‘teaching’ the writing 

process, the model simply “gives [novice writers] the vocabulary to talk 

about writing”. This was, of course, the reason for showing models of 

the writing process to the WD members in the first place—an attempt 

to facilitate talk about the writing process, and to facilitate the 

development of a meta-language for talking about writing and 

feedback.  

 

What was striking about the thoughts from teaching experts was that 

in both the comments expressing doubt about the model and those 

expressing its usefulness, the focus is on the two non-conventional 

modes of writing that are present in the Spinner: Incubating and 

Unloading. While some teachers suggested that recognition of these 

modes might be liberating for students, others feared it would cause 

students to procrastinate even more, or turn in even worse writing 

than they already had been. Having seen the teaching experts’ fears 

and/or optimism about the model, and how it might affect students, the 

next section will discuss the few comments that were made from the 

students’ perspective. 

 

7.2.5. Reactions from student writers’ perspective 

The final comments on the model from presentation audience members 

were from two members who were reacting neither as writers, nor 

teachers (although they were both), but as PhD students. Both of these 

students said that they “wished their supervisors had seen the 

presentation”, so that they “would understand more about what [the 
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students were] going through”. One of them commented further that if 

anything had been published on the model, “it should be required 

reading for all supervisors”.   

 

One of these students must have discussed this with her supervisor, as 

he approached me later on, saying,  

I did not attend your presentation this morning, but my 
students said I had to talk to you about the writing process and 
feedback.  
 

Although there was not much time, the model, along with some brief 

feedback possibilities, were discussed.  Interestingly, this supervisor 

also saw his writing process in the model, so it seems it was not so 

much a matter of him “not understanding [what the student was] going 

through”, but perhaps more a matter of needing, as Murray (2006:82) 

calls it, a “common language [between students and supervisors] for 

talking about feedback…and the writing process”.   

 

What must be noted, although there were only two audience members 

who commented from the perspective of students, and although these 

two were teachers as well as PhD students (and thus more experienced 

writers than undergraduate or master’s-level), is that neither one of 

them mentioned being delighted about now having full license to 

procrastinate or turn in rubbish.  

 

Additional reactions to the model from the student perspective, as well 

as possibilities for the model to be used as a starting point for 

establishing a ‘common language’, will be discussed in the next 

chapter. 

 

In summary, the reactions to the model were largely positive, with the 

audience members (including those who were sceptical about the 

model) adding to the understanding of the model, and giving good ideas 
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for how the model might be changed to cater to individuals, and how 

the model might be used pedagogically.  

 

Having checked the model against additional writing process 

descriptions from a variety of writers, and having then looked at the 

collection of audience members’ comments about the model, next, a 

third perspective will be considered—one that extends beyond my own 

analysis of process descriptions, and beyond mere first-impression 

reactions of the audience members who had been presented the model. 

The perspective of student writers who had been exposed to the model, 

not only for information, but also for use, will be discussed next, in 

Chapter Eight.  
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8. Verifying the model part 2: The model in use 

 

After looking at the process descriptions of various writers, to see if 

they might be reflected by the Spinner model; and after hearing 

writers’ first impressions of the model, the model next needed to be 

evaluated for its usefulness, as perceived by writers who had actually 

used it.  

 

In contrast to other models of the writing process, which were 

synthesised for the purpose of explaining the writing process to 

different audiences (see section4.2) this one was intended to be actively 

used. Originally intended to be used over a period of months, by the 

time the model had been fully-formed, there was only time to use it for 

a brief period with the WD group. However, as it had been discussed in 

the workshops, it seemed worthwhile to hear what the WD members 

thought about their use of the model.   

 

In addition to being very briefly discussed in the WD workshops, the 

model has also been put to use in another context—at writers’ retreats 

for PhD students (details of the context given in section 2.2.3) 

 

It was from these two sets of users—the WD members, and the PhD 

students—that perceptions of the model’s usefulness were sought.  In 

the case of the WD members, because the group was no longer having 

regular meetings where the model could be discussed, open-ended 

questionnaires were sent out (Appendix 6.1). Five of the six WD 

members responded. The PhD students were given two questionnaires: 

an open-ended questionnaire two days after the model was introduced 

(Appendix 6.2.1), and a Likert-scale type questionnaire two months 

after the model had been introduced (Appendix 6.2.2). Forty-five PhD 

students responded. Along with answering the questionnaires, the 
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writers’ retreat participants had engaged in discussions about the 

model, and some had spontaneously offered thoughts about model. 

These discussions and spontaneous reactions were also considered. 

 

All responses were collated into spreadsheets, and grouped into similar 

threads. The WD responses were treated separately to the PhD 

responses, because the circumstances of use were different, and also 

because I wanted to compare the WD members’ initial responses to the 

model, to their responses after having lived with the model for a few 

months—even if they were not consciously/actively using it.  

 

This evaluation of the model-in-use is the topic of this chapter. Section 

8.1 will look at the model from the perspectives of the WD group 

members, and section 8.2 will look at the responses from the 

participants of PhD writers’ retreats.  Section 8.2.1 is a brief discussion 

of the Likert-scale response to a question on the writing process model; 

section 8.2.3 deals with 1) the responses to the open-ended 

questionnaire, 2) data gathered from the discussions on the model, and 

3) the spontaneous comments from the PhD students. From this 

analysis, along with the analyses from chapter 7, some 

misunderstandings about the model came to light.  These will be 

summarised and discussed in Chapter 9, along with the possible uses 

of the model, and possible changes that might be made to the model.  

 

8.1. WD group members 

Although most of the WD members’ initial perceptions of the model 

have been dealt with earlier this section will look specifically at the 

responses to a questionnaire that was sent to the WD members after 

they had finished their dissertations. To provide the option of 

anonymity, the members were asked to e-mail their responses to a 

colleague (a tutor on the students’ MA course) who forwarded the 
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responses to me after removing senders’ e-mail addresses. Five of the 

six members returned the questionnaire.   

 

When the model had first been presented to the WD group, the initial 

reactions had been mixed, with one of the members expressing 

scepticism toward the value of any model of the writing process. 

Surprisingly, however, the comments from the members on this later-

stage questionnaire were largely positive, with no explicit negative 

comments at all.  It is possible that, upon having a few months of 

reflection, the sceptical members found the model more useful than it 

had seemed at first. It could also be, however, that my rapport with the 

members influenced their evaluation of the model, compelling them to 

say something positive about it. However, as they did not know what I 

was looking for specifically, it is highly unlikely that they would have 

given me any specific type of information, simply because they thought 

I wanted to have it. 

 

As there is no way of knowing why the WD members responded in the 

way they did, this section will deal with the face-value responses to the 

open-ended question, “What do you think of using a model of the 

writing process?” The question was phrased in this way in order to 

keep it parallel with a series of questions asking about the various WD 

workshop activities. All of the questions had been phrased “what do 

you think of __v__-ing ___np_____” (Appendix 6.1).  

 

The five responses to this question were examined with highlighter 

pens, which were used to identify similar opinions or thoughts 

expressed by the WD members. The members’ individual responses 

appear in the appendix (6.1); the following paragraphs, rather than 

treating each response individually, weave similar responses together 

to summarise the observations of the WD members.  
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The first highligher-colour pattern that was noticeable was, from four 

members’ responses, that the use of the model, along with naming the 

parts of the writing process, might promote explicit awareness of the 

writing process, whereas before, this may have been tacit knowledge. 

One member mentioned that this explicit awareness might help 

writers to focus on what they are doing. 

I think it is a good idea to think of one’s writing process and way 
of writing [because] sometimes we might use different names, or 
perhaps never thought about the different stages of the writing 
process ourselves, [but] I think it helps students/writers focus on 
what they are really doing, you know, naming the steps they 
take, trying to put into words what we usually only think about.  
 

Three of the members mentioned that other benefits of this awareness 

might include problem solving, should one get stuck in the writing 

process, as well as being able to take control of the process by 

structuring actions and realising where one is, and where one needs to 

be:  

Thinking about your writing process structures your actions (I 
like it when things are structured. I am German). This way it 
can help us find solutions for parts we're struggling with and 
might help us by directing us to another part of an assignment 
for instance. And after finishing this part we might come back to 
the one we were struggling with and might have new ideas…It 
[also] helps a lot to know where you are now and where you 
want to be next; moreover having a model helps you to reflect on 
it better. 

 

The observations about the model being an agent in making the tacit 

explicit, and the percieved benefits of this explicit awareness, echo the 

comment by the by the faculty member in section 7.2.2 who noted that 

“explicit thought about tacit activities is something [valuable that we 

have been neglecting]”.  At the same time, these are at least two voices 

contradicting the idea that too much awareness can hinder the process 

rather than aid it (mentioned above). It also provides support 

(although anecdotal) for research claiming that meta-conscious 

awareness of one’s own writing process can help one control the process 
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(Elbow, 1981; Castello et al., 2009). 

 

Three writers expressed affinity for the ‘Wheel of Life’ (as the WD 

members dubbed the spinner) for its flexibility and ability to 

accommodate different types of writers. 

I like the Wheel of Life; it has everything in it that is part of 
everyone’s writing process… the process is the same for 
everyone—perhaps in different order, or different amounts, but 
the wheel of life reflects that anyway, [so] it is applicable to 
almost anybody no matter what type of writer s/he is…[it] is so 
flexible that everyone is able to apply it. 

 

The opinion expressed here, that the process is the same for everyone, 

contradicts the post-process theorists claim.  What was of particular 

interest was that it also contradicts the initial reactions of two of the 

WD members (“Why do you want to make a model of the writing 

process… it’s so different for everyone…”).  As the questionnaires were 

anonymous, there is no way of knowing if it was the same member who 

made both observations (probably not), but it is notable that, for 

whatever reason, the initially hesitant members did not re-voice their 

scepticism in the follow-up questionnaire. 

 

Two of the writers mentioned that this model is flexible enough to 

accommodate different styles of writer, a feature that was hoped for 

when designing the model.  

 

One of the writers who liked the model for its flexibility seemed to see 

the practical application of the model not as a tool to use for one’s own 

purpose, but rather as a prescriptive model (even if it was a flexible 

one) to follow:  

I really like the wheel of life model, because it is applicable to 
almost anybody no matter what type of writer s/he is. The fact 
that all elements are interchangeable and do not follow a strict 
order is of great advantage. One can go one step further in his 
writing process (let’s say after having read literature start 
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writing) but is always allowed to go two steps back again (go 
back to the reading stage again). The good thing about the wheel 
of life is that it looks like a model but it doesn’t work as a model 
in the strictest sense. The wheel of life is so flexible that 
everyone is able to apply it without having the feeling of 
following a strict structure. 
 

This response was surprising. The writer seems to be using ‘allow’ in 

the ‘give permission’ sense. It had never occurred to me that the model 

would be seen as giving writers permission for anything. Her 

observation that the wheel “looks like a model, but doesn’t work as a 

model in the strictest sense” made it quite clear that there are different 

understandings of the word ‘model’, and I had been assuming one 

understanding.  

 

This is not the first time the term ‘model’ has been interpreted 

differently by different people. Clark & Ivanic, for this very reason of 

students interpreting ‘model’ to mean something that suggests a 

correct way of doing things, call their model a ‘representation of the 

writing process’: 

We deliberately avoid using the term ‘model’ for this view of 
what is involved in writing, because it suggests a fixed, 
predetermined and hence prescriptive route through the process 
and does not allow for differences in practices. (This was borne 
out by the reaction of a group of students with whom we used 
our representation early on, who expected to find or be shown 
the ‘right route’. In discussion afterwards they said that it was 
the term ‘model’ that had misled them.)   
(Clark & Ivanic 1997: 94) 

  

The comment from the WD member, together with Clark & Ivanic’s 

reasoning for using ‘representation’ instead of ‘model’, raised the 

question as to how many other writers who had seen the wheel had 

interpreted the term ‘model’ to mean some kind of prescriptive ideal to 

be imitated. 

 

One of the desired results of using the model was that it would serve as 
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a starting point for the WD writers to develop a meta-language to talk 

about the writing process and feedback. Other than the one member 

who mentioned that using a model was good because “sometimes we 

have different names” for the “phases of the process”, no indication of a 

common language being established was found in the data.  A possible 

reason for this lack of meta-language development is that the model 

was introduced simply too late in the year.  

 

Even though one of the goals of using the model was not achieved with 

the WD members, it was pleasing that the members, in the end, 

reported finding the model generally more useful than they had 

initially seemed to find it.  It was most gratifying that some members 

(without having been prompted) found the model to useful as a tool for 

awareness and control of the writing process. This awareness and 

control was the other hoped-for results of using of the model. So it can 

be said that the use of the model was at least somewhat successful, 

even in the short amount of time it was used by the WD members.  

There was, however, a lingering doubt about why the data was so 

positive. Even more uneasiness was caused by the idea that any of the 

WD members thought that I, via the model, might have been trying to 

prescribe to them how they ought to be going through the process of 

writing. Given that this possible interpretation did not come to light 

until after the model had been presented to around 50 PhD students, it 

was with slight trepidation that I examined the data in the following 

section. 

 

 

8.2. PhD writers 

In addition to those of the WD members, perceptions of the model were 

also collected from PhD writers who had used the model in a different 

context. The setting for this use of the model was writer development 
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courses I facilitated at two large European universities. The details of 

the courses were discussed in section 2.2.3.1. 

 

Student notes, my notes, e-mail messages, audio recordings, and 

questionnaires gathered from these coursed were examined, and all 

comments that had explicit reference to the Spinner Model were 

extracted. The open-ended questions yielding comments about the 

model were: “how did you find the model of the writing process”; “What 

did you like best about the course/retreat?”; “What did you learn on the 

course/retreat?”; “Was the course/retreat useful?”; and “Was the 

course/retreat enjoyable?”. One question from the Likert-scale 

questionnaire, “how useful did you find the model of the writing 

process?” was also considered. Like the comments from audience 

members, all the extracted data (apart from the Likert-scale question) 

were enetered into a spreadsheet for coding. The coding was done in 

two ways: with highter pens applied to print-outs of the spreadsheet; 

and by adding extra columns to the spreadsheet for scribbling notes, 

and for playing with several levels of codes and coding before the final 

categories emerged (see figure 8.1 as an example of the spreadsheet as 

it was used in the initial stages of the analysis.  

 

 

Figure 8.1 Sample of PhD comment spreadsheet 
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The next sections will outline the analyses of this data, and the results 

of the analyses. Secton 8.2.1 looks at the Likert-scale responses, along 

with two types of response from the open-ended questionnaire.  Secton 

8.2.2  deals with all remaining data that were collected on the spinner 

model,  

 

8.2.1. Likert-scale responses 

The Likert-scale part of the qestionnaire was done at the request of the 

universities, who needed easily-collated evaluations of the courses. The 

response to the question on the writing process model, “How useful did 

you find the model of the writing process”, was positive (figure 8.2), but 

not particularly enlightening. Forty five percent (15) of the 

participants ticked the response indicating that the model was ‘very 

useful’; another 45 percent ticked ‘useful’.  Two of the participants (6%) 

ticked a neutral response, and one (3%) indicated that the model was 

‘not very useful’.  

 

 

Figure 8.2 Likert-scale question response 

 

About as informative as the box-ticking responses, which indicated 

that participants, in general, found the model to be useful, there were 

10 comments  in the open-ended part of the questionnaire indicating 

that participants thought the model was either, 1) a useful part of the 

retreat,or  2) their favourite part of the course. These 10 comments are 

mentioned here, rather than in the next section, because they only 

indicate that a participant liked the model; they do not elaborate on 

why or how this is so. Comments such as “The model was very useful 
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for me, and will help me with my writing process”, or  “The model, and 

[using it] was the beauty and core of this retreat” were coded U for 

“useful” or B for “best-liked” (see figure 8.2 for a list of other codes). 

While comments such as these were heartening, because they lacked 

explanation as to why the model was useful, or why it was the best 

part of the retreat, they were not of as much interest as other 

responses. These more detailed responses are considered next.  

 

 

8.2.2. Responses to open-ended questionnaires, and 

other comments 

Of cosiderably more interest were the responses and comments that 

did include more elaborate reasoning behind liking (or not liking) the 

spinner model.  Data used in this section are: 1) Respsonses to the 

open-ended questions (excluding those dealt with in the last section), 2) 

spontaneous comments made by participants during chatting times at 

the retreats, 3) comments made during small-group discussions, or 

whole-groups discussions, and 4) comments sent to me via e-mail after 

the retreats were finished. Only responses or coments that specifically 

mentioned the model, or were in answer to specific questions about the 

model, were considered. There were 116 comments in all. Ten 

responses were dealt with in the last section. The remaining 106 will 

be considered in this section.  

 

The basis for the coding was, firstly, for concepts in the data that were 

re-curring, and secondly, how these concepts fit together. These 

concepts were identified using lexical signals. For example, the concept 

of ‘awareness’ (of writing process) appeared in 36 of the comments, and 

was signalled by lexical items or phrases such as “awareness”, 

“conscious”, “never though of”, “made me realise”, “pointing out to me”. 

Comments signalled thus were coded A. This initial coding produced 14 
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different categories, with some of the comments being included in more 

than one. For example, the comment “[it] made me realize I am not as 

strange as I thought I was, and was so reassuring” was coded as both A 

(awareness) and also R. Comments coded R were those indicating that 

the model was reassuring, came as a relief, was liberating, or 

empowering (for writers). These comments expressing relief or 

empowerment were signalled by words and phrases such as 

‘reassuring’, ‘relief”, ‘liberating’, ‘empowering’, and ‘peace of mind’. 

 

The 14 categories of concept were: Awareness (of writing process), Eye-

opener (to something new), Naming modes (of writing), Categorising 

(activities of writing), Benefits of awarenes, Reassurance, Control, 

Mode shift, Resonsance, Useful, Liked best, Possible problem, 

Misunderstanding, Supervisors. The original categories, with their 

codes, the lexical signals that suggested the categories, and their 

frequency in the data, are summarised in figure 8.3.  
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Figure 8.3  Categories of comments 

 

After the original categories had been determined according to their 

lexical clues, next, similar categories were further grouped into 

themes. As can be seen, there was some overlap in some of the 

categories. For example, “Awareness” (specifically of writing process) 

Co
de Category Lexical signals Summary

Fr
eq

ue
nc

y

A Awareness
Awareness, Conscious, never 
thought of, made me realise, 
pointing out to me,

comments, or parts of comments, that mentioned 
how the model facilitated an awareness of 
individuals' writing processes

36

E Eye-opener Eye-opener, didn't know until 
now, made me realise, 

comments, or parts of comments indicating that 
the model made participants see something they 
hadn't before

3

N Naming modes give names, never been able 
to name, specific aspect

comments, or parts of comments, indicating that 
participants found the naming of the modes 
useful

9

C Categorising categorising modes, dividing
comments, or parts of comments, indicating that 
participants found the categorising of the modes 
useful

9

BoA Benefits of 
Awareness

signals from A, plus signals 
such as: Good, helps, 

Comments, or parts of comments, that explicitly 
stated that the awareness of the process was 
beneficial

10

R Reassuring Reassuring, relief, liberating, 
empowering, peace of mind

Comments, or parts of comments, that indicated 
that seeing the model caused positive feelings, 
where there had been negative ones previously

11

Con Control control, controlling, taking 
control

Comments, or parts of comments that mentioned 
how the model facilitates taking control of the 
writing process

3

MS Mode Shift
change modes if stuck, 
switching between modes, 
consciously switched to 
other writing modes

Comments, or parts of comments that explicitly 
stated how consciously shifting modes was a good 
way to control the writing process, and keep it 
going.

4

Res Resonance

fit, relate, agree, covered all 
the phases, describes how 
I've been unconsciously been 
working for years, found it in 
my own writing, 

Comments, or parts of comments that indicated 
that the model accurately described the writers' 
process, or how they would make changes to the 
model to make it more accurate

11

U Useful useful, could use, very 
useful,use, 

Comments, or parts of comments that indicated 
that the model was useful, but did not explicitly 
say why

7

B liked Best
These were answers (to the question, what did 
you like best about the retreat) which didn't fit 
into any of the other categories

3

P possible problem but, might not apply Comments, or parts of comments that pointed to 
a possible problem with the model 2

Mi Misunderstanding

stick hard to model, 
following steps, can't allow 
yourself to go through all 
phases, incubating might 
grow too bit

Comments, or parts of comments that indicated a 
misunderstanding of the purpose of having a 
model

4

Sup Supervisors supervisors

Comments, or parts of comments, indicating that 
students would like their supervisors to be privy 
to the information in the writing process mode, 
or indicating the benefits of having supervisors 
aware of the different modes of writing

4

116

116
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and “Eyes being opened (to new ideas in general)” are very closely 

related. These two concepts were also found to be directly related to 

the “categorisation of writing activities”, and “naming of writing 

modes”. Some data from the PhD students supported the observation of 

the WD writer who had noted that it is this categorisation and naming, 

that makes it posssible for writing to become explicit, and thus making 

it easier to be aware of it. These four categories, then, of Categorising, 

Naming, Eye-opener, and Awareness were grouped together into one 

theme of Awareness/Making the tacit explicit.  

 

There were four other categories that were grouped together into one 

theme of Benefits of Awarenes. These categories were those in which 

participants explicitly stated the benefits that could be derived from 

having an awareness of one’s own writing process. Along with the 

comments that had originally been coded BoA, for ‘benefits of 

awareness’, also included in this theme were ‘Reassurance’ , and 

‘Control’, both of which were found to stem from awareness.  Finally 

included was a specific type of contorol, the ‘Mode Shift’.   

 

The six final themes that emerged from the initial coding of data, and 

the subsequent re-grouping are: Resonance, Making the tacit 

explicit/Awareness, Benefits of Awareness, Possible Problems, 

Misunderstandings, and Supervisors. These themes are summarised in 

figure 8.4. 
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Figure 8.4 Six themes from the data 

 

The original data appears in Appendix 8.2). What follows is a summary 

and discussion of the six themes found. The discussion, and any claims 

made, will be supported by representative extracts from the data. In 

most cases, like extracts from the WD data, similar comments are 

woven together into one representative data extract. This was done 

with a view to giving more weight to student voices than one example 

extract could do, but to avoid (for the reader) the annoyance of reading 

one extract after another. 
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8.2.2.1 Resonance  

The first noticeable theme, how the model resonated with writers, was 

a continuation of what had been expressed by several audience 

members at conferences, and by some WD members. Eleven retreat 

participants explicitly commented that the model accurately described 

their own writing processes. Before discussing the comments that 

express this resonance, it must be noted that the spinner did not 

resonate with everyone.  There was one comment indicating that the 

model did anything but explain one writer’s process:  “That spinner 

thing was just weird…and I don’t think I’ll ever use this part [of the 

course].” Fortunately, there were not a lot of comments to this effect 

(other non-resonance comments will be discussed in the section on 

possible problems with the model). Most of the comments were simply 

along the lines of “the model gives a…clear and… accurate description 

of my writing process”, though one participant also commented that 

she could “relate to some stages better than others”.  

 

This relating to some modes better than others—or some writers 

engaging more in some modes than in others, or some writers skipping 

some modes—has been discussed earlier, in comments from WD 

members and presentation audience members. As mentioned before, it 

does not seem to be cause for concern, as it is quite likely a reflection of 

Ede’s (2008) and Torrance et al.’s (1994) suggestion that different 

writers have different process styles. Two other writers indicated 

possible style differences by mentioning that while they really liked the 

model, they might “alter it a bit to make it fit [their] writing 

process[es]”. Unfortunately, these comments were on anonymous 

questionnaires, so precisely how the writers had changed the model, 

which would be of great interest could not be determined. A brief 

discussion on how one writer did explain how he adapted the process 

model appears in section 9. 
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A slightly stronger resonance was reported by another writer, who felt 

little need to make any changes to the model:  

This is fabulous. It so describes how I’ve been unconsciously 
working for years. I’m going to print the handout out and stick it 
above my desk to allow me to focus on what specific aspect I’m 
working on right now. 

 

Another participant said that the model reflected her process, and then 

added how “wonderful [it was] to finally have a lecturer who 

understands what [students] are going through”.  Her comment, rather 

than accusing supervisors of being unsympathetic, I believe points 

again to the need mentioned earlier, for a common language between 

students and supervisors, about the writing process, and feedback 

within that process (Murray, 2006). Indeed, two participants reported 

that after the retreat, they were more aware of their writing processes, 

and because they were now able to explain the process (and feedback 

needs), communication with supervisors had improved: 

I engage better with my supervisor now. Since I understand 
more about my writing process, and have the words to explain it 
to [my supervisor], we can talk about how polished my writing 
has to be before he sees it, and what kind of feedback I need. 
Sometimes he does whatever he wants anyway, but at least it’s 
much better than before…,the other day I was able to say, “I am 
doing this kind of writing, and I would like that kind of 
feedback, please.  

 

This awareness of one’s own writing process, and the possible benefits 

arising from that awareness, are two more themes that emerged from 

the data. They will be discussed in the next two sections.  

 

8.2.2.2. Awareness: Making the tacit explicit  

Awareness was by far the most prominent theme in the data. Thirty-

six comments were made about how the model helped some writers 

become more aware of their own writing process. Two building blocks 
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of this awareness seemed to be, firstly, how the model categorises the 

activities of writing into modes. There were four comments mentioning 

that seeing the categories made things easier to grasp: 

This is a logical way to divide the different elements of the 
process….Seeing the parts of the writing process categorised… 
was important to help me understand… I learned a lot from this 
categorizing the writing [activities]. 

 

After categorising the activities of writing into modes, secondly, the 

naming of the modes was mentioned as promoting awareness, as well 

(3 comments):  

It was useful to give names to process categories and reflect on 
which ones I use most frequently, or am using now…[naming] 
the modes and processes can help to identify where I’m at and 
where I want to be and how to get there”.  
 

These few comments pointed out that by categorising and naming 

writing activities, the model helped make what had before been tacit, 

more explicit, which in turn facilitated awareness. Although other 

participants did not specify exactly how the model raised awareness, 

there were many comments indicating that after being introduced to 

the model, participants had a heightened, or new-found, awareness of 

the process of writing—both of individual writing processes, and of the 

process of writing in general:  

The coloured wheel thingy was very good, I could relate to the 
different parts of the chart, but I never named them before, 
which helped me see and understand my own writing process. It 
was also nice to see that others had the same parts in their 
writing process too. 

 

This awareness of one’s own process, as well as the awareness of the 

process in general will be discussed next. 
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Awareness of one’s own process  

There were 13 comments indicating that participants had a heightened 

awareness of their own process of writing.  Seven of the comments 

were similar to “I am more aware of my writing process now”.  In the 

remaining five comments, however, writers expressed that they had 

simply never thought about it before, and that the spinner model 

helped them understand their own processes better: 

I have never thought about my writing as a process…I have 
always just written, and have not been conscious of writing…I 
found it useful to hear about the theory of the spinning wheel.  It 
helped me understand my writing process….much more than 
when I signed up for this course! I think it is good to have 
knowledge about the different steps and it made me think more 
about my writing process and how I do it. 

 
This presentation [of the spinner model] was a kind of 
enlightenment to me. I find it very relevant to get aware of the 
different modes and processes. Will definitely keep me more 
focused and reflective about my own writing processes 

 

This heightened awareness was not only of participants’ own writing 

processes, but also an awareness of what the writing process might be 

in general. Specifically mentioned were modes of writing that 

participants had before thought of as weaknesses in their own 

processes, and relief that they might actually be common to other 

writers as well. 

. 

Awareness of the process in general: 

‘Legalising’ incubating and unloading 

Seven participants expressed surprise at the idea that some parts of a 

‘normal’ writing process might not necessarily be ‘productive’, or might 

not be ‘proper writing’ (as phrased by one PhD writer). Not 

surprisingly, of particular mention were the Incubation and Unloading 



 233 

Modes. One participant referred to the inclusion of these modes in the 

model as “legalising the modes”:   

I love how the spinner legalises Incubating and Unloading. I 
always felt so guilty before if I wasn’t being productive, in the 
sense of writing “scientific writing.   

 

Several other participants, although not using the same terminology, 

did indicate that these two modes might well have previously been 

‘illegal’, and if one was not being ‘productive’ (which seems to imply 

producing writer-based text) one was not really ‘writing’:  

This wheel made some things more clear to me. The fact, that 
being messy and unloading is actually a real part of the writing 
process, has made me rethinking my writing process. [The wheel 
also] recognizes the part of the writing process before getting to 
the “scientific writing” – key message, outline stuff. It was great 
to learn that the phases of the spinning wheel, where I not write 
things down – well structured etc… are legitimate parts of [the] 
writing process. I see the…benefit of recognizing that all the 
phases are needed and ok, even though they may seem 
unproductive! 

 

Another participant liked how all modes were not only legalised, but 

were also equally emphasised as important. 

…[it’s good that there is] equal emphasis on all categories… not 
just the ‘writing-writing’…it makes me aware that my writing 
process is not so strange or so bad if I see other writers do 
[incubating] too”. 

 

Although participants may have expanded their view of the meaning of 

‘writing’ to include the entire process, unproductive modes and all, it 

was interesting that they still felt compelled to refer to producing 

reader based text as ‘proper writing’, or ‘writing-writing’ or ‘scientific 

writing’. This may be an indication that while there is some 

appreciation of legalising modes of writing that are not ‘proper 

writing’, in the end, ‘writing’, still means the careful structuring of text 

intended for a reader. One participant, in fact, even though he felt he 

had spent his time well, still felt somewhat guilty and stressed out 
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about considering other modes of writing as ‘writing’ and not 

procrastinating: 

I think your course differs very much from the other writing-
course I am taking, in that we come to realize that writing is not 
just about writing, but about a lot of other activities that I 
normally would consider procrastination. This new way of 
conceptualizing the writing process takes some time getting 
used to, and actually, as I was ‘writing’ during the course, I felt 
somewhat stressed about not writing in the specific sense, but 
instead in a kind of preparatory sense. Thus, when we were 
immersed in the one-hour sessions I felt a little bit as if I was 
cheating, just making time pass doing literature searches 
around my subject. Afterwards however, I’ve come to realize that 
this process has been invaluable to my process and that time 
was well spent. This however does not change my feeling of 
being stressed and ‘cheating’ during the sessions. I think that 
had I known good time in advance that we were going to focus 
on ‘all’ stages of writing, and not just the writing-writing I would 
have felt more comfortable during my own process at the retreat. 

 

In contrast to this participant, who had not felt quite comfortable being 

suddenly confronted with the legalisation of all modes of writing, there 

were other participants who mentioned that this recognition that 

“writing activities that are not ‘writing’ are still Writing” came as a 

great relief to them, and, in fact lessened their stress. This relief, and 

other benefits of awareness of the writing process will be discussed 

next. 

 

8.2.2.3. Benefits of awareness 

Comments from participants suggested that there are two main 

benefits of having an awareness of 1) the process of writing as a whole, 

and 2) the individual writing processes. The first benefit of the 

recognition that “writing activities that are not ‘writing’ are still 

Writing”, is a sense of relief. The second benefit, a benefit of being 

aware of one’s own writing process, was being able to use that 

awareness to take control of the process.  
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A note on the data in this section:  in the other sections, the 

questionnaire responses have been summarized or have been woven 

together to represent an as-full-as-possible picture of all the responses.  

In this section, however, the comments were all quite different, and did 

not lend themselves to consolidation. For this reason, they will appear 

individually. 

 

Reassurance/relief/empowerment 

It seems that the assertion from the audience member that “the good 

guys” (meaning good writers) get inspired and effortlessly and 

efficiently produce pages of reader-based text without starts and stops, 

is a belief that might be held by some PhD writers as well. Six writers 

mentioned that they were relieved or reassured to find out that what 

they had previously seen as flaws in their own writing process, or 

laziness, was actually not unusual. This realisation allowed them to 

relax and no longer feel guilty about the way they had been getting 

through the writing process:  

 

The model made me realize I am not as strange as I thought I 
was, because I sometimes do unloading things, and so was 
reassuring  
 
Some of the modes help you loose a bad conscience, because 
they're not supposed to be productive 

  
I think the model of the writing process is helpful. In fact, I 
found it in my own writing before coming to the course. But in 
the course I learned that something like incubating is not really 
useless (I am happy for that since I incubate a lot of time). 

 

Good to see, that it is possible, and especially that it is okay, to 
have another process than the classical one. And that it does not 
make you lazy or a bad writer. 
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Along with allowing student writers to realise that they are not lazy or 

bad writers, the acceptance of the ‘non-classical’ or ‘non-productive’ 

modes of writing was liberating for some writers. Six comments 

supported the teaching expert’s observation that the model might be 

empowering for some writers: 

  

This is the only writing course I’ve ever had that truly 
emancipates the writer…that coloured wheel is great. 

  
Before I was often upset about not getting things done quick 
enough, but now I have learned, that there are different phases, 
and that it is okay and normal not to be productive the whole 
time. 
 
The spinning wheel kind of gave me peace in my mind – because 
I tended to be very frustrated with the unstructured part of my 
work before getting to the outline… 
 
This [wheel] was immensely useful and empowering. I always 
knew there was this mess between exploring and structuring, 
but none of my academic writing classes ever talked about 
it…and I always felt like I was a bad writer. Now that I 
understand about Unloading and Incubating…it has 
revolutionised my writing process…recognising the mess…and 
now having methods to get the mess out of my head … I can 
relax in the mess, and even do the ‘writing’ more efficiently 

 

The writer’s lament that academic writing classes often “ignore the 

‘mess’” supports the teaching expert who observed that he teaches the 

writing process in a way that is completely different to how he himself 

engages in the process.  It could be that teaching experts ignore the 

mess simply because it is just that—messy—and things are much 

easier to explain in a linear fashion. It could, on the other hand, be 

that teaching experts are nervous about the effects of legalising the 

mess. As the teaching experts mentioned earlier commented, it might 

give students the excuse to turn in work that is (even more) 

unacceptable, or might cause them to procrastinate all the more, 

resting assured they are just doing some necessary incubating.  
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Two of the PhD students, in fact, supported this idea.  One stating that 

“the incubation stage might get too long”, and the other mentioning 

that there just might not be time to indulge in the ‘non-productive’ 

modes: 

[The spinner is] a nice picture of the writing process. But also an 
idealistic view on the process. If you have a deadline, or a family, 
and you can work intensively from 9 to 15, and again from 20 to 
22 in the afternoon, you just have to be productive. You can 
perhaps not allow yourself to go through all phases if you have 
other commitments, such as kids.  

 

The answer, I think, lies in the comment from another participant 

(emphasis added): 

Accepting Unloading and Incubating is just so liberating [for 
me]. Knowing that other writers do that—and that it’s part of it. 
It sets you free in a way. You can’t stay there forever. But it helps 
to know that it’s okay. 

 

The harsh truth is that, as liberating as it may be to legalise them, one 

cannot stay in Unloading or Incubating Modes forever. This suggests 

that while it might be okay to know that they exist, and are valid parts 

of the process, it is also necessary to exercise some control over one’s 

writing process. Increased control over the process is, according to the 

PhD writers, the second benefit of having awareness of one’s writing 

process. 

 

Taking control 

That awareness of the writing process is only one part of the picture is 

astutely summarized by one PhD writer who observed, “Being aware 

that you're unloading or whatever isn’t enough. Awareness is the first 

step.  Taking control over it is the second step.” 
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There were nine comments indicating that at least some writers were 

using their awareness to take this control. One writer felt so strongly 

about her new-found control that she suggested a new name for the 

course, “This course should be called ‘Taking Control of the Writing 

Process’”. Other writers also suggested that a main benefit of the 

course was using awareness to take control: 

 

It was an empowering experience to find that such a banal thing 
as knowing and being aware of one’s different phases in the 
writing process makes it easier to control and actively use them 
and thus enables one to be much more productive. 
 
The main benefit I got from the course is to improve the ability 
of controlling the writing process. I think I’m a lot more aware of 
my writing process now, and as a result I can be a more effective 
writer (It doesn’t always work, but…)  
 
This is exactly what I needed.  I've never heard of a writing 
course like this.  I will tell everyone about it. I've never thought 
about my writing process before. But now thinking about it 
helps me control it and be more efficient….I thought I was 
signing up for a language class, but this is so much better.  This 
course, and that spinner gives me the tools I didn’t even know I 
needed, but the tools I need to take charge of my writing process, 
and really get my thesis done. 
 

The above comments illustrate how writers perceived that awareness 

might help them control their writing processes.  There were other 

writers who went further to suggest a specific way to take this control. 

Three writers suggested that consciously deciding which mode to 

engage in was an effective way to manage writing. 

 

The wheel creates awareness of what "mode" you're in and helps 
you direct the process by choosing mode and goal. I found [the 
idea of] switching between different modes/stages of writing very 
useful, and implemented it during the writing sessions. 

 
The biggest contribution for me was the “becoming aware” of the 
writing process. I would write and get stuck either with an idea 
or with rephrasing and frustrated have a break from the 
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writing, after which it would again take time to re-read the text 
and get going. During the course I noticed earlier when I get 
stuck and consciously switched to other writing “modes”. That 
kept me working on the text, so there was no waste of time, 
waiting for an inspiration.  
 

These ‘mode switches’ were also present in the data from the WD 

members, even before the model was synthesised. It could be that 

writers, when they are stuck, might naturally switch modes without 

being aware of it; it is possible that the Spinner Model, by categorizing 

and naming the possibilities, simply brings this mode-switching 

strategy to the foreground, so that it is more easily accessible.  

 

A final note on awareness deals with two comments from writers who 

had dissenting opinions. These writers did not find the idea of 

awareness particularly inspiring:  

Interesting, but I’m not sure if I will use it a lot…It makes sense 
(like the others said) that you control the writing process better 
when you are aware of the different fases (sic) but I don’t know if 
it will help me personally. I will find out when I finish my paper.  
 

The other writer, who was a published author of children’s books as 

well as a PhD research writer, supported the comment by the teaching 

expert in wondering, “as devil’s advocate” if all this self-awareness and 

self analysis might take the spontaneity and natural flow out of 

writing—making the process, and the product, stilted and 

uninteresting.  

 

The thoughts expressed about too much awareness stilting the process 

have, so far, been only thoughts, rather than reported problems. There 

have, however, been a few comments from students that do indicate 

possible problems with the model. 
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8.2.2.4. Possible problems with the model  

What was initially striking about problems with the model was what 

were not identified by PhD writers as problems with the model. 

Although some of the PhD writers had included feelings and seeking 

feedback in their writing processes no one explicitly mentioned their 

exclusion from the model as being problematic (as had some audience 

members). Furthermore, although PhD writers, in their writing 

process descriptions, distinguished between outlining, drafting and re-

writing, no one specifically indicated that it was a problem to lump 

them together into Structuring. 

 

The main problem explicitly expressed by PhD writers about the model 

is that it simply does not resonate with every writer. Along with the 

writer who thought the model was “just weird”, another student was 

uncomfortable with the entire process, ‘unproductive’ modes and all, 

being called ‘writing’: “I just don’t see how not writing [reader based 

text] can be called ‘writing’”. It was interesting that, once again, 

several of the students did, by using terms like ‘writing-writing’ or 

‘proper writing’, seem to indicate that ‘real’ writing is still the 

production of monitored text. This was the only writer, however, who 

expressed that he simply did not like other modes of writing to be 

considered ‘writing’. Even the writer who had felt a little blind-sided by 

it did not report disliking the inclusion of the ‘non productive phases’ in 

the writing process—he just would have liked to have had a little 

advanced warning.  

 

The thought that the model might not work for some writers does not 

come as a huge surprise.  Given that the model was based on limited 

data from a small group of writers, surely it is unrealistic to expect 

that the model would resonate with everyone, or seem immediately 

useful to every writer. That these two writers did not find the model 
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useful is unfortunate, in that it must have been frustrating for them to 

have a course that used the model a great deal, but it does not need to 

be particularly worrying as far as the potential usefulness of the 

model.  

 

One of the students was not able to see anything in the model that 

resonated with her, and simply dismissed it out of hand. It was so 

foreign to her that she could neither explain why it was weird, nor offer 

an alternative. If the model were so far off the mark for every writer, 

then there would be a serious problem. The other writer, however, 

could pinpoint specifically what it was about the model (counting as 

‘writing’ things other than producing monitored text) that did not sit 

well. That he was able to look at the spinner and say what about it did 

not describe his writing process, suggests that he had enough 

awareness of his own process to also know what it is not. It also might 

suggest that perhaps there was something recognisable enough in the 

model that it could be contrasted with what was un-recognisable. This 

situation may simply be an opportunity to help a writer become more 

aware, and to come up with a better metaphor to describe his writing 

process. In fact, the model may be at its most useful when writers take 

it, make changes, and then call it their own. The model certainly 

cannot be, and is not meant to be, taken out of the box and used by 

everyone as-is. 

 

That the model is a static picture that must be taken verbatim and 

followed, or that writers must distort their own processes to fit the 

model, are the main misunderstandings about the purpose of the 

model. These misunderstandings will be considered next. 
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8.2.2.5. Misunderstandings about the purpose 

of the model  

There were five comments in the data similar to those which were 

found in the WD data, and which seemed to point to the problem 

identified by Clark & Ivanic (1998): that some writers see a ‘model’ to 

mean a prescriptive ‘right way’ to follow. For example, the writer who 

mentioned that the model is a nice, but idealistic one, and that there 

simply might not be enough time to indulge in all the modes of writing, 

seems to be under the impression that the model is suggesting how 

writers ought to write, rather than being a metaphor for how writers 

say they write. In the three representative extracts below, the 

italicised (italics added) words also caused some alarm. 

Writing has its own steps and following those steps improved my 
performance 

 
I tend not to stick to hard to these types of models but it will be 
helpful as a support. 

! 
What I realized is that I was actually following some stages of 
this writing process, I didn’t know that there was a defined 
structure to direct this until this time!  
 

Even though these writers were indicating that they found the model 

useful, the purpose of the model is not to have writers ‘follow’, ‘stick to’, 

or be ‘directed by’ it. It is intended to be something that is used by 

writers as a tool for development, rather than something that dictates 

to writers what they should do.  

 

From the time this interpretation of ‘model’ was discovered in the WD 

data, and continuing on for the time being (until a better solution is 

found) a discussion and exchange of views on the meaning of the term 

‘model’ precedes the introduction of the Spinner. After the introduction 

of the model, there is now a mention that it is not intended to be a set 

of steps to be followed. Since this procedure has been introduced, so far 
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there have been no explicit indications in the data that the term 

‘model’ is being misunderstood. 

 

8.2.2.6 Supervisors 

The last theme found in the data was not specifically about the model 

itself, but rather about how the model, in order to be optimally useful, 

should be presented to, and used by, supervisors together with student 

writers. This observation was made, almost immediately, by a writer 

on the first retreat: 

I know it's difficult, but it really would be better if you could get 
the supervisors involved. I think it would be particularly useful 
for my supervisor to attend the sessions on the writing process 
and feedback 

 

As his recommendation seemed very sensible, for the next set of 

courses, two-hour workshops were offered to supervisors, giving them a 

condensed version of the input sessions the PhD candidates would be 

getting on the retreat, concentrating on the writing process and 

feedback sessions. Of the four supervisor’s sessions that were offered, 

only one was attended, and by only one supervisor. It is unclear why 

they were so sparsely attended, but one student cynically suggested 

that “they just don’t care”. Another suggested it might be more due to 

tight schedules: 

Thank you for trying to get our supervisors involved.  I know 
they are so super busy, but it would really be better if they 
would be too… I have some of this useful information about the 
writing process [and feedback] now, but I don't know if I can 
convince [my supervisor]…  

 

Given the success stories of the two students who engage better now 

with their supervisors, and given the documented need for a common 

language for talking about feedback and the writing process (Murray, 

2006), it seems that the students might be correct in asserting that it 

would be ideal to have all involved. If the supervisor who went out of 
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his way to approach me after a presentation can be considered a 

typical example, it seems highly unlikely that apathy is the cause of 

low attendance at the supervisors’ briefing sessions. Time constraints 

and prior commitments are much more likely reasons. A possibility 

might be to suggest to students, or even make it a requirement of the 

course, that they do as the two successful writers did: take a model of 

one’s own writing process, and a list of feedback possibilities to 

supervisors (or other people involved in giving support or feedback), 

discuss it, and work out a system. 

 

Although the writers who have put the model to use have thus far 

evaluated the spinner quite positively, ideally, the uses of the model 

would better be studied in a long-term project. Given, however, that 

that is not an option at the moment. The data that has been collected 

will be used to summarise current or possible uses of the model, to 

summarise what I hope will not be uses of the model, and to suggest 

changes that might be made to the model.  These will be discussed in 

the next chapter.
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9. Wrapping up and moving on 

This chapter summarises and discusses the conclusions that might be 

drawn, based on the information in this thesis, and then looks forward 

to what might come next. Section 9.1 revisits the goals of using a model 

of the writing process, as well as the goals for making a new model. 

Following this examination of the Spinner model in terms of what it 

was hoped to achieve, Section 9.2 will discuss how the model is not 

intended to be used. Next, Section 9.3 will outline some changes that 

might be made to the model, based on what arose from the data, and 

proposes a new model that incorporates these changes. Section 9.4 

summarises the questions that were and were not answered through 

the course of this project, and outlines hopes for answering further 

questions in future research projects.  

 

9.1. Goals of making and using the model, 

revisited 

For the purpose of bringing this project full circle, and for discussing 

any conclusions that might be drawn from this research, I will first 

revisit the reasons for introducing a model of the writing process in the 

first place, along with reason for the perceived need for a new model. 

 

Models of the writing process were introduced to the WD members in 

hope that a model would, firstly, facilitate a meta-conscious awareness, 

in the members, of their own writing processes.  The members could 

then use this awareness to take more control over these processes. It 

was also anticipated that bringing awareness of individual processes to 

the foreground would facilitate discussions about the writing process, 

and about feedback within that process. Regular discussions on the 

writing process and feedback would, it was hoped, in turn lead the 
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group to develop their own meta-language for talking about writing 

and feedback. These discussions, and the development of a meta-

language were what was ultimately hoped for, as they have been found 

to be valuable in 1) helping writers support each other through the 

writing process, and 2) improving communication between writers and 

feedback givers. Both of these benefits are valuable aspects of writers’ 

groups. 

 

There were two reasons it was decided that a new model of the writing 

process was needed. Firstly, because neither of the models presented to 

the WD members resonated as being accurate pictures of their writing 

processes. If a model of the writing process were to spark all the 

activity hoped for, it would first have to make sense to the writers. In 

hope of achieving this resonance, the new model was synthesised based 

on data from these writers themselves. The second reason for making a 

new model is that existing models of the writing process had been 

made for the purpose of simply explaining the process of writing. What 

was desired was a dynamic model that could be actively used to 

develop awareness, and subsequently reap the benefits of that 

awareness.  

 

The following sections will go through these aims of the model and its 

use, examining to what degree they might have been met. 

 

9.1.1. To resonate enough with writers so that they 

can use it 

The first aim in making a new model was that it would be one that 

writers could look at, and (quickly and easily) see their own processes 

reflected in it. It was hoped that this accessibility would make 

immediate use possible. 
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This goal of resonance seems to have been somewhat achieved. Not all 

of the original WD members were convinced by the model at first, but 

after having gone through the process of writing their dissertations, 

none of them expressed the same doubts they had had when the model 

was first presented to them, and three members explicitly mentioned 

how the model did indeed reflect their processes.   

 

Not only with the writers upon which it was based, the model also 

resonated with other writers as well. Academics, teachers of writing, 

and students, as well as writers of non-academic genres, all saw their 

writing processes reflected in the model. Although it cannot be 

assumed that there are no others like her, only one writer reported 

being completely unable to see her process in the model. 

 

From this resonance stemmed the uses of the model.  In the retreats 

for PhD students, several of the participants referred to the model as a 

‘tool’.  This term does imply that, at least in some cases, the model 

achieves its goal of being actively usable. The next sections will look at 

these uses, both hoped for, and realised. 

 

9.1.2. To be used as a starting point for meta-

conscious awareness 

The strongest indication in the data for how the model was 

immediately useful, was as a tool for raising writers’ awareness of the 

writing process. The awareness seemed to span the writing process in 

general, as well as the specific processes of individual writers. In all 

data sources—from experienced academic writers, to teachers of 

writing, to postgraduate students—were indications that the model 

stimulated writers to reflect on their own writing processes. Some 

writers reported eureka moments of being ‘enlightened’ about how they 

themselves write; others reported being surprised that other people 
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experienced writing in similar ways to themselves. Some suggested 

that a way of maintaining this awareness would be to keep a visual 

representation of the model above their workspace. The benefits and 

practical applications of this newly-found awareness are discussed in 

the next section.  

 

9.1.3. Putting the meta-conscious awareness to use 

There were three ways in which this meta-conscious awareness—of the 

writing process in general, or of one’s own writing process—was put to 

practical use: firstly, to put writers at ease, secondly, to take control of 

the writing process, and thirdly to improve communication between 

writers and feedback givers. These will be discussed in order of how 

strongly each use was supported by the data. 

 

9.1.3.1 To put writers at ease  

Although it had not been in mind as a goal of using/making a model, a 

pleasantly surprising result of the awareness instilled by the model, 

was lifting a weight off the shoulders of writers. Writers, who had 

thought they were bad writers because they engaged in Unloading, or 

Incubating, or because they spent time (when they ‘should’ be being 

‘productive’) making their graphs look aesthetically pleasing, or setting 

their document margins, reported feeling much more at ease after 

having seen the spinner model. Words and phrases such as “peace of 

mind”, “feel normal”, “less guilty”, “setting [one] free”, and 

“empowering” indicate that putting writers at ease might be counted as 

a successful use of the model.  

 

It was noted, however, by some writers themselves, that awareness, 

and the possible liberation that comes with it, is only the first step; one 

benefits most from the awareness by using it to take control of the 
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process, rather than letting the process control the writer. The ways in 

which writers used awareness, and the model itself, to take control of 

their writing process, are summarised next. 

 

9.1.3.2 To take control of the writing process  

One possibility for using the model is to take the awareness that is 

facilitated by it, and put it into real action. Some evidence was found in 

the data of writers using the model to take control of the writing 

process. In terms of the spinner metaphor, this taking control means 

that a writer would not wait for inspiration to strike before she started 

writing, nor would she proceed in her writing process by letting the 

spinning arrow dictate what mode of writing to engage. Rather, she 

would, being aware of the modes/moves that were available to her, 

make a conscious choice about what modes/moves to employ, and 

when. This taking control was particularly important when a writer 

felt stuck, and unable to progress in her project.  

 

The trouble spots that were reported by writers were being unable to 

structure a certain section of a project. There were two strategies used 

by writers to handle this: a mode switch, or a mode-and-section shift. 

With a mode-shift, the writer would stay working in the same section, 

but switch to a different mode within that section. For example, one 

writer decided to, instead of structuring, read an article on her topic. 

Another writer spent some time working on a graph. These switches to 

Exploring and Polishing & Publishing allowed the sticky section to 

steep awhile, while the writer was still doing something to move the 

project forward. These two writers said that previously, rather than 

keeping going on the writing, they likely would have got up and 

fetched a cup of coffee, chatted to colleagues, or spent an hour on 

Facebook.  
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The mode-and-section shifts reported were to switch to Incubation 

Mode in one section, also letting the trouble spot steep for a while, but 

instead of staying in the same section of the writing project, move to a 

more active mode in a different section. This also gave writers a break 

from frustrating sections, but kept them moving in the process, rather 

than coming to a standstill. 

 

This mode switch was normally done mentally, but on at least one 

occasion, the actual spinner was used: one writer felt so stuck, she did 

not know where to go next, so she picked up the spinner, saying she 

would do whatever it told her to do. What actually happened was that 

she spun it until she landed on Exploring—which is still the writer 

taking control. 

 

In both the WD data and the PhD data, there was evidence of writers 

consciously using a mode-shift strategy. In the case of the WD writers, 

these conscious choices were present before the synthesis of the model, 

so it cannot be unequivocally concluded that the model was an agent in 

facilitating this.  It could simply have been a matter of the writers 

becoming more experienced and adept at self-regulating their writing 

processes. It might be possible, however, that having an awareness of 

the different possible modes, and having the lexis to articulate that one 

is making a mode shift, might facilitate writers being more likely to 

take control of the process in this way. Naming the action a mode-shift, 

and making it a conscious and strategic choice, may also lessen guilt 

that some writers reported feeling when in engaging in the ‘non-

productive’ modes.  

 

Considering the WD member who was on the verge of quitting, but 

then got going again, there may be powerful possibilities for the mode- 

shift as a strategy for keeping the writing process moving when a 

writer feels stuck.  
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There was one group of students, at a PhD retreat, who gave each 

other advice on how to employ these mode-shifts (although they called 

it ‘changing cheeses’). That the model could give writers a language to 

talk about the writing process, and that they would use the language 

from the model (or their own preferred terms), to help each other with 

the process of writing, were two other hoped-for outcomes of using the 

model. 

 

9.1.3.3 To be a starting point for developing a 

common language  

The interaction that had developed organically (and within two days) 

at the PhD retreat just mentioned—with writers using the model as a 

basis for talking about their problems (and triumphs) in the writing 

process, and with writers offering help to each other—was the kind of 

interaction I had been hoping for in the WD workshops. In fact, the 

reason that models of the writing process were initially introduced to 

the WD members, was in hope of sparking this talk-about-writing, so 

that it could be used to 1) support each other through the process, and 

2) help writers better articulate their own feedback needs, so that 

feedback could be improved.  

 

There were a few instances, from the PhD retreat data, supporting the 

idea that the model might be used as a basis for developing a common 

language, which could then be used in the ways intended: to help each 

other through the process, and to improve communication between 

writers and feedback givers. 

 

To help other writers through the process 
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There was only one of the seven PhD groups who, during the break 

times, engaged in discussions about the writing process, and, using the 

terminology from the model, made suggestions to help each other. It 

cannot be assumed, therefore, that the model prompted these 

discussions—it might simply have been the combination of 

personalities in that particular group. Three students from another 

group, however, reported that their writers’ group activities included 

discussing the writing processes, and offering each other support with 

it. As the group conducted itself in Danish, they reported that they did 

not use the exact terms from the model, but similar ones they had 

negotiated themselves.  

 

Thus, what can be concluded about whether or not the model met the 

goals of 1) developing a common language about writing, and 2), using 

the language to support fellow writers through the process, is “maybe”. 

“Maybe” was also the answer to the next question: did the model help 

facilitate better communication between writers and feedback givers? 

 

To improve communication with feedback givers 

Three PhD students reported that awareness of their writing processes 

enabled them to engage better with their supervisors,  

 

In summary, the goal of making a new model was reasonably realised: 

the model resonated with enough writers that it seems to at least be an 

adequate start for a useable model of the writing process.   

 

The goals for using the model were partially realised. The model did 

seem to facilitate awareness of the writing process. The intended 

benefits of the awareness were also somewhat evident: Writers did 

report using the model to take control of the writing process. The 

model might also, though to a lesser degree, have promoted the 
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development of a common language among writers.  There are some 

indications that that this common language might have been used by 

writers to help each other through the writing process; and it might be 

used to improve communication between writers and those who give 

them feedback.  

 

Along with the goals that had been in mind when embarking on the 

model-making project, one unanticipated benefit, putting writers at 

ease, was also found fairly prominently in the data. Along with this 

unexpected benefit, there was also one unexpected application of the 

model, which will be discussed next. 

 

9.1.4. As a starting point for making another model 

The model had not originally been intended to be exported outside the 

WD group, and thus there had been no thought of it being used as a 

starting point to derive other models. There was, however, some 

particularly pleasing data indicating that writers made adjustments to 

the model, making it their own. Three PhD students from the retreats 

mentioned, in their follow-up questionnaires, that they had made some 

changes to the model in order to make it more accurately reflect their 

writing processes.  Unfortunately, the questionnaires were anonymous, 

so what and how the model was changed remains unknown. There was 

one student, however, who showed me his adjustments to the model. 

He was a student in physics, and he added two modes to the model: 

Calculating, and Breading.  He explained his adjustments to the 

model, and how he used the model, in an E-mail:  

 Hi Sarah  
Here is my writing log.  

To me my work is a little more diverse in what I need to 
fullfill to complete a document, so I added some more fields 
which made sense to me. In total I have 

Unloading - scribling or writing logbook about 
experiments 
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Exploring - Reading article, makring experiments, etc.  
Struckturing -  
Breading5 - Writing text. (This is the part i usually have 

problems wihth so I wanted to keep an eye on my effort) 
Polishing - Making pictures and fixing layout (Mostly  cleaning 
up pictures and plots).  
Incubating -   
Publishing -  
Calculating - Treating data, or building mathematical models.  

 
After each session I note the ca. amount of time I spend in 

each category. And so at the end I can make the shown  pie-plot. 
I do not remember to add in  the fields every time but it gives me 
a good clue of what I am doing. This last two days has added a 
lot to the Breading effort - which I am very happyt about :-) 

From the pie-plot I can also see that I need to start 
thinking do more publishing.  

With respect to the incubation I just do not note it as 
much because I try not to Incubate at my computer. Thank you 
for a great course 

 

This might indeed be the optimal use of the model. Rather than being 

taken as it is, the model might best be used as a starting point for 

writers to derive their own representations in a way that “makes sense 

to them”, as this writer says.  The thought processes that would be 

necessary to adjust the model so that it would be a better fit, could only 

further heighten a writer’s awareness, and give her a better 

understanding of her writing process. If groups of writers were to do 

this, the discussions required to make group decisions about 

adjustments would certainly involve writers at least starting to 

negotiate or develop their own language for writing.  

 

As it is, the model is meant to be, and was found to be, flexible enough 

to accommodate different writers. However, the real flexibility might 

be in seeing the model not as a finished product, but rather as a set of 
                                            
5 The writer’s explanation of his term, “breading”: Explanatio on 
breading: In danish 'body text' is vaklede 'brødtekst'. This is a concayenatrd word of 
'brød' and 'tekst' meaning in english 'bread' and 'text'. So if I haft been thinking 
english I could have called it's body text or slangified it to bodying but i was thinking 
in Danish of 'breadtext' and so it became slangified to 'breading' 
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pieces that can be put together, taken apart, made bigger, made 

smaller, added to, or taken away, all according to the needs of 

individuals or groups. The current model is simply one example of how 

some of the possible pieces might be assembled.  

 

That the model, in its present assembly, did work for some writers, can 

only be considered positive. However, wholesale export and adoption of 

the model, without having the option to make adjustments to it, cannot 

be seen as a positive purpose for the model. This, and other ways that 

the model is not intended to be used, will be discussed next. 

 

9.2. How the model is not intended to be used 

While it was pleasing that there were indications in the data that the 

model was perceived to be useful, and that it was put to use in positive 

ways, there were also hints of perceptions of, or uses for, the model 

that were less than pleasing. The idea that the model be exported as-is, 

and passively accepted by writers, will be discussed first, followed by a 

discussion on the misconception of the model as an excuse for bad 

writing behaviour. 

 

9.2.1. A prescriptive model to be exported as-is, 

‘taught’, or ‘followed’  

The suggested or implied uses of the model that were cause for concern 

seemed to stem from the misinterpretation of the word ‘model’. To 

some audience members and users of the model, this term evoked the 

image that the model is prescriptive: one that can be taken as-is, and 

then ‘taught’ by teaching experts, or ‘followed’ by writers.  

 

It was encouraging that several teachers saw immediate pedagogic 

uses for the model  
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I’m going to show this model to my [first year] engineering 
students…see[ing] it might set [them] free—knowing that [it is] 
normal to [operate] this way  

 

Less appealing, however, was the idea of the model being ‘taught’ to 

students, without the student writers themselves having any input on 

how well the model worked for them. One teaching expert, in 

mentioning that he was “going to go home and re-do all [his] lesson 

plans to include exercises for the Unloading stage”, seems to see the 

model to be used as other models of the writing process—a tool for 

teachers to design lessons to teach certain phases of the writing 

process to students. Another teaching expert suggested that a way to 

use the mode would be to have students spin the arrow, and then 

engage in that particular mode for a certain amount of time: 

We could have students who come into the [writing] Centre, and 
spin the arrow, and then have them do that phase for 10 
minutes  

 

This suggested use of the model is quite prescriptive, leaving no room 

for a writer to evaluate or adjust the model for herself. 

 

That the model might have pedagogic value is wonderful, and there is 

no doubt that these teaching experts had the very best of intentions for 

their students. However, a highly preferable way of using the model 

would be as Ms Lamb (Section 4.2) does in her classrooms: she 

presents students with some established model of the writing process, 

asks them how well it works for them, and what is wrong with it, and 

then they all make their own. 

 

Just as much as the model is not intended to be exported as-is, and 

imposed on writers as a representation of the truth about writing, 

neither is it meant to be taken by writers as an ideal to be imitated. 

There were not many, but some writers, both from the WD group, and 

from the PhD courses, seemed to think that the model implied that 
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“writing has certain steps, and following those steps will make me a 

better writer”.  

 

If the Spinner Model, as it is, resonates enough with a writer so that 

she can make use of it, then the introduction of the model can be seen 

to be successful. However, it must be the writer herself who decides 

whether or not the model is useable. If the model is presented, or 

regarded, as being the truth about “how writing works”, it might well, 

and rightly so, end up in the same bin with the models that were 

originally presented to the WD members: dismissed with “but that’s 

not what [we] do”. Worse, it might lead writers to believe they ‘should’ 

be doing something that they are not doing, leaving them feeling 

inadequate, like the student who had thought she was a bad writer 

because she regularly unloaded. 

 

Just as the model is not intended to be used as a prescriptive one to 

teach or follow, neither is it intended to be used as an excuse for 

unacceptable writing—process or product. 

 

9.2.2. An excuse to procrastinate, or to turn in shoddy 

work 

Some teaching experts perceived a danger of recognising Unloading 

and Incubating Modes, saying that it would allow students to 1) 

procrastinate more than they already do, and then to 2) turn in shoddy 

work.  

 

While I am fully sympathetic to the concern for receiving (yet more) 

unacceptable writing, it remains unclear how acknowledging to 

students that Unloading exists will exacerbate this problem. On the 

contrary, letting students know that a) they might need to produce 

some rubbish before they get to an acceptable end-product, and b) the 
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rubbish they might produce cannot ever be considered the acceptable 

end product, might actually help the situation: If only one kind of 

writing (finished product) is ever acknowledged, then students could 

simply assume that whatever they happen to produce is just their 

writing—if it is bad writing, then they are bad writers. If, on the other 

hand, both types of writing are discussed, along with the fact that it is 

normal to produce both, students might, in fact be more discerning 

about which kind of writing they are engaging in, or have produced, 

and turn in better end-product writing. Although no empirical research 

has been done to support this, some teaching experts make this claim 

very strongly (Elbow & Belanoff 1989; 2003). 

 

Another concern expressed by some teaching experts is that if the 

Incubation Mode is acknowledged, it might give students an excuse to 

procrastinate. Students will “think they can just wait around for 

inspiration to strike, and [claim] they don’t need to do anything else 

because they are ‘incubating’”. One PhD writer supported this, saying 

that the ‘incubation phase might get too long’. 

 

Again, the concern is fully acknowledged. Once again, however, I 

cannot agree that keeping from students the fact that writers might 

sometimes incubate, is really a constructive answer. At worst, it may 

make students think they are somehow deficient if they do feel the 

need to let things steep for a while. 

 

Some teaching experts and experienced writers, in fact, encourage 

novice writers to “wait before writing” (Murray, 1978). Certainly, in 

some cases, actively encouraging writers to incubate as long as they 

want to seems an unwise decision. Rather than refusing to talk about 

it, however, teaching experts might instead suggest that while 

Incubation could be a necessary part of the process, it is not necessary 

for all writing activity to stop while one is incubating on a certain 



 259 

section. A controlled way to deal with it is by a mode-shift, or section 

shift, as discussed above.  

 

I can find no convincing argument that keeping some parts of the 

writing process from novice writers will help them in any way. As one 

teaching expert observed (at a post-presentation discussion), a 

healthier way to deal with Incubation, as well as Unloading is to  

name [them], and claim [them], and make [them] valid parts of the 
process—because [they are]—and then find ways to help students 
address them. 

 

 

9.3. A new visual model 

Action research (and, by definition, the reflective cycle that drives it) 

calls for research that engages in continual reflection, improvement of 

situations, and re-engagement, rather than ‘conclusions’ that can be 

drawn, and considered finished. Thus, this project, rather than 

drawing conclusions, ends with reflections on, and ideas for further 

improvement of, the Spinner Model of the writing process.  

 

The Spinner model did seem to represent, reasonably well, the writing 

processes of many of the writers who saw the model, or whose process 

descriptions were compared to the model. It was also found to be 

reasonably accessible and useable for writers. Even so, analysis of data 

from writers outside the WD group has brought to light some changes 

that might be made to the model to make it more representative of how 

writers think/talk about their writing processes. This section will 

address these changes that have been suggested—either overtly by 

specific people, or implied by the data. It will then consider what a new 

visual model might look like if some changes are incorporated. 
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9.3.1. Possible changes to make to the model 

The first change that was prominently suggested by the data, is that 

Structuring Mode might need restructuring. The next change would be 

to incorporate, into the visual model, seeking response, evaluating, and 

personal strategies. These three types of move are not so much 

separate modes of writing themselves, but moves that can occur 

within, or in conjunction with, any other mode of writing. One final 

suggested adjustment to the model would be to give more attention to 

the feelings and moods that permeate the entire process.  After these 

various changes are discussed, a new visual representations of the 

model will be suggested.  

 

9.3.1.1 Divide structuring mode into further modes? 

Structuring Mode was introduced to writers as “all those moves you 

make to carefully structure a text so that it will be easy for your 

intended reader to process”. This wide category includes global 

structuring (outlining) as well as paragraph, and sentence-level 

structuring. It also includes reading, and evaluating one’s own text, 

and re-writing that text. Also included are moves of categorising or 

ordering literature or data, and consideration of audience.   

 

There were two reasons the Structuring Mode was designed to 

encompass so many moves. Firstly because the term ‘structure’ was 

used explicitly, by at least one of the WD members, for outlining, 

writing, rewriting, and ordering literature or data. Reading and 

evaluating text are implicit in re-writing moves; considering an 

audience is implicit in all structuring moves. Secondly, it was seen as 

positive that the moves often thought of as ‘proper writing’ could be 

incorporated into a mode with many other moves. This de-emphasis of 

‘proper writing’ enabled equal emphasis of the ‘non-productive’ modes, 

which, while not producing reader-based text, are indeed modes that 
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writers employ in the writing process, and are necessary for moving 

the writing forward. The equal emphasis of these non-productive 

modes seems to be a significant factor in writers’ feelings of relief and 

empowerment when working with the model. 

 

The data do indicate, however, that writers consider, some of these 

moves (for example, outlining, and drafting of reader-based text,) to 

represent different modes. This was made most explicit by the 

copywriter who said that he could get his outlining done at night, but 

that morning was the best time for “getting stuck in to the full-on 

writing.” Word-choices such as ‘full-on writing’, ‘proper-writing’ 

‘writing in the specific sense’, ‘writing-writing’, ‘before I get to the 

scientific writing’, all seem to indicate that writers consider sentence-

level structuring of reader-based text to be something different than 

making an outline, or even re-writing the text.  

 

Aside from one who asked, “but where’s the proper writing?” writers 

did not seem to have a problem with outlining, writing, and re-writing 

moves being incorporated into one mode. Even writers who did not 

report feeing relieved or empowered by the equal emphasis of all 

modes, seemed to take this de-emphasis of ‘writing-writing’ in stride; it 

was only once brought up as a problem with the model, and once 

brought up as a problem with the Writer Development course in 

general.  Other moves found in Structuring mode that writers 

suggested be made into separate modes were 1) reading own text, and 

2) re-writing text.  

 

If the aim is to have a model that reflects how writers talk about/write 

about/see their own writing, it is necessary to consider these suggested 

changes. I have decided, however, to keep Structuring mode 

unchanged, for four reasons. Firstly, because there has been very little 

indication that having all moves in the same mode is problematic for 
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writers.  Secondly, because the de-emphasis of ‘proper writing’ is 

potentially empowering for writers. Thirdly, because it is necessary for 

the model to be simple enough so that it is immediately accessible to 

most writers.  Adding all the extra modes might make the model more 

accurate for some writers, but it runs the risk of excluding others. 

Finally, a simpler model will more easily lend itself to being adjusted 

by writers.  If a writer wants to add more modes (or take them away) a 

simple starting model seems more likely to facilitate this.  

 

The physics student above, for example, had a very specific reason for 

making ‘breading’ a separate mode: he thought that writing text was 

something that needed attention in his writing process, and wanted to 

be able to closely monitor it in his pie charts. His decision to make a 

new mode, and his reasoning for it—along with his carefully thought-

out name for it—all point to the development of awareness and control 

that are hoped for. Thus, although it is recognised that many writers 

might consider ‘proper writing’ something different than other 

Structuring moves, it seems there might be some significant benefits of 

keeping it embedded in Structuring Mode.  

 

Adjustments to structuring mode were the changes that were 

suggested be made to the existing spinner.  There were also some 

suggestions for additions to it. These additions will be discussed next. 

 

9.3.1.2 Add seeking response/feedback 

Seeking response or feedback was not explicitly reported by all writers 

in their process descriptions. It was, however, mentioned by at least 

one person from each group of academic writers, from MA students, to 

professional academics.  
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Response did not seem to be linked specifically with any mode, but 

rather was something that writers could seek at any time in their 

writing process, when engaged in any mode (except for passive 

Incubation). That seeking response “is not in any separate place in the 

process… you can do it any time” was observed by a group of peer 

writing mentors (who are hired to give response on peers’ writing) 

when the model was presented to them at their annual training. They 

found feedback to be missing from the model, and also suggested that 

‘response’ is more neutral term than ‘feedback’ as the latter implies an 

evaluative response, whereas the former can encompass both 

evaluative and non-evaluative interaction between writer and 

responder. 

 

Not only can a writer seek evaluation from someone else, she can also 

evaluate her own writing (process or product). This self-evaluation is 

the next suggested addition to the model. 

 

9.3.1.3 Add evaluation and strategies 

Evaluating-written-product moves are currently incorporated into 

Structuring Mode.  However, one of the writing mentors from the same 

group mentioned above suggested that  

Evaluating is going on constantly. It surrounds the whole 
process 
 

This insight suggests that evaluation, like seeking response, is more of 

a ‘floating’ move that can be employed in any mode of writing. Indeed, 

considering that one can evaluate Unloaded product, as well as 

Structured product, or can evaluate the quality or quantity of 

materials collected in Exploring, it seems more useful, and accurate, to 

represent Evaluation as a constantly-available move, regardless of 

mode.  
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This continual evaluation can be not only of written product, but also 

of a writer’s process. Evaluation of writing process moves were evident 

from all groups of writers, from the MA student assessing that her 

attempt at Structuring “didn’t work”, to the PhD student deciding that 

her habit of delaying putting anything down on paper is “not good”, to 

the academic who knows he has a tendency to procrastinate.  

 

These evaluation moves are often accompanied by strategy moves, 

intended to deal with negatively-evaluated writing process. From 

mode-shifts, to carefully structured time schedules, writers can employ 

these self-regulation moves at any time in the writing process. As such, 

employing personal strategies is also a ‘floating’ move that can 

surround the entire process. 

 

9.3.1.4 Add moods or feelings 

The final addition to be considered is moods, or feelings. They cannot 

be considered writing moves, and I would argue against mood dictating 

writing mode (as one audience member suggested). They do, however, 

seem to permeate the process. Feelings, positive or negative, about 

either writing process, or written product, were represented in the data 

from every type of writer. The feelings involved in writing can be 

intensely negative (consider the MA student who seriously considered 

quitting), or triumphantly positive. As one teaching expert/poet 

expressed it, “you go from ‘I hate myself’ to ‘Oooh, I’m sooooooooo good’ 

and back again”.  

 

While it might be useful to acknowledge that writing involves feelings, 

particularly for the reason of letting novice writers know that it is 

normal to have moments of self-loathing, or finding oneself a genius, I 

do not find it ideal to make feeling central to the process, as Clark and 

Ivanic (1997) have done. Nor do I think feelings can be considered (or 
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represented) as something instrumental in the process. Feelings are 

something to be recognised as existing, but existing peripherally to the 

process. 

 

Having discussed what changes might be made to the model of the 

writing process synthesised by the WD group, the next section 

considers what a visual representation of the adjusted model might 

look like. 

 

9.3.2.  A new visual model?  

Taking into account the need for adding the ‘floating’ moves that can 

be employed in any mode of writing, and the feelings that can surround 

the whole process of writing, a new visual model is suggested in Figure 

9.1: 

  

 

 

Figure 9.1 New spinner model 
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The addition of the orange ring around the five writing modes attempts 

to represent that the ‘floating’ moves of personal strategies, seeking 

response, and evaluating, can be employed in any mode. The colourless 

‘feelings’ ring around the writing moves, separated by a thick black 

line, is hoped to represent that feelings might surround the process, 

but that they are essentially outside the process.  

 

This visual model of the writing process might be missing some 

components from the processes of some writers. This is, however, 

unavoidable. It is also, to some extent, deliberate. John Hayes, one of 

the researchers who made the seminal model of the writing process in 

1981, wrote about his updated (1996) model: 

This writing framework is not intended to describe all major 
aspects of writing in detail….my objective in presenting this 
framework is to provide a structure that can be useful for 
suggesting lines of research and for relating writing phenomena 
one to another. The framework is intended to be added to and 
modified as more is learned (Hayes, 1996:1).  
 

With a few substitutions, this beautifully articulates my own objectives 

in presenting the Spinner framework: It is not intended to describe all 

major aspects of writing in detail. My objective in presenting the 

framework is to provide a structure that is thorough enough for writers 

to be able to see their own process reflected in it, but simple enough for 

writers to adjust it, making it more representative of their own 

processes.  The framework is intended to be added to, subtracted from, 

and modified, as individual writers, or groups of writers, see fit. 
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9.4. Questions, more questions, and where to go 

from here 

Although some questions have been answered by this research, some 

questions remain unanswered, and some more have arisen. This 

chapter will briefly summarise these questions, and discuss 

possibilities for further research.   

 

9.4.1. Questions answered, partially answered, and 

not yet answered 

The question that was satisfactorily answered by this research was the 

one of whether or not presenting writers with a model of the writing 

process raises writers’ awareness of that process.  It seems that yes, a 

model can facilitate writers’ awareness. The questions that were 

answered with a tentative ‘yes’, but will require further investigation 

are:  

• Does this awareness lead to control?  

• Does this awareness help facilitate the development of a 

meta-language?  

• How does a meta-language develop, and what are its 

features? 

• Does a meta-language help writers help each other?  

• Does a meta-language help improve feedback events? 

 

In addition to these questions that existed before the Spinner Model 

existed, the development of the spinner model has generated more 

questions.  
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9.4.2. New questions  

The questions generated by the advent of the spinner model have to do 

with use of the model, with identifying differences in individual 

writers, both process styles, and feedback preferences. There are also 

questions about the writing process in general. These questions deal 

with how generalisable the writing process is, and what the difference 

might be between incubation and procrastination.  

 

9.4.2.1 How might individuals or groups use and 

change the Spinner Model? 

There are some indications in the data that writers make changes to 

the spinner model in order for it to be more suitable to their needs. I 

would like to investigate the changes made to the model, both by 

individual writers, and by groups of writers. Do writers add modes? 

Delete them? Rename them? Are other elements added?  

 

Another question would be how is the model used? Would it be mostly 

as a tool for awareness, a framework for starting discussions, or would 

writers use it actively, as the physics student cited earlier?  

 

9.4.2.2 What kind of response, and when? 

Although response was not thoroughly discussed in this thesis, the 

model was designed in hope of facilitating understanding of the process 

of writing, including response-seeking moves within the process. It 

would be interesting to know if different types of feedback are 

preferable, or more useful, to writers in different modes of writing, or 

at different places along the x-axis in the spinner model.  This 

investigation would require writers to be consciously aware of, and be 

able to identify and ask for, different types of response, as they find it 

necessary.  
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9.4.2.3 Different types of writers? 

Ede (2008) has identified four different writing process styles. Torrance 

et al. (1994) identified three different types.  It is unclear how Ede 

arrived at her distinctions, and Torrance et al. used only 

questionnaires. A longitudinal study involving writers who were 

willing to keep consistent records of their writing processes would 

enable insight into different writers’ process styles. Points of interest 

would be frequency modes/moves are employed, the sequence of moves, 

and the distributions of modes/moves across the temporal span of the 

writing process.  

 

A related issue is the finding by Rijlaarsdam & van den Bergh (2008) 

claim that, in shorter writing processes, the order in which cognitive 

activities are employed, at different temporal points in the process, 

affects the quality of the text. Would the sequence, or frequency or 

distribution of moves, in a longer writing process, affect the quality of 

the text? 

 

Writer differences in sequence might not only be for writing modes. 

Castello et al. (2009) claim that different writers write longer pieces of 

writing in different sequences of sections, or chapters. There was some 

data from the WD group to support this. In a retrospective description 

of the dissertation, one WD member commented that while her peers 

preferred to write the methodology section, she preferred to write the 

literature review.  She wondered what was normal: “Are they perverts? 

Or am I a pervert?” 

 

Another point to investigate in writers developing their own self-

regulation strategies, and individual differences in these strategies for 

keeping the writing process moving.  The mode shift, and some writing 
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rituals have been identified in this research, and according to 

Zimmerman & Risemberg (1997), writers employ an array of 

strategies, from rewards for written output, to writing in cork-lined 

rooms, to writing in the nude.  

 

9.4.2.4 Is the writing process generalisable? 

The backlash against models of the writing process has been that 

generalising the process is impossible—each writer is different; trying 

to make a ‘big theory’ of writing is futile (Kent, 1999: 3).  

 

From preliminary data, however, it seems that there are some things 

that most writers, regardless of experience, or genre of written product, 

might hold in common, at least from the point of view of how writers 

see their writing processes. An investigation into the commonalities, 

and the extent of the commonalities would also be fascinating. Are 

some modes of writing compulsory and some optional?  

 

9.4.2.5 Procrastination, or incubation? 

Finally, is it possible to find the difference between Incubation and 

procrastination? Where is the line drawn? Cognitive behavioural 

psychology studies procrastination by looking at the metacognitions of 

procrastinators (Fernie & Spada, 2008). Would these metacognitions be 

different if one is incubating or if one is procrastinating? Is it even 

possible to know?   

 

An immediately-visible limitation to finding the answers to the 

questions outlined in this section might be that investigation would 

require a long-term, naturalistic version of Think-Aloud Protocol. 

Meaning that a number of individual writers, or groups of writers 

would need to be willing to keep consistent and copious records of their 
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writing processes for relatively long periods of time. This obstacle 

might be a factor in whether or not these questions can be 

investigated. I have no doubt, however, that if they are investigated, 

the answers would be fascinating. 

 

9.5. Endings. Or perhaps not… 

I began this PhD journey intending to study the meta-language that 

often naturally occurs writers are put together in a group. I wanted to 

know how this language comes about, what shape it takes, and how it 

might contribute to the development of writers and their writing. This 

never happened. Instead, the research led me to unexpected, yet 

wonderful, places. I have come to the end of the journey still not 

knowing about the discourse of writers’ groups. I have, however, 

arrived at the end with a tool that might help me find out about the 

discourse of writers’ groups. I have also arrived with my curiosity 

intact. It has, in fact, flourished. I still want to learn about the 

language of writers’ groups. I also want to learn a lot more things 

about writers’ groups, about writers, and about writing. Perhaps that 

is a good place to end…or to begin. 
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using model as a 

framework

Outcome / 
Findings            

!

Intervention not 
successful (models did 
not resonate with W

D 
members)

some adjustments  must 
be made to the model--
make adjustments based 

on group suggestions

The model holds up quite 
well, but some changes 
might be made (make 
changes and suggest a 

new model)
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Te
rm

D
at

e

Ti
m
e

Pl
ac

e Members 
present

 N
ic
kn

am
e

A
ud

io
 t

ra
ck

s

Notes on 
recordings/Logistics

FW FW topic
Writing 
activities

Notes on writing 
activities

Feedback 
activities

Notes on 
feedback 
activities

General Notes

1

O
ct

ob
er

 1
1,

 2
00

7

15
:0

0

73
7 large group

Fi
rs

t 

di
d 

no
t 

re
co

rd
 (c

om
fo

rt
) I decided not to record the 

first session, given the 
discomfort that people from 
last year had.  I told them 
that I WOULD be recoring, 
just to give them fair warning, 
but that I wasn't ging to 
record the first session

X SPRE story

1

O
ct

ob
er

 1
8,

 2
00

7

15
:0

0

70
8B 12 present

di
d 

no
t 

re
co

rd

I took the recorder, just to 
have it visible, but didn't turn 
it on.  I told them it wasn't on, 
beause I couldn't record 
without their permission, but 
that I wanted people to get 
used to it.  I would get 
permission and start 
recordingthe next time.

X

1

O
ct

ob
er

 2
4,

 2
00

7

16
:0

0

73
5

Sam, 
Julia,Justyna, 
Nadine ? 

!

got consent and recorded.  
Didn't keep a record of who 
was present, but was Berna, 
Nadine, Sam, Julia, Justyna 
and Romina, I think.  (check 
impromptu consent form if I 
didn't throw it away)

1

O
ct

ob
er

 2
5,

 2
00

7

17
:0

0

70
8B George

no
ne

only George attended, and he 
said he could attend the 
Wednesday workshops, so we 
quit early.  

1

N
ov

em
be

r 
7,

 2
00

7

!

1

N
ov

em
be

r 
14

, 2
00

7

!

1

N
ov

em
be

r 
21

, 2
00

7

no
ne no batteries

1

N
ov

em
be

r 
28

, 2
00

7

!

1

D
ec

em
be

r 
5,

 2
00

7

!

1

D
ec

em
be

r 
12

, 2
00

7

Rmina, 

!

Sam sent a rough 
draft (4 pages) 
ahead of time

Romina didn't bring 
any writing but had 
quesitons.   "This is 
not very good"  
(Romina on feedback 
from Christina)  "I 
was completely 
paralysed--I couldn't 
start writing."  "you 
find yourself writing 
for another 
person…what I think 
she wanted."  I 
couldn't write...I felt 
like I couldn't do 
something good."  
"I'm self-critical, but 
when they tell you... 
it's worse 'I couldn't 
believe it was yours..." 
(talk with Romina 
later on in the year)

1

Ja
nu

ar
y 

9,
 2

00
8

!　
!　 two tracks (from one 
recorder?)
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1

Ja
nu

ar
y 

16
, 2

00
8

no
ne

had recorder and batteries, 
and thought I was recording, 
but the 'hold' switch was on.

2

Ja
nu

ar
y 

30
, 2

00
8

75
7 Julia, Sam, 

George

! !!

What is 
feedback   How 

was this 
session?

X

Some interesting 
thoughts on the value of 

peer vs. teacher feedback 
and ideas of what 

feedback is (critical)

May 2nd is deadline 
for 2nd term 
assignments.   Took 
official consent forms 
and gave them to 
those (3) who were 
there.

2

Fe
br

ua
ry

 7
, 2

00
8

13
:3

0

75
7

Julia, Sam, 
George, Berna, 
Nadine

! !!

Ideas for 
projects    at 

the end: why did 
you choose the 

kind of 
feedback you 
did, and was it 

helpful?

introduced 
Elbow's Sharing 
and Responding; 
everyone read 
each others' 
freewriting and 
chose the kind of 
response they 
wanted. 

need practice, 
I think.

2

Fe
br

ua
ry

 1
3,

 2
00

8

14
:0

0

75
7

Julia, Sam, 
George, 
Nadine !　

!　 ! free topic

showed them 
the writing 

process (from 
my Q report)  
(did I ask 

them to make 
their own 
processes 

here? Check 
recordings)

they didn't seem 
convinced about the 

writing process

Julia has decided to 
something on 
authenticity for her 
DISS; George is doing 
DIY materials for 
ACMD.    Got Nadine 
to sign consent form 
(need to get Berna's)

2

Fe
br

ua
ry

 2
0,

 2
00

8

14
:0

0

75
7 Julia, Sam, 

George

! X
Just a relaxed 
session; no structure, 
no freewriting

2

Fe
br

ua
ry

 2
7,

 2
00

8

14
:0

0-
15

:2
0

75
7

Julia, Sam, 
George, Berna, 
Nadine ! 

! 
!

!

what they 
thought about 

Analytic 
Discourse

Analytic 
Discourse with 
each member

Berna signed consent 
form.   Next time, ask 
them to write in their 
red books:  any 
feedback or ideas 
they get about their 
writing--positive or 
negative--where they 
got it, how affected 
them.  Be sure to 
investigate the fuck-
off factor 
(Justyna/Romina) Did 
I show Berna the 
writing process model 
this time?  

2

M
ar

ch
 5

, 2
00

8

14
:0

0

73
7

Julia, Sam, 
George, Berna, 
Nadine

! !

My progress on 
my project   

(planned to have 
reactions to 

feedback, but 
no time)

update on each 
person's 

project so far.   
asked them to 

bring some 
writing to the 
next session

evaluative 
feedback: shit 
sandwich.   
Discussion about 
feedback session 
in Fiona's… what 
kind of response, 
WHY was it 
useless

asked for copies of 
finished assignments 
from last term--if 
copies with tutor 
comments, then all 
the better.

2

M
ar

ch
 1

2,
 2

00
8

14
:0

0

73
7

Julia, Sam, 
George, Berna, 
Nadine !　

!　

used 2 recorders to check 
different mics/settings.  One 
track is incomplete due to 
batteries running out.

!
Writing goals 
for the next 
three weeks

talked about 
feedback (from 
tutors) on their 
assignments 

copies of assignments 
with tutor marks on 
them?

2

A
pr

il 
9,

 2
00

8

14
:0

0-
15

:2
0

73
7 Julia, Sam, 

George

!　
!　

! 
  !
　 used four recorders with 

different mics/different 
settings                                                   
mac mic meeting/dictation             
sony mic meeting/dictation

!
what I've done 
since the last 

workshop

2

A
pr

il 
16

, 2
00

8

14
:0

0

75
7 Julia, Sam, 

George, Di

!　
!　

!　
!　

!

!

freewriting re 
the spinner 

model I showed 
them (based on 
their processes 

they'd given 
me)

goals for next 
time: decide 
who will get 

feedback next 
time.   I 

showed them 
the whirligig 

writing proess 
(with little 
success)

showed them the 
whirligig model of 
the writing 
process, and 
asked them for 
believing and 
doubting.    Asked 
them to bring 
their notebooks 
and rate the 
sessions 
(negotiated a 
rating scale).  
Asked them to 
make notes on the 
mode(s) of 
writing they were 
in each day.

they didn't 
really do the 
believing and 
doubting very 
well.  Was 
easier to doubt 
than to believe.  
I felt a bit 
deflated after 
the seession, 
but made some 
(positive0 
changes to the 
model.

hope they will start 
keeping process 
feedback journals, 
and do star-ratings of 
sessions from here on 
out.
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2

A
pr

il 
23

, 2
00

8

14
:0

0-
15

:4
5

75
7

Julia, Sam, 
George, Di, 
Nadine !　

!　
!

2 files from pod/ 3 from DSS.  
Used 3 recorders on Dictation, 
pointing in different 
directions; ipod nano in the 
middle. 2 nano files because I 
stopped recording to get a file 
off the ipod.   One of the ipod 
files didn't work, because I 
forgot to "stop and save" the 
file before I went itno the 
other part of the ipod.                                              
no "A" file                                      
B=George and me                           
C= Sam/Di/Julia                                
d= Julia/Nadine

X

2

M
ay

 1
, 2

00
8

14
:0

3-
15

-4
8

75
7

Julia, Sam, 
George, Di, 
Nadine, Berna

!　
!　

!　
!　

!

4 mics, same settings as above; 
1 ipod recording

2

M
ay

 5
, 2

00
8

17
:4

5-
21

:0
0 

M
y 

te
rr

ac
e

Julia, Sam, 
George, Di

Ga
rd

en
 S

es
si

on

!　
!　

!　
!　

!　
!　

!

• Used 4 recorders and one 
ipod. Recorder on "dictation" 
mode, using sony mono mic. Pod 
in middle of group

• B, C, & D recorders ran out 
of batteries

• two tracks from A
  
• ipod has two recording, but 
2nd (ipod B) is not clear 
  
• Recordings A-1 and A-2 
might be the only complete 
recordings of this session.

X X X

Only looked at 
Di's AWSD 
assignment:  
feedback was 
unstructured (by 
me): started out 
corrective, 
critical, and 
advice giving.  
Changed to non-
evaluative (? 
Questionable 
here--people 
pointed out parts 
they didn't 
understand) and 
confirmatory

very 
interesting 
session.  After 
Di expressed 
frustration, 
there was a lot 
more 
confirmatory 
and non-
evaluative 
feedback in 
with the 
corrective and 
evaluative.

will be interesting to 
see what Di takes up 
as far as making 
changes to the final 
draft.  Also a very 
interesting session on 
how critical feedback 
can be disheartening 
even though it's given 
with the writer's 
best interest in mind

D

M
ay

 1
5,

 2
00

8

14
:0

0-
17

:0
0

M
y 

liv
in

g 
ro

om

Sam, Di, 
Nadine, 
Bernadette

U
nl

oa
di

ng
 f

or
 p

re
se

nt
at

io
ns

!　
!　

!　
!　

!

• ** the ipod seems to only 
record for two hours, then it 
automatically stops and saves, 
and starts another recording.  
The second recording is, again, 
inaudible. Stop and save after 
2 hours, and restart again

• first step in showing how to 
use IC recorders (hold and mic 
button down

• seems to work well to have a 
recorder with mic on 
“dictation” pointed in the 
direction of each speaker, 
then the iPod in the middle. 
Had 4 ic recorders (one for 
each of the members) maybe 
try having an ic recorder 
pointed in my direction, too.  
They all turned their own 
recorders on

!
about 
dissertation 
(see ppt)

generative 
writing; writing 
from prompts

these exercises (prompts) 
borrowed from Murray 
seemed to work really 
well.  Some specific 

comments from Nadine 
and Bernadette near the 

end of the session.

after doing the 
writing, each 
member was 
asked to read 
what they'd 
written (although 
all of them opted 
to paraphrase 
rather than read).  
After done 
reading, we all did 
"sayback" and 
then "analytic 
discourse" 
(though most 
members didn't 
necessarily 
adhere to the 
question 
guidelines).  

This was a good 
session, and everyone 
seemed pleased, and 
relieved.  Bernadette: 
"Ah, that was pretty 
good."  Nadine: "I 
feel so much better 
now."   (more notes in 
blue binder)

D

M
ay

 2
1,

 2
00

8

10
:0

0-
13

:0
0

M
y 

liv
in

g 
ro

om

Sam, Nadine, 
Bernadette

Pr
es

en
ta

ti
on

 P
Pt

 S
es

si
on

!　
!　

!　
!　

!　
!　

• Used 4 recorders and one 
ipod. One recorder pointed in 
direction of each member 
(including me). Recorder on 
"dictation" mode, using sony 
mono mic. Pod in middle of 
group.   

• Three tracks from pod.  
Stopped and saved after 
approx 2 hours.  This time 
subsequent tracks were good.  
No file on Bernadette's 
recorder,so only 6 files 
instead of 7

• each person started own 
recorder (reminded them to 
have both side buttons 
switched down), though didn't 
do "1-2-3 start"

!

writing process 
journal; 
feedback 
journal (see ppt)         
"What is 
feedback" (for 
second time)

writing from 
prompts

Practiced the kind of 
writing I want them to do 
for their 
feedback/writing process 
journals. Writing from 
prompts (on ppt 
presentation.  I wish 
everyone would have been 
here to practice this.  I 
hope we can have one 
more session with 
everyone before we all fly 
off in different 
directions.

gave them no 
structured 
feedback 
activities;  they 
showed each 
other 
presentations and 
gave each other 
evaluative 
feedback (my 
impression w/o 
listening again to 
recording)

again, people seemed 
pleased, and felt they 
had accomplished a 
lot.  Nadine said she 
thought she was going 
to have to spend the 
weekend doing her 
presentation, but got 
it all done during the 
workshop. 
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Consent Form 
Writer Development Project 

 
 
Dear Fellow Postgraduate Student, 
 
I am working on my PhD, which looks at Writer Development (WD).  I am specifically 
interested in the response (feedback) that writers receive on their writing/ideas. I’m interested 
in the response that a writer gets from course tutors and from peers; I am also interested to 
find out if/how a Writer Development group (a group of peers meeting regularly to support 
each other in the writing process) is helpful to writers. 
 
I would like to pursue this research with the Writer Development Group of MA Tesol/Tesol 
& translation studies students.  It is my hope that participation in the research will be at least 
as useful for the informants (you) as it is for me.  
 
Participation in the WD group will require regular attendance of weekly WD workshops, 
which will be audio recorded, and will involve:  having discussions on writing and the 
writing process; doing some freewriting; writing in writer’s notebooks; responding to other 
students’ writing; and getting feedback from peers on your own writing for your MA 
assignments.  If you have one-to-one consultations with your tutors (regarding your 
assignments), I would like to record those sessions. I may give a questionnaire and conduct 
some interviews after the end of the TP. 
 
To summarize, the data collection will involve some, if not all of the following: 

• Audio recordings of weekly WD workshops 
• Your writing:   

o Freewriting from the WD sessions, and that done between sessions 
o Writing from writer’s notebooks and  
o Drafts of assignments for your MA assignments 

• Audio recordings of one-to-one consultations with your tutors (when you are 
consulting them about your assignment). 

• A written questionnaire after the WD workshops have finished 
• An audio-recorded interview with me after the WD workshops have finished 

 
 
In order to do this research, I need to have your permission, and I need to know that you 
understand what will be involved in this project.  Your assessment on the MA course will not 
be in any way connected with your decision to join the group or not. Your contributions 
(written and verbal) will be held in strictest confidence.  Your name will never be used (you 
may choose a pseudonym which I will use). 
 
The audio-recorded data will be transcribed, and should you wish to see them, the 
transcriptions will be made available for you to read.  My analyses and interpretation of the 
data will be made available for you to comment on. 
 
If you are happy to participate in this project, please sign the consent form, and return it to 
my colleague.  You may withdraw from this project at any time, with no negative 
ramifications. 
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From: 
Subject: Fwd: AW: greetings, and request for permission

Date: September 9, 2010 10:53:53 PM GMT+02:00

Begin forwarded message:

!"#$%&#$#'(
%
)*+"%,-%'"#$%.$-/%0-12%3%4*5"6%0-1$%7$"8"),#,*-)%#9-1,%8,16"),8%*):"),*);%,'"*$%-<)%<$*,*);%7$-+"88%/-6"48%#%4-,%#)6%+'#);"6%/0%<#0%-.%,#45*);%#9-1,%,'"%<$*,*);%7$-+"88%*)%<-$58'-78%
#++-$6*);40%=%3%)-<%#4<#08%-.."$%#%7$-+"88%/-6"4%90%>,,-%?$18"%@#%<$*,*);%87"+*#4*8,%<"44%%5)-<)%*)%A"$/#)0B%#8%#%8,#$,*);%7-*),%.-$%$".4"+,*-)%@?$18"C8%/-6"4%*8%D1*,"%4*)"#$%#)6%,'"$".-$"%
7$-:-5"8%$"#+,*-)8BE%%>1$%+-):"$8#,*-)%6*6%")+-1$#;"%/"%,-%<-$5%*)%,'*8%<#0%=%8-%,'*8%<#8%.$1*,.14%.-$%/"E
%
3%.""4%'-)-$"6%,'#,%0-1%<#),%,-%$"."$%,-%-1$%+-):"$8#,*-)%*)%0-1$%,'"8*8E%3%$"+#44%*,%,'"%<#0%0-1%7#$#7'$#8"6%*,%#)6%#;$""%<*,'%":"$0,'*);%0-1%8#0E%3%#/%)-,%*)8*8,*);%,'#,%0-1%8'-146%/"),*-)%/0%
)#/"%=%#)6%3%#/%#48-%)-,%#;#*)8,%*,E%&-%*.%#)-)0/-18%D1-,#,*-)%*8%,'"%8,#)6#$6F%,'*8%*8%.*)"2
%
G"8(%3%6-%'-7"%,'#,%<"%'#:"%,'"%-77-$,1)*,0%,-%+-),*)1"%,'"%+-):"$8#,*-)%#,%8-/"%-,'"$%7-*),E%3%#/%)-<%7$"7#$*);%#%+-1$8"(%<'"$"%8,16"),8%'#:"%,'"%+'#)+"%,-%"H7"$*/"),%<*,'%<$*,*);%,"H,8%
.$-/%6*.."$"),%D1*,"%6*.."$"),%6-/#*)8%@I-1$)#4*8/(%+$"#,*:"%<$*,*);JB%#)6%<"%,'")%<#),%,-%$".4"+,%,'"%6*.."$")+"8%#)6%+-//-)#4*,*"8%*)%,'"%7$-+"88"8E%3%#/%:"$0%+1$*-18%'-<%,'*8%<*44%<-$5E
%
K44%,'"%9"8,%.-$%0-1%#)6%0-1$%7$-I"+,(
&<#),I"
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From: 
Subject: Fwd: Greetings from Belgium

Date: September 9, 2010 10:56:25 PM GMT+02:00

Begin forwarded message:

Hi Sarah,
Thanks for the email. What you have here seems fine to me so you are welcome to use it.
Cheers,
Dave
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From: 
Subject: Fwd: Writing Log

Date: December 21, 2010 10:58:13 PM GMT+01:00

Begin forwarded message:

Dear Sarah 

Absolutely no problem - Please feel free to use my log as an example - and I don't mind being quoted either - I guess it becomes more real/present when you refer to real people. 

Merry Christmas to you too

David
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Questionnaire for WD Workshop Members. 
 
Thank you for taking part in the WD workshops this year, and for continuing through your 
dissertation.  It has been a great pleasure for me. 
 
I am interested in your perceptions of the usefulness (benefits and drawbacks) of these workshops.  
I would appreciate it if you could take some time to answer these 15 questions. You can type right 
into this file—using as much space as you need—and send it to Muna (see important note below).  
 
Please treat the answers as freewriting--don’t worry about beautifully structured answers--just get 
your thoughts on paper.  This questionnaire is quite general, and with your permission, there will 
probably be some follow-up questions.  
 
Important!   
I realize that anonymity is very difficult to maintain here.  Most of your classmates and tutors 
know who is in the WD group, and it would be quite easy for people to figure out who-said-
what.   
 
So, if there is any information that you would like to give me that is only for my own learning 
and for future improvement of workshops, but not for public view (meaning you would 
rather I did not share your thoughts with anyone, or publish them anywhere, including in my 
thesis) please indicate any bits that are for my eyes only. 
 
So that you have the option of remaining completely anonymous  (meaning that even I don’t 
know who you are) please could everyone e-mail your completed questionnaire file to Muna  
(m.m.adams@aston.ac.uk), and she will forward them to me from her e-mail address (after 
deleting your names/addresses from the message)-your secrets will be safe.   
 
I would greatly appreciate it if you could return these to Muna by  23rd October, and use the e-mail 
subject line “Questionnaire for Sarah”.  
 
 

Part 1:  General Questions about joining and continuing to attend the workshop. 
 
 

1. Why did you decide to join the workshop? 
 
 

2. Why did you decide to attend the workshops regularly? 
 
 

3. What do you find useful about the WD workshops? 
 
 

4. What do you find not-so-useful about the WD workshops? 
 
 

5. How could these workshops be changed to make them more useful? 
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6. What do you like most about the workshops? (“like” isn’t the same as “useful” is it?!) 
 
 

7. What do you least like about the workshops? 
 
 

8. How do you think the workshops could be changed to make them more enjoyable? 
 
 
 
 

Part 2: Questions about workshop activities: 
 
Could you tell me a little bit about how you found the various activities we did in the workshop? 
 
 

9.   What do you think of Freewriting? 
 
 

10.   What do you think of using a model of the writing process (in our case, the Wheel of 
Life is the model)? 

 
 

11.   What do you think of learning different kinds of feedback? 
 
 

12. What do you think of giving feedback to your peers? 
 
 

13. What do you think of receiving feedback from your peers? 
 
 

14.  What do you think of the feedback/writing process reflective journals? 
 
 

15.  What do you think of the goal setting? 
 
 
 

Any other comments you would like to add? 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Thank you very much for your help, and for a great year. Peace, Out. 
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Respondent 
Question 10:     What do you think of using a model 
of the writing process?

1

I think it’s a good idea because even though 
sometimes we use different names or perhaps never 
thought about the different stages of the writing 
process ourselves, the process is the same for 
everyone perhaps in different order but the wheel 
life reflects that anyway.

2

I think it helps students/writers focus on what they 
are really doing, you know, naming the steps they 
take, trying to put into words what we usually only 
think about. This way it can help us find solutions for 
parts we're struggling with and might help us by 
directing us to another part of an assignment for 
instance. And after finishing this part we might come 
back to the one we were struggling with and might 
have new ideas.

3

I really like the wheel of life model, because it is 
applicable to almost anybody no matter what type of 
writer s/he is. The fact that all elements are 
interchangeable and do not follow a strict order is of 
great advantage. One can go one step further in his 
writing process (let’s say after having read literature 
start writing) but is always allowed to go two steps 
back again (go back to the reading stage again). The 
good thing about the wheel of life is that it looks like 
a model but it doesn’t work as a model in the 
strictest sense. The wheel of life is so flexible that 
everyone is able to apply it without having the feeling 
of following a strict structure.

4

I think it is a good idea to think of one’s writing 
process and way of writing. It helps a lot to know 
where you are now and where you want to be next; 
moreover having a model helps you to reflect on it 
better. I like the Wheel of Life; it has everything in 
it that is part of everyone’s writing process.

5

Also very good! While freewriting is a means of 
simply get going, thinking about your writing process 
structures your actions, which I think is very useful. 
I like it when things are structured !, I am German 
!. Moreover, for me, using the model creates a kind 
of equilibrium to the lax freewriting: Structured vs. 
lax. Besides that it is good to see at which point you 
are and how much needs to be done to finish off your 
work.
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Evaluation 
 

Writer Development Course  
 

In addition to the informal discussion(s) we’ve had about the course, I’d like to have your individual opinions/impressions of 
your time here. The purpose of getting your feedback is to improve future courses, so please feel free to be critical (or 
complimentary). Also feel free to remain anonymous (you can send this to Nadja instead of me if you like).   

 
If, later on, you think of other things you’d like to mention, please do e-mail me at the sshaas@mac.com.  If you’d like to 
remain anonymous with after-thought comments, please e-mail Nadja with a note that it’s for me, and she’ll pass them on. 

 
Overall 
The ultimate goal of the course is for it to be useful to you, both during the course and afterwards. Could you please 
comment on how useful (or not) you found the course both immediately and (potentially) long-term?  I would appreciate if 
you could mention any specific bits that you found particularly useful, or particularly un-useful. 
 
 
It is also a primary goal that your time here be enjoyable, if productive and (probably) tiring. Could you comment on how 
enjoyable you found the course? It would be nice if you could mention any specific things that were particularly enjoyable, 
or particularly un-enjoyable. 
 
 
Information 
The mini-presentations and activities are intended to provide you with some information about the writing process, some 
strategies to handle writing, and some ideas on how to develop yourself as a writer.  Could you please give your thoughts 
on the information in the mini-presentations and the activities we’ve done? 
 
The Writing Process  
 
 
Feedback/Response in Writing (Sharing and Responding/Map of Writing/Analytic Discourse)  
 
 
Goal-setting 
 
 
Reflecting on the writing process 
 
 
Free-writing/writing to prompts/generative writing 
 
 
Self-Directed Writing Sessions (hour-long sessions) 
 
Pecha Kucha presentation 
 
 
Practicing Feedback/Response techniques (giving and receiving response)  
 
Atmosphere 
My hope is that the overall atmosphere at the retreat will be one that is conducive to getting plenty of work done, but is at 
the same time (at least psychologically) comfortable. Could you give your thoughts on the atmosphere at the course? Is 
there anything I could do to improve the feeling/atmosphere? 
 
Reason for taking the course 
I am curious to know why you signed up for the course… where you heard about it, etc. 
 
Thank you for your thoughts, and for your time the last few days. It has been a great pleasure working with you. If I can be 
of any assistance to you in your writer-development endeavours, please don’t hesitate to get in touch. 
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Evaluations Kent & Copenhagen collated 
 
 

 
• I found the whole retreat really useful, the editing part allows you to have 

something focus to think about that I would use later. 
• Overall the experience has been very useful for me. Having designated writing 

time but other people who are also at the same stages  
• I found the retreat very helpful especially it told me a lesson about the 

relationship between discipline and output/achievements. I hope to transfer this 
into my future writing 

• Immediately – the work that I’ve done , I had probably hoped to do more, that 
was not the fault of the workshop, just than what I currently do is time-
consuming, in combination with the general “lack of focus”.   Long-term – I think 
here’s the most important  gain. The two main things I think it’s time management 
(“you can do stuff in 10 minutes) and the Freewriting: it doesn’t have to be 
perfect! 

• Best was the long writing sessions, start-stop strategy & 10 minute sessions. Learn 
to concentrate more. Goal setting. Less theory – more practical. Friendly.  
Learning about the subconscious areas of writing and feedback. Teamwork, 
reading, writing & communication skills. Networking. Adapt a strange environment 
and accommodations 

• immediately: very useful, lots of work done during the days.  Long-term: hard to 
predict,  more retreats to get into the flow would be good. 

• Useful as long as I have sufficient self-discipline to maintain implementing what 
I’ve learned. Short-term it has been invaluable in finally dragging this chapter out 
& on its paper, which I’ve been struggling to do for weeks. 

• It was quite useful for me both during these two days and hopefully afterwards. I 
especially find the information/instructions/explanations about the writing process 
useful. 

• I like the idea of  having several starts and stops in writing sessions this is really 
useful in the short, medium and long-term. 

• It was enjoyable particularly the goal setting and concentrating in what I am 
doing during that one hour. My comment on this is much time has been allocated 
for that and incase if some additional input in the writing process is included it 
would probably help more. 

• I really liked the goal-setting part with the timer and will definitely use it when I 
write. Also, I found some of the feedback techniques useful.  

• Overall I the course gave me a lot of motivation and inspiration to how to manage 
the last bit of my (boring) writing process. Being more aware of the different 
elements of the writing process (exploring, unloading, structuring…) and especially 
the idea of dividing my time into manageable intervals (of one hour etc.) and sub-
goals are tools that I think I can really benefit from. I think I will benefit from 
the writer club as well. I consider to implement writer club(s) in my group at LIFE  

• I think that I will use some of my experiences from the course in my future work 
– the different processes of writing, together with awareness of the process and 
it’s effectiveness where most useful to me. 

• The goal setting part was the least useful to me. I think it should be improved a 
bit in order for it to work effectively (have been teaching goal setting myself, so 
I might have known too much to get anything out of it). 

• In the long term, I hope to implement some of the tools and strategies that I 
where presented to in the course. If this is going to work effectively, I probably 
need more hands-on advice on when to do what and how to do it, or more 
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experience with it. I hope that I’ll be able to work with it on my own, if I go 
through the attachments that have been sent to me. 

• If I should point one thing out that I want you to improve, then it will probably 
be that I would like to receive more information in advance – and earlier than I 
received it. I would be very nice to know a little more about what the course 
entails (some of the others thought it was on academic writing content like 
grammar, publication style and how to organize the paragraphs of an article). I 
think I would have gotten more out of it, if I knew a bit more about it just a 
week in advance. 

• I found the course very useful as an eye-opener for how small things you have to 
change in the way you think about your writing and the way you plan your 
writing. I really do hope that I can get my self together and keep practicing what 
I have learned these three days. It has been particular useful for me to force my 
self to write even though I’m not 100% of the validity and references of the facts 
that I’m writing. For me it often turns out that the unloading text that I write 
only need to be filled in with correct references and polished a little and then it 
is ready to be used in the thesis or article that I-m working on.  

• Useful in an immediate way, given the production of text during the course. I 
found it particularly useful to implement the 1-hour intense writing sessions and 
I’ve tried to do so in the past couple of days with some succes. If this can become 
a habit (and that is the critical point, I guess), this could be very good for me.  

• As we discussed the last day, I would have liked to have some concrete text-
structure advice, i.e.., how to write a scientific paper, what to put in specific 
sections, etc. It is my understanding that this is part of the next 3 days we will 
have in May. I think the time in between is too long. 

• I think this course has been useful so fare. The thing I found most useful 
immediately is the part about goal setting and how to split you writing process 
into smaller and more measurable parts. I have only tried it for some day, however 
I think it makes me more productive during the day. I also think the part where 
we gave short presentation and then a person should give feedback, and ask 
questions about what he didn’t understand. From the feedback he gave I 
understood what part I have to clarify more or make more understandable.    

• I think that it will be very useful for my working process that I have attended to 
this course.  

• I think it was particularly useful to have the working sessions for 1 hour, because 
it gave me the feeling of concentrated writing. 

• Because we the group come from different scientific fields, I still find it difficult 
to work with feed back in this group. 

• This time the impressive information I got is feedback, esp. using it during the 
beginning and middle stage, rather than only using it in the end stage of writing. 
And I suppose this also works in many other fields. Before maybe I have used this 
method, but I don’t pay much attention on it. 

• First of all I felt some-what thrown into the writing retreat. Of course there are 
practical reasons for that, but also I think there was a general lack of 
information from which I could prepare myself for the retreat. I am not 
necessarily thinking of preparation in a specific sense, but more mentally. I think 
your course differs very much from the other writing-course I am taking, in that 
we come to realize that writing is not just about writing, but about a lot of other 
activities that I normally would consider procrastination. This new way of 
conceptualizing the writing process takes some time getting used to, and actually, 
as I was ‘writing’ during the course, I felt somewhat stressed about not writing in 
the specific sense, but instead in a kind of preparatory sense. Thus, when we were 
immersed in the one-hour sessions I felt a little bit as if I was cheating, just 
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making time pass doing literature searches around my subject. Afterwards 
however, I’ve come to realize that this process has been invaluable to my process 
and that time was well spent. This however does not chance my feeling stressed 
and ‘cheating’ during the sessions. I think that had I known good time in advance 
that we were going to focus on ‘all’ stages of writing, and not just the writing-
writing I would have felt more comfortable during my own process at the retreat.  
I am very interested in seeing how the writing-group will work over time. I think 
the others met last week, but I’ve heard nothing from them this week. And I 
think it might be absolutely essential that what we learn is being utilized straight 
away when we come home from the retreat. I don’t know how, but it would be 
fine if something about the course ensured that the writing group would work 
afterwards.  I think one reason that our group will have problems is that the two 
Chinese girls are not sufficiently able writing or speaking English to actually be 
able to play a constructive part in the group. This leaves three participants left 
of which one is somewhat skeptical towards providing feedback to the others. This 
leaves two left, who are probably both pretty good at procrastination. So, all in 
all you will probably have to find a way to screen participants beforehand to be 
sure that they are sufficiently fluent in English – and you will have to consider a 
minimum number of participants to ensure that the writing group will actually 
happen afterwards. If we are too few, I would rather that you cancelled, and had 
suggested that we took part in the course at another time when more participants 
had signed up. All in all I am very convinced that what you have to offer is 
potentially the most thought through and useful writing course currently offered 
at the university. Really! What problems the course had was mostly due to the 
very limited mix and number of people participating this time. 

• The useful bits to me was writing session (self-directed) this gave me time to 
think deeply on what I have done so far about my study and incorporate it in my 
in my writing. I had never got so much time to concentrate on one particular 
thing. This placed me at an advance stage in my writing.  

• I appreciated very much the discussion regarding the feedback. I had probably not 
realized before that feedback can be very different and that it’s good to ask for 
a specific type of feedback. I also liked to reflect on the writing process, the 
different modes and how we can try to be aware of the modes we are on and 
control it a little better. 

• The idea of retreat was good and useful during the two hard working days. I hope 
it will be helpful on long term as well but right now I can’t give an answer 

• The biggest contribution for me was the “becoming aware” of the writing process. 
I would write and get stuck either with an idea or with rephrasing and frustrated 
have a break from the writing, after which it would again take time to re-read 
the text and get going. During the course I noticed earlier when I get stuck and 
consciously switched to other writing “modes”. That kept me working on the text, 
so there was no waste of time, waiting for an inspiration. If there was a part I 
felt slightly less important for myself it was the feedback part. I did like the 
“summary and sayback” though – I would not have thought that it is so 
informative just to hear someone else repeat what you have said. As immediate 
usefulness: I did get some writing done here – the fact of being away from other 
distracting factors helped me to concentrate and focus on writing. As for long-
term usefulness: I think I will use the switching “modes” in the future as well and 
be much more precise when asking for feedback. Forming writing groups will also 
be a great support. 

• The retreat was useful for me in terms of setting short-term goals and short-
term writing sessions. It worked for me well at the retreat and I am sure I will 
use it for my writing sessions during my PhD. Furthermore I found it useful to 
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hear about the different parts of a writing process, or your suggestion of it. I did 
already change around some of them, but was not so aware of them. And maybe 
by being aware of them it will help to make the writing more efficient or to use 
the time more efficiently. 

• I am sure that I can use some of the techniques learned in the course long-term, 
such as pecha kucha, one hour of writing, learning that a writing process can 
maintain many different phases.  
I hoped that the course would provide tools on “how to write” and “how to 
structure the writing”. This might reflect on the course subtitle – it was hard to 
know what to expect.  
The SPRE exercise left me skeptical, maybe I didn’t understand it or maybe we 
should have used more time on it. It seemed a little “here you go, SPRE is like this 
- and now we move on…”. 

• I found the course very interesting and i got some tools for the writing process. I 
am currently not in the writing process of my Ph.D. so I don’t know if I am going 
to use the things at the moment. So for my part it will be more useful in long-
term.  I am not sure that the presentation of project in Pecha kucha stile was so 
useful for my part, but it was a good exercise.  Particularly useful for me, was 
the feedback talks. This I can use both to direct others in the kind of feedback I 
need, and also in the future, when I am to give feedback to other.  

• I found the course useful (immediately) because… it recognizes the part of the 
writing process before getting to the “scientific writing – key message, outline 
stuff”. It was great to learn that the phases of the spinning wheel, where I not 
write things down – well structured etc… are legitimate parts of at least my 
writing process. It kind of gave me peace in my mind – because I tended to be 
very frustrated with the unstructured part of my work before getting to the 
outline… … it gave me some tools for structuring the time (goal setting) – also 
short term goals (like 15 min)Potentially long term…… I hope that I am able to 
work with goal setting and structuring my time &/recognizing writing process 
according to the spinning wheel in the future.… I hope that I can use the 
different types of feed back together with my supervisor … Regarding feedback – 
it could be funny to use the different types of feed back for my own supervision 
of others. To be aware of what kind of supervision others may ask for, and ask 
them what kind of supervision they want/need.… however, I have noticed that the 
office isn’t the place to work like this (1 hr. goals/quiet time) as I am sharing the 
office with 5 others and I find it very hard to keep the focus during my reading & 
writing. Maybe I should introduce 1 hr quiet time – working in totally silence?! 

• I find the course particularly useful. I think that I received some tools to develop 
my writing. The fact of setting a goal for one hour for instance is a terrific tool 
for me that I can use. To notice that even in 15 minutes, I can actually do 
something, and produce a text that I can work on and restructure later on. 
Learning to accept the many phases of the production of text, is also a challenge 
for me and I think that the thoughts presented during this course will encourage 
me to accept that that is the way it is. 

• I found the course very useful. This first part of the course made me understand 
my writing process better than when I signed up! I will be able to use the tools 
and activities structuring, monitoring and evaluating my everyday writing. I am 
sure that I will benefit from the insights I have gained here. 

• The course was very useful for me both immediately and for the rest of the 
writing process. It was an empowering experience to find that such a banal thing 
as knowing and being aware of ones different phases in the writing process makes 
it easier to control and actively use them and thus enables one to be much more 
productive. 
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• The course is definitely useful for me. The course is, in fact, a little different 
from what I had expected. I had expected a course about how to write a 
research paper (the tips on structuring, writing and revising process). However, the 
main goal I got from the course is to improve the ability of controlling the writing 
process. Anyway, in my opinion this goal is important in my long-term purposes.   

• I found the course very useful. Of cause as discussed earlier, it would have been 
more beneficial to have the information of the course in advance. 

• For me it was mostly a good way to get started writing. I liked the exercise 
“writing to prompts”. The free writing did not work for me. 

• I got some ideas to make my writing process more efficient, simple things like 
setting a timeline, unplugging internet and perhaps also trying to set goals. 

• The entire retreat was very enjoyable,  it was nice to be able to walk around the 
countryside during breaks for further  incubating. 

•  The atmosphere was very enjoyable and people have been very nice-On the 
course and the farm. 

• I found you and your style very enjoyable, as well as the location. There was very 
good timing of working versus leisure time. 

• I find most things enjoyable, especially the dinner discussions-it’s so interesting to 
hear about other subjects. Less enjoyable-feeling frustrated with the own 
performance. 

• Productive-fixing a bit of my writing, exploring and unloading, feedbacks: loved the 
tiredness in the second day. Enjoyable-the surroundings, emptiness, silence, horses, 
friends. Food was bit less enjoyable! 

• Group atmosphere was very good and productive generally enjoyed the information 
sessions as a provided a welcome break from writing. 

• I really enjoyed/valued having my timetable worked out for me & then being able 
to take guilt-free breaks. I was a bit irritated when other students began 
breaking in the middle of an agreed writing session. 

• It was productive more than tiring the parts that the tutor  made explanations 
and we free write was the most enjoyable parts for me. 

• I like the idea of being away from daily routine of working in the same time. I 
felt I was enjoying more than working but I did a lot of work which will save more 
time 

• Un-enjoyable; making and thinking about the short presentationEnjoyable; working 
efficiently during the one-hour writing sessions Discussing the presentations and 
using the different feedback techniques 

• There was a good atmosphere in the room. I was interesting to meet people from 
other fields than my own at to hear (shortly) about their projects. Nice lunch and 
good cookies -the coffee could be a bit stronger!! ;) Delicious with fruits! 
Optimally the room would have been larger and with more desks, but I had a table 
for my self and can not complain! 

• I found the course enjoyable, mostly because I felt either that I was productive 
or learning something valuable, depending on the sessions. I don’t need a course to 
be particularly fun, I just want to get the most of it, when I’m done. 

• I found everything very enjoyable.  
• I was very comfortable in the course. Good group and everyone seemed interested 

and motivated. Made for a good atmosphere. 
• I think the time at the course was very productive, and made me understand more 

about the writing process and how to keep on writing in “waste” periods. I think 
the presentation was enjoyable, and the group discussions as well. The working 
periods were very productive, but I’m not sure if I would say enjoyable.      

427



• This is the 2nd course I took for now, and I feel the big difference lies between 
the styles of class I joined before. I deeply moved by the freedom. We can talk 
and get feedback directly from the guider. 

• I found the retreat very enjoyable, with good food and beautiful nature outside 
(would have liked more time to walk or run). The standard of the rooms was 
“basic” but ok. 

• I would have preferred to stay here for 3 days to really get the feeling of 
“retreat” 

• There was something about the stress level, and my personal wellbeing. I don’t 
know what that was about. I even thought it was stressful that we had to eat all 
the time. But in retrospect I think I was coming down with a flue, and that 
nothing would really make me feel comfortable during these days anyway. I don’t 
know…  On the other hand the food was soo good, and it was really nice that it 
was possible to just focus on the writing part. Still it was intense – but still, I 
was coming down with the flue…    It might actually be worth looking into the 
possibility of finding another place to have the retreat. The beds aren’t 
particularly good, and you can hear what is going on in the whole building. And you 
are kind of secluded into just that area of the farm. And when you spend a lot of 
time sitting down, thinking and writing, it might be better with healthy light food, 
than heavy good food. You kind of want to spend every excuse getting out of the 
writing room – and if the only option of getting out is eating, I, at least, tend to 
overeat a little bit; which in turn makes me a slow tired thinker. 

• It was definitely an enjoyable stay and worthwhile participating.  
• It was a very enjoyable experience. Partly because of good company, the small 

group, lovely settings, good food, well proportioned course time (not too 
long/short), partly because getting something done makes you feel good, and 
meeting new people and new ideas is always interesting… 

• This was really enjoyable to me, especially the time of feedback when my 
colleague revealed to me some deficiencies in my writing which I was otherwise 
thought that I was explicitly. The evening hours after work was also enjoyable to 
me, because I had opportunity to interact with someone that I didn’t know to gain 
some experience in various field (social, political, academics, cultural). 

• The premises, Food, tea, coffee were also enjoyable. 
• Un enjoyable bit for me was working after having dinner. 
• It was really nice to be in a group that had the same objective; the size of the 

group was perfect. Since we had quite a lot of breaks between the sessions, it did 
not feel too tiring but quite enjoyable. 

• I think we had a nice time and we did enjoyed a lot. It was very nice to work in 
groups and specifically to give and receive feedbacks. 

• Un-enjoyable: unloading 1 – 3 (including free writing) I found it a waste of time.  
Enjoyable: The atmosphere was good, a lot of different people with different 
backgrounds but still it remained interesting (it seemed) for all – at least most of 
the time.  

• I think the time here was very enjoyable. I liked the idea with smaller lecture 
and discussions, instead of looong lectures. And also it makes people contribute 
more with opinions.   

• The location of the course was not optimal and it was too small to sit in 3 whole 
days. 

• I found the course very enjoyable – nice with coffee breaks and good lunch 
(things you need to keep on working). It was great that we where able to work on 
our own stuff and didn’t spent at lot of time on getting to know each other (as we 
had long lunch breaks, where we could socialise)… the class room was very un-
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inspiring and didn’t have a good working environment (bad chairs, light and it was 
getting warm…) 

• The many silent moments were enjoyable! It was also enjoyable and encouraging 
to be in an environment where focus was on writing and not on what we are 
writing about! Unfortunately, I did not find the classroom inspiring at all. 
Especially the first day was harsh, but after that, I kind of accepted that the 
course was taking place in that room. It would have been great, if we could have 
been in another place or in another room, perhaps with a nice view…..  

• Overall positive 
• I enjoyed the intensitiy of the timed writing periods and the mix between 

different types of writing. The less enjoyabole part were the plenary discussions 
where to few people were willing to contribute constructively 

• The way that the course happened is enjoyable for me. I can feel a “writing” 
atmosphere in which any person can learn about writing, discuss about writing and 
write their own works. In fact, I am writing my research paper when I take the 
course, and it is my pleasure to have time to write my own work in the course. I 
also like the pecha-kucha game. Although it took me several hours to prepare, I 
did learn something about cut-off the “technical parts” to highlight the “main 
idea”  

• There was a cosy atmosphere but it would be nice to be in a place were we could 
move around more. Like having fixed writing spots and taking the discussions 
somewhere else. Also to mix more between the groups. 

• Unfortunately I’m not so much in the middle of writing yet but I saw the benefit 
of doing it anyways –just getting ideas out, setting the focus and aims. Also helps 
structuring the background reading. 

•  
Made me realize I am not as strange as I thought I was, and so was reassuring. He 
did make a lot of sense. 
• This was very interesting-I have never thought about my writing is a process in 

this context before. I can relate to some stages better than others. 
• Very useful, especially the notion on  “incubating”. 
• I like to see that the incubation and unloading our “accepted” phases in the 

writing process. It doesn’t mean one should stay there forever but at least it’s 
okay. I tend  not to stick to hard to these types of models but I can use it as 
support. 

• It was important to understand how it can be categorized to put equal emphasis 
on all. Start-stop & rate process is so effective. Much productive without getting 
tired 

• Useful to give names to process and reflect on which ones I use most frequently, 
or am using now 

• It’s interesting to categorize the stages writers go through, and it can help me to 
identify where I’m at and where I want to be and how to get there 

• Excellent. I like the idea of switching between different  modes/stages of writing. 
Besides, I find it very useful, and implemented it during the writing sessions. 

• I found it very useful to think in this way 
• Good model. I have never thought about the processes before. Of cause I have 

used all the steps before, but never been able to describe it 
• I like the writing process concept and would have liked to spend more time on it – 

right now, I am not too clear on when to use what process and how it works in 
conjunction with the other processes, and would like to have more information on 
how to implement this in practice 

• Nice presentation, interesting to hear about how the wheel was made and I think 
it gives a fairly accurate description of my writing process. 
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• I see the potential benefit of recognizing where in the process I am and that all 
the phases are needed and ok, even though they may seem unproductive! Some of 
the small discussions seemed a bit ‘forced’ but it probably will be helpful in the 
future to remember what we talked about! 

• Good and clear demonstration 
• Very very good. I learned a lot from categorizing the writing process. I think it is 

very useful to be aware of where in the writing process you are while working on 
small bits of an article or thesis. 

• Seemed like a logical way to divide the different elements of the process. Made 
sense. 

• Interesting, but I’m not sure if I will use it a lot. I think it is good to have 
knowledge about the different steps and it made me think more about my writing 
process and how I do it.  

• I mentioned already in the first question my impression of it. 
• It is illustrative and a good model 
• It is really vivid and demonstrates the whole process clearly. And I am pretty 

agree that any stages we will involve in not only for 1 or 2 times. And each stage 
can occur and should occur from time to time. 

• Cool and convincing. An eye opener. (But as said before, it would have been nice to 
be able to know about that before hand.) 

• I have to admit that they did seem at first glance very informal and almost too 
unscientific and general ;) but in the end there was always something one could 
“take away” from them…something that stuck. I very much liked going through 
the different “modes” in writing and the “getting aware” of ones writing process 
and “taking control”. In fact I think that was one of the best “take aways” of 
the course. 

• The writing process is very important and the stages that everybody goes through 
are of high importance as well. The ranking of stages is not important but knowing 
the best strategy to go through all of them is of benefit. For instance, is not 
important if you start with structuring your thesis or unloading your thoughts 
important is to use your time effectively so you should do something that you are 
able to do that moment.   

• Very interesting and well done; I liked that we went through each mode and spoke 
about the “sub-modes” before getting to the whole picture 

• What I realized is that I was actually following some stages of this writing 
process, I didn’t know that there was a defined structure to explain this until this 
time! This presentation was a kind of enlightenment to me. Nevertheless, the 
garbage stage is defined as zero draft in the sense that, the feedback given with 
respect to this stage of writing (depending on the supervisor) is normally tells the 
writer that what she/he tried to write is really superficial.    

• It was good to know that there are different phases of the writing process, learn 
not to panic because they are there and are necessary (maybe?) phases to go 
through.  
On the other hand, I was hoping to get some tools on how exactly to structure 
future writing processes, but we discussed this matter in forum and agreed that 
maybe the course title was a little of.  

• The wheel covered all the phases of a writing process (How I would assume it to 
be, since a have not have many writing processes). 
Good to see, that it is possible, and especially that it is okay, to have another 
process than the classical one. And that it does not make you lazy or a bad 
writer. 
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• This describes how I’ve been unconsciously working for years.  I’m going to print 
the handout out and stick it above my desk to allow me to focus on what specific 
aspect I’m working on. 

• Really good (see above) – could you please send the first presentation of yours? 
It’s nice to have the opportunity to get back to the spinning wheel.It was great 
that we had the opportunity to use your presentation and what you had mentioned 
straight away. 

• A nice picture of the writing process. But also an idealistic view on the process. If 
you have a deadline, or a family, and you can work intensively from 9 to 15, and 
again from 20 to 22 in the afternoon, you just have to be productive. You can 
perhaps not allow yourself to go through all phases if you have other 
commitments, such as kids.  

• A good tool to place at the desk when writing. I find it very relevant to get 
aware of the different modes and processes. Will definitely keep me more focused 
and reflective about my own writing processes.  

• Very good, illustrative and immensely useful and empowering as we could apply it 
directly to practice and it worked!! 

• I think the model of the writing process is helpful. In fact, I found it in my own 
writing before coming to the course. But in the course I learned that something 
like incubating is not really useless (I am happy for that since I incubate a lot of 
time). 

• This wheel made some things more clear to me. The fact, that being messy and 
unloading is actually a part of the writing process, has made me rethinking my 
writing process. 

• The wheel is a good way to describe the writing process but I’m not sure it will 
help me so much in my own process 

 
• I always reflect on everything I do. Sometimes to the detriment of other things, 

so it’s nice to know that it is okay 
• I had never previously thought about how I wrote. It was very useful to get 

some labels on the different phases of writing. Also, I found it very beneficial 
that the course had time for trying out the different techniques and get a 
sense of how they work.  

• The atmosphere (ha ha, but I’m serious). The framework of writing, becoming 
more conscious about what you do and where you are in the process. 
Acknowleding all phases of the process – even the non productive ones 

• I think this was a good course with important topics. The working-hours were 
very effective, and there was a good mixture of information and work during 
the course. I liked this course because I got some tips to be more effective 
and productive during the writing process. 

• The writing process, goal setting, and self directed writing sessions were very 
useful 

• Introduction of writing sessions of limited intervals (self directed writing) 
• Introduction to writers groups 
• The course is organized by some short discussions between many self-directed 

writing sessions. I like this way since it allows us improve writing skill 
gradually and naturally. Moreover, I found that I worked very effectively in 
self-directed writing sessions: I even completely wrote up some important 
parts in my working project 

• That I has helped me structure my writing and become much more efficient 
• The one hour writing sessions was very good. Also the SPRE was good because 

I feel I need some tools for improving my writing. 
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• I particularly liked the theory with the spinning wheel. It helped me 
understand my writing, and I hope it will help me in future writing. Before I 
was often upset about not getting things done quick enough, but now I have 
learned, that there are different phases, and that it is okay and normal not to 
be productive the whole time. 

• I liked the feedback session. Now i think about the ways of given feedback, 
and try to remember, that there are other ways than criticism. 

• I think the case by case discussion among the students is helpful for 
everyone’s further progress. In this way, everyone not only restricts his/her 
thinking into one field, but extends horizon by absorbing various and 
comprehensive advice from other students. Ultimately, such experience and 
training can improves my skill of interacting with other audiences in the 
future. 

• The fact that we practiced the techniques with our own material which helped 
a lot motivating me compared to working with some course material that 
doesn’t really matter to one self. It might be the only way to do it in a 
writer’s course – but it works!!! 
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  Writer Development Course D Oct/Dec 2010: Evaluation 
Please indicate your evaluation of each component of the course.  

If your group did not do some of the specified activities, please tick N/A (not applicable). 

You can copy and paste the tick mark  ! into the appropriate space.   

Please feel free to write any additional comments below. 
How is the weather today? (for example) 

Very Good  
! 

Good 

!! 

Neutral 
! 

Poor  
! 

Bad 
! 

How would you evaluate your 
general outcome of the course? 

Very Good 
! 

Good 

! 

Neutral 

! 

Poor  
! 

Bad 

! 

How would you evaluate the short-
term benefits of this course? 

Very Good 
! 

Good 

! 

Neutral 

! 

Poor  
! 

Bad 

! 

Do you think you will gain some 
long-term benefits from this course 

I Expect a lot of 

long-term  

benefits 

! 

I Expect a few 

long-term  

benefits 

! 

Neutral 

 

 

! 

I expect few  

long-term  

benefits 

!  

I expect no 

 long-term 

benefits 

! 

How useful did you find the 
information on the writing process?  
(coloured spinner wheel presentation)  

Very useful  
! 

Useful  
! 

Neutral 

! 
Not so useful  

! 
Useless 
! 

How useful did you find the 

unloading techniques (freewriting, 

writing to prompts, generative writing) 

Very useful  
! 

Useful  
! 

Neutral 

! 
Not so useful  

! 
Useless 
! 

How useful did you find the 
information on goal setting? 

Very useful  
! 

Useful  
! 

Neutral 

 ! 
Not Very Useful  

! 
Useless 
! 

How useful did you find the 
information on feedback/response? 

Very useful  
! 

Useful  
! 

Neutral 

 ! 
Not Very Useful  

! 
Useless 
! 

How useful did you find doing the 
pecha-kucha presentations? 

Very useful  
! 

Useful  
! 

Neutral ! 

N/A ! 

Not Very Useful  
! 

Useless 
! 

How useful did you find learning the 
SPRE pattern? 

Very useful  
! 

Useful  
! 

Neutral ! 

 N/A ! 

Not Very Useful  
! 

Useless 
! 

How useful did you find forming and 
attending writers’ groups? 

Very useful  
! 

Useful  
! 

Neutral 

 ! 
Not Very Useful  

! 
Useless 
! 

How useful did you find using the 
goal-setting/writing process 
/feedback/writers’ group logs?  

Very useful  
! 

Useful  
! 

Neutral ! 

 N/A ! 

Not Very Useful  
! 

Useless 
! 

How useful did you find the 

information for structuring text? 
Very useful  

! 
Useful  
! 

Neutral ! 

 N/A ! 

Not Very Useful  
! 

Useless 
! 

How useful did you find the abstract 
writing/feedback sessions? 

Very useful  
! 

Useful  
! 

Neutral ! 

 N/A ! 

Not Very Useful  
! 

Useless 
! 

How useful did you find the self-

directed writing sessions? (one-hour 

individual working time-slots) 

Very useful  
! 

Useful  
! 

Neutral 

 ! 
Not Very Useful  

! 
Useless 
! 
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What did you like in particular about the course – and why?  
(use as much space as you need) 

 
 

What would you suggest for improving the course?  

(use a much space as you need) 
 
 

What did you learn from this course?  

(use a much space as you need) 
 
 

Have you made any changes (in your writing habits, for example) 
since attending this course? 

(use a much space as you need) 

 
 

General comments:  

(use a much space as you need) 
 

I 
 
 

 Definitely Probably Don’t Know Probably Not Definitely Not 

Was this course worth your time?  ! ! ! ! ! 

Would you recommend this course 
to someone else? 

! ! ! ! ! 

If there were to be a follow-up 

course (2.5 or 3-day retreat) offered 

in the future, do you think you would 

like to attend? 

 ! ! ! ! ! 
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Dissertation from beginning to end! 
 

1. Aaaaahhhh fantastic, I have an idea about a topic, great! 
2. And the school where I will observe classes is also very helpful, good! 
3. Hm, but 15,000 words, maybe I should have more ideas and a structure. 
4. Reading helps! Read as much as I can, it usual inspires me. 
5. Total confusion about all the anonymity, confidentiality thingies that have to be done. 
6. Viva and first talks with supervisor; I need to make it sound more academic! 

Chipmunks and Rock Stars pimp up my presentation. 
7. Before classroom observation starts I have worries that I don’t get good data. 
8. Data turns out to be good. Others who also do classroom observation have the same 

approach, good, I seem to be on the right track. 
9. When do I know that I have enough data? And why is transcribing such a pain in the 

a**?? 
10. Accepting that I have enough data and making the first attempts to write. 
11. Finding out that the theory part is the lesser of the two evils. 
12. Theory is great! I find plenty to write what others already said and can avoid thinking 

about my own findings. 
13. After Skype meetings I find that I am ahead of the others and feel ok about my work. 
14. Reluctance to start the practice part. 
15. Ok try with describing the lessons. 
16. Booooooooooring, describing lessons is booooooring. 
17. The other workshop members feel the contrary, they like writing the practice part. Am 

I a pervert??? Or are they perverts? 
18. Things we want to achieve until the next workshop pushes me to start writing the 

practice part. 
19. I need a structure and what the hell was my research question again??? 
20. Unable to formulate a research question. 
21. Attempt: Free-writing for practice part. 
22. I am writing and writing and writing and think I will soon approach the end. Do I see a 

light? 
23. Biiiiiiiiig break because I am moving. 
24. I am reading what I wrote in the practice part and find it total crap. ! 
25. Free-writing is not at all my style and I have no structure and no research question. 
26. Meeting with supervisor and more regular workshops help me to find inspiration for 

structure. 
27. Delete most of practice part and idea to match findings and research question. 
28. Supervisor meeting forces me to sit down and clear my mind what I really wanted to 

find out for my dissertation. I make a very clever and almost almighty impression 
during the meeting. Thank you baby Jesus! 

29. Discipline, I need to be more disciplined. 
30. Sitting in front of this shit hurts, it is disgusting, my findings are totally redundant, no 

one will ever read what I wrote. 
31. Research question is finally in sight and seems ok. Now I need to change some things 

in the theory part. 
32. Evaluation??? What to I write in the evaluation? Do I need an evaluation of my 

findings, what is the difference between evaluation and analysis? Workshop team 
cannot really help. They seem to have another structure. 

33. Who is Mr Formatting, and why does it take all night. 
34. My dissertation looks great, but is lacking a conclusion. 
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35. Writing the conclusion is like facing what I did and also facing the shortcomings of 
my academic findings. Arrrgh, just make it sound good. 

36. Workshop turns out to be GREAT for 7 shitty questions about small but important 
things like checking what is triangulation of data, list of transcription symbols in the 
appendix, how do I write an abstract and so on. 

37. I get support from 2 ladies and we do proof reading. 
38. Panic to finally let it go and burn on CD for submission next day. 
39. Our dissertation babies were proudly submitted. No party this day because of total 

exhaustion. 
40. Paaaaaaaaaarty! 
41. We love you Sarah and the whole workshop crew rocks and rules! Couldn’t have 

made it without you! 
42. PEACE OUT! And always pray to baby Jesus. 
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From: 
Subject: Fwd: Hellooo! and a small request (if you have time)

Date: November 27, 2008 1:02:09 AM GMT+01:00

Begin forwarded message:

Hi Sarah!!!

Sorry for not writing in ages, somehow I didn't manage to do anything
apart from ice skating for quite a while now... :(

OK, let's see, I'll do some freewriting on your 2nd question:

First I of course wondered which topic to choose for the dissertation and
naturally felt a little discouraged when I heard that peers of me had
chosen their topics pretty early on (February or March) and I still had no
clue what to do.
Alas, after some time I finally had the idea what to write about and asked
my friends what they thought about it, as well as some of my lecturers.
They all supported the idea and so I went for the topic. This whole
process took about a month and by this time I think it was about April. So
when the last lectures were over, I had a lot more time to think about the
dissertation and unavoidable a topic as it was by then, I did. I thought
about how to structure it, what to write about, where to lay my focus etc,
basically everything which might come in handy when writing a
dissertation. I took notes of everything, of any thought I had I thought
might come handy at some point; at this point without any real structure
but better than nothing. By this time I already knew who would be my
supervisor, so I could also meet up with her and discuss the finer points
and also ask her if she had other suggestions and useful tips for writing
the diss. As I had thought she was very helpful and also very supporting
in everything she said so I no longer thought my topic was not suitable
for writing a dissertation on it.
After these initial meetings and the workshops, which helped me a lot to
feel more comfortable with my topic and the dissertation itself, I started
reading. I went to the library, checked the internet for articles and
spent a small fortune on copies. (If I pass, though, it'll have been worth
it for sure :) ) So I gradually got an overview on what to definitely
include in my diss and what to leave out or safe for the case of not
having enough words.
Then I went home. And from this point on everything went wrong... I
couldn't get myself to work on the diss, I just sat here reading some
books and articles, but couldn't  really force myself to do something
productive in the matter. (I had feared this might happen, so I was very
glad about all the copies and reading I had done while still in the UK) 
Just before and after my holiday I had weeks of doing absolutely nothing
for the dissertation and just wondering what to do with my life and
whether getting an MA was really worth it and if I couldn't just be happy
with the PostGrad Diploma. (Such a shame in retrospective, isn't it?! I
could kick myself somewhere really hard for this now...)  Anyway, after
some tears and nerve-wrecking talks with my mum I decided to try and
finish the diss as well as I could and making up for four lost weeks. So I
took on reading again and also started writing first drafts of the diss (I
did this with every assignment, I called the files 'draft' and suddenly I
was able to write... psychology is such an interesting thingy, isn't it?!)
and after I had booked the flight to Brum to hand in the diss, I really
worked like a maniac in order to finish on time. One interesting thing I
noticed that had never occured as intensely when doing 'just' an
assignment was that I always had to take notes of everything, cause if I
didn't, I'd forget the great idea like five minutes later... I lost at
least one good thought this way... And another thing we all experienced
(at least my peers said they had experienced the same) was that we had the
diss on our minds 24/7, I dreamt about it! You read something and think,
hmm, could I use this in the diss? You eat something and suddenly you have
an idea for the diss. The diss is everywhere and everything.
So it was almost finished when I went back to Brum, my peers only
proof-read it and helped me finish it, for which I'll be eternally
grateful to them. And one nice day (Sept 29, lol), we handed in our
dissertations and were happy ever since ;). OK, I admit, I'll be really
really happy the moment I know the mark and see the 'pass' sign on it.

OK, that's for that. Pretty long, I know, but it's been a long process.
I'll send you the questionnaire in a mail of its own.
So far nothing new here, still working on the ice, doing a bit of
interpreting from time to time and I rediscorvered reading just for fun :)
and am now busy reading everything I can get.
No, we didn't move house, thank God; my Mum got some letters from the tax
authorities latelyand apparently she earned too much money last year, so
she'll have to pay a helluvalot this year and due to the financial crisis
she didn't earn this much this year. It's all a bit crappy right now, not
knowing what's gonna come next, but at least we won't have to worry about
a higher rent for a nicer flat...
I'm a bit out and looking for jobs abroad, maybe South America or even
Japan (though I'm a bit scared of the language), we'll see.

How's your PhD progressing and how's being married? ;) Say Hi to Thomas btw!
OK, all for today, I'll go and look for that questionnaire, I'm sure it's
still in the mailbox somewhere, if I can't find it I'll let you know.

Take care, miss ya loads!!
xxx

Sam
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From: 
Subject: Fwd: Little red/blue books?

Date: December 16, 2008 1:00:50 AM GMT+01:00

Begin forwarded message:

Hi ya Sarah

How are you my little Smurf? Hope you are mighty fine and not stressed.
Think positive. Think Britney Spears. It is basically the same thing :P
I apologise for not replying ealier about the process of writing the
dissertation but here we go!

For me the most stressful thing is finding a topic.  I dont find the rest
of the process stressful or boring or whatever IF i have a topic. I rather
enjoy the rest to be honest.

After the confirmation of the topic follows the most boring part of the
whole process: literature review. Reading lots of books/articles on the
subject underlining quotes that might prove useful.  I starrted writing
parts of the dissertation after having read my bibliography.

Then what followed was classroom observation and interviews with the four
teachers and it was only after this that i actually started writing the
diss.

The first thing i wrote was the introductory part together with details
about the classrooms observations/method/ data set/ school profile etc
while at the same time transcribing the audio data.
Then i divided the classroom data into eleven categories (according to the
topic- for which purposes was the mother tongue used). This constituted
the third chapter of my dissertation. After this i listened tot he audio
data (interviews + lesson) once again and i chose topics that arose from
the data ( eg. notion of guilt) what constituted the following chapters of
the diss.

And of course the conclusion. So basically the first chapter was written
first the second second , the third third etc. There was some sort of
chronological order. :P

I also tend to start writing what comes to my mind without drafts and
stuff and review/change it all  the time. Microsoft word is my official
document but also my notebook.

So basically that's it. If you need any further clarifications or this was
not what you meant by writing process let me know and ill do it again :P

Now about these red/blue books. What are they? I remember giving me one
notebook, but what were we meant to be writing in them? If you want give
me the topic and  i could write some things about it and sent it to you.

LOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOVEEEEEEEEEE
George
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From: 
Subject: Fwd: looking for your writing process

Date: November 13, 2008 7:07:25 PM GMT+01:00

Begin forwarded message:

Panic from the strat, panic in the middle and panic at the end.
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From: 
Subject: Fwd: request--if you feel like it

Date: January 2, 2009 7:02:59 PM GMT+01:00

Begin forwarded message:

I'm leisurely sitting here in front of the lighted Christmas tree, thinking about my writing process!  I've come to the conclusion (again) that we need
more reflective time in our lives.  I guess it's up to me to schedule that in.  

My writing process.....

First of all, I have to feel a need or desire to communicate something.  I'm not one of those people who writes all the time, and just writes to write.
I need a specific purpose, whether it is internal (just for me), or external (knowing others will read it.)  I am the most productive when the
motivation is to write something for a specific audience to read, telling them something specific I want them to know.

Then I think about it for a long time.  Days.  Weeks.  I think about it deliberately sometimes.  Sometimes, it just rolls around the back of my mind. 
I'm usually trying to think of how to present it--what angle to take--what to emphasize.  

After I get an idea of the way to portray it, I kind of think of the form--letter?  essay?  poem?  And the tone--funny?  sarcastic?  tongue-in-cheek?

Then I think about it some more.

Finally, when I have the time and a lot of energy, I sit down and write it all  down on paper.  Lists, diagrams, rough drafts.  I write everything that
comes to mind.  Sometimes I change the form after doing this.  Sometimes I change the tone, too.

Then I circle the parts I like, cross off the dumb stuff, and add some notes.  I like to get through the whole of it in this way first.  I usually write
short things, so it is possible to do a brainstormed version of the whole thing.

I usually let it sit for a little while, and then I write a revision--in a little neater way.

Then I usually rewrite it again, making lots of changes.  I get up, walk around, and drink a lot of Coke while doing this.
After I write it about three times on paper, then I type a draft on the computer.  I don't like to use the computer right away because I think better
when I'm writing it on paper, and I like to see all the versions I've considered.  By the time I get to the computer, I pretty much know the form,
tone, and the content. With the computer I do the picky things, like exactly which word to use, or changing the flow of one sentence that just
doesn't sound right.

Sometimes I print it out and mark it up with pencil and then make the corrections on the computer.  Sometimes I do all the fine editing on the
computer itself.

I usually read it out loud to Sam, and I get mad when he makes suggestions, but after I think about them a while, I often take his advice.
I often call mom and read a sentence or two (or more) to her for word choice and sentence construction.  I ask her if something sounds dumb or
not.  She's very diplomatic with her advice.  Sometimes I think she likes it because I'm her daughter, but usually she's pretty objective.  I
deliberately try to ask her very specific, technical questions.

Then I leave it on the computer a while, carry a printed out copy with me and read and re-read it.  I make a few changes in pencil here and there.

I have a writing group of teachers at school, and sometimes I bring something to read to them.  They mostly react to the content--but have some
ideas for revisions.  (We're a new writing group.)

Then I print it out and send it off to the intended audience.
Most of my audiences are other teachers, relatives, or my students at school.  When I write for my students at school, I usually don't make quite
so many revisions.  

I think that's about it.  I have realized I do much prewriting in my head--compared to some people.  I think about it a long time, and take a long
time.....so it's a slow process for me. I really like it when I'm done, though!!  :)

Well, I hope this helps with your quest.  
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From: 
Subject: Fwd: looking for your writing process

Date: November 10, 2008 7:02:40 PM GMT+01:00

Begin forwarded message:

Hi Sarah,

good to meet you to, I hope you enjoyed your evening in Glasgow.

So...here goes:

I guess for me the key is organisation and structure. I like to start with even a very basic outline of the piece of writing I have, this makes me feel more
comfortable about what I have ahead. Then I tend to make lots of notes, reading and writing about the topic area (in no particular order), this stage of
the process can take quite some time depending on the topic. Then, based on the reading, I will organise these notes into the embryonic structure and
adapt if neccesary. The actual writing I view as a gluing process. Taking all my notes, cutting and pasting them into an outline and sticking them
together with some kind of narrative/explanation. This part of the process is usual a fairly quick one for me as I have done all the thinking in advance.
Once its written I do a quick edit and park it for a few days before going through it all  again.

Around the actual writing I am very much a creature of habit. I write best at certain times of the day and sort out my writing time around this. I need to
have all my equipment set up in advance (laptop,books, notes) so when I start there is no messing about. I am one of lifes procrastinators and
therefore self-discipline is essential. Ideally disctractions need to be reduced and I have produced my best work out of the home/office environment i.e.
writers retreat.

Hope thats useful, good luck with your work.
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Hope this fits the bill.  Good luck with your study, and sorry for the delay in getting 
this to you.  Even though I had kept this file on my laptop desktop, I only remembered 
this project five minutes ago, when Morag Findlay passed on your greetings to me at 
writer’s group. 
 
The first thing I do, if I’ve been asked to write something is check the audience and 
purpose.  If it’s something I’ve decided to do myself, I would also be thinking about 
what I wanted to say – trying to work out what my main point is, my main line of 
argument.  I dot back and forth between the two: what they’ve asked for and what I 
know and want to say.  I find myself thinking about word length a lot, in terms of 
what it lets me do, how specific to be and how many points to include. 
 
I sketch the structure, with rough word allocations.  Then I’m very conscious of my 
tendency to put in too many ideas in one argument, so I check the structure carefully.  
If I’m writing a book, I do quite a detailed outline, and that is what I get a contract 
for, so I stick to that, and this makes it much easier to write, since the book is 
generally based on stuff that I know about, have been working on for many years and 
really want to say. 
 
For journal articles, my concern about keeping a focus in my writing would be 
stronger, and I would get several iterations of feedback on my draft abstract.  I would 
get some feedback on my draft paper, but not as much as I should.  I get several 
readers for my book MSS, and make plenty of revisions. 
 
There are always several stages of revision.  With a paper I’m doing now for a major 
journal, I have been working on it for more than a year.  I have done three major 
rewrites and will do another shortly.  I think I am only now seeing what the paper is 
about.  For this paper it really has been that cliché of finding the statue in the block of 
marble. 
 
Going back to the opening words above – which I think was the focus of what you 
asked us to write about: the first thing I do if I’ve been asked to write something is 
look at the requirements of my audience – what have they asked for, and if I haven’t 
been asked, then what do they generally like to see?  I also have to take into account 
those who are doing the asking and those who will be reading my writing, as the two 
may be different.  So it’s all about audience and purpose for me. 
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From: 
Subject: Fwd: writing process

Date: November 10, 2008 6:57:32 PM GMT+01:00

Begin forwarded message:

Academic Prose -- I've written a lot of this, too, and the process isn't so much different from the personal essay.  The 
content, of course, is much different.  Here, I try to be accurate, to make my points well, to use reliable and strong 
support.  I'll do whatever research is necessary.  I freewrite a first draft, but it is already much more organized than 
the first draft of a personal essay.  When I do the organizing, I rely on the traditional outline form.  I still have not 
found anything that helps distill thoughts into clear and concise language as effectively as writing out main points and 
supporting points in complete sentences.  While organizing the information, I think in terms of dynamic organization, as 
well, trying to orchestrate the ideas for the greatest impact, whatever impact it is I'm working toward.
 
I hope these ideas are helpful, Sarah.  Writing about writing has gotten me fired up about writing again!  I just don't 
take the time for it, and I really should, because I enjoy doing it so much.  At risk of boring you, I'm sending you an 
essay that was published in The Christian Science Monitor in 1996.   I'm sending it in a separate email, because I'm not 
sure how long an email I can send!
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From: 
Subject: Fwd: writing process

Date: November 10, 2008 6:53:42 PM GMT+01:00

Begin forwarded message:

So -- my writing process -- this will be rambling, but I hope it will be, as Seamus likes to say, "better than nothing"!
 
Poetry -- I've written more poetry than anything else, and have been writing it pretty much the same way since I was 
about six years old.  Words start coming to mind  with an emotion, an impression, an image that strikes me.  I write a 
lot of it in my head before I write anything down, and I say it over and over, often aloud, changing it as I go, trying to 
make the words fit the inspiration.  After I have some done, I write it down, double-spaced, and study it, make 
changes.  Usually, I leave it out on the table somewhere, and the back of my mind keeps working on it, even when I'm 
busy with something else.  When  a better word choice, arrangement, or whatever, comes to me, I grab a pencil and 
write it into the poem.
This can take a long time, or it can be done in half an hour!  Finally, I decide to call it finished, although I don't really 
feel that it is.
 
Personal Essay -- The prose form that I've written the most, and the form of writing that I find the most satisfying.  I 
start with an idea, an insight, a memory, and so on, and I do a lot of freewriting, just brainstorming on the paper.  As 
I write, more ideas and thoughts and memories come, and I just write it all down.  When I feel I've covered all I can 
think of, I start organizing it, and I'll use different ways of organizing, depending on my purpose.  I think, in general, in 
terms of introductory portion, body, and concluding portion, main ideas and supporting ideas, and so on.  These are 
less rigid than in academic writing, but they do inform the organization.  Do I want to amuse?  Instruct?  Inform?  
Convince?  Share?  Arouse empathy?  From there, I go to a double-spaced first draft, study and revise that, and on to 
more drafts and rewrites.  The more I've written, the more fierce I've become about taking out the unnecessary stuff, 
the "precious" stuff, and making the writing tight, elegant, flowing.  Throughout this process, I read it aloud to myself. 
To me, writing is an aural process; I've come to trust my ears much more than my eyes.
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Presentation type of 
presentation

Comment 
context Comment Comment Code Code Code

Coventry accepted 
abstract

during 
presentation Lisa K. don't you think that just describes the process? R

Coventry accepted 
abstract

after 
presentation Margaret? This really helps me understand better how to 

help my students T general use

London accepted 
abstract

during 
presentation man

where does mood fit in to all of this?  Don't you 
think mood has a lot to do with what modes a 
writer would be in, and do? I just think mood is 
really missing from this.

D missing mood

London accepted 
abstract

during 
presentation woman Don't you think that the real value here is the 

students actually making the model? D pedagogic

London accepted 
abstract

during 
presentation dave

what if we don't have to change anything about 
the model? Well, I'd add screaming…but that 
could go in unloading

R

London accepted 
abstract

after 
presentation Debbie

This would be so great to show to my PhD 
students. I think it would help them relax… 
kind of set them free a bit

T specific use liberation

London accepted 
abstract

after 
presentation robert have you published on this? Because I'd like to 

cite it in my thesis W

London accepted 
abstract

after 
presentation pete My first ever tweet.  I don't know much, but I 

think sarah's wheel of life has the answer Other

London accepted 
abstract

after 
presentation Pete

that was so stimulating.  So m any things to 
think about. I've been teaching a session on the 
writing process for so many years in a row, and 
I think this just might be the one I've been 
looking for. Could you come and do our session 
on the writing process.

T specific use
teach the 
writing 
process

London accepted 
abstract

after 
presentation Kelly

There are so many pedagogical usese for this.  I 
want to make a bunch of those spinners to give 
out to students

T want the 
spinner

London accepted 
abstract

after 
presentation Kelly/Lyn can we have your spinner? I'd love to have that 

at the center T want the 
spinner

London accepted 
abstract

after 
presentation Lynn

There are so many pedagogical usese for this.  I 
want to make a bunch of those spinners to give 
out to students

T want the 
spinner

Paris accepted 
abstract

after 
presentation jeroen

this is what I come to conferences for. To get 
information that I can actually use in the 
classroom

T general use

Paris accepted 
abstract

during 
presentation jeroen

This just blew me away. I did not realise how 
differently I teach writing to how I actually do 
writing

T New 
understanding

Paris accepted 
abstract

after 
presentation

that was a great presentation. It was organised 
and just well presented, and you had 
something to say

P

Paris accepted 
abstract

after 
presentation

man at 
reception

I always tell my students that if they have 
something to say, they don't need the 
powerpoint. Your presentation demonstrated 
that very well.  You had a good message, and 
you conveyed it without any powerpoint

P

Paris accepted 
abstract

after 
presentation jeroen

I'd really like to use that model in my classes 
starting next term.  You may well have 
liberated a lot of writers with this.

T specific use liberation

Paris accepted 
abstract

during 
presentation woman

this would be so great to have at the centre. 
Students could come in and spin the wheel, and 
spend 10 mintues in that mode.

T specific use
spin the 

wheel and 
engage

Paris accepted 
abstract

during 
presentation jeroen

But thank you very much for your Wheel of 
fortune. If you're ok with that, I'd like to use 
your wheel next year when talking about the 
writing process. I'm sure that for many it'll 
come as a relief. You may end up getting 
worshipped: Sarah Haas, the lost souls of 
writing's savioress...

T specific use
relief/teac
h writing 
process

Paris accepted 
abstract

after 
presentation ? other writing center person wants the spinner 

for their centre T want the 
spinner

Paris accepted 
abstract

during 
presentation Christine

I think this model is great, but once, just once, 
but it did happen, that a student said that after 
looking at a model of the writing process she 
couldn't write naturally anymore, and it made 
it harder for her to write. 

D danger
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Scotland accepted 
abstract

after 
presentation Mary

This was the best thing at this conference. This 
is so important. My students have said [when I 
show them our writing process model] 'wait a 
minute, where is my time for thinking

T specific use Incubating

Scotland accepted 
abstract

during 
presentation 

(while talking 
about how to 
adjust model

Eric
I have all those modes of writing, but they are 
not in equal proportions. I would make some of 
the pie pieces bigger than others

R, but A Mode 

Scotland accepted 
abstract

during 
presentation 

(while talking 
about how to 
adjust model

Lisa This is exactly what I do. That shows EXACTLY 
what I do R R

Scotland accepted 
abstract

during 
presentation

Christine's 
boss

You have "finish" on your writing process 
model… don't you think it's true that writing is 
never finished, only abandoned?

R, but T

Scotland accepted 
abstract

after 
presentation Matthew I would add another pie piece to that… reading 

my writing. R, but A Mode 

Scotland accepted 
abstract

after 
presentation Peter I really like the idea of the students making 

their own model T

Switzerland accepted 
abstract

after 
presentation

That was inspiring. I have never thought of it 
that way before. This will be so useful to my 
students

T general use

Switzerland accepted 
abstract

during 
presentation wonan you might stay in one places for a long time.  

You might not move. D cultural gap

Switzerland accepted 
abstract

after 
presentation

that was the best presentation I've ever seen. I 
was dreading it because it was the last 
presentation of the day, and I was so tired.  It 
was really great.

P P

Switzerland accepted 
abstract

during 
presentation Mary Lea I don't really like the term garbage either.  I can 

understand your students' feelings D terminology

Switzerland accepted 
abstract

during 
presentation

I call the garbage/unloading phase the 
"recycleable" phase. Or maybe composting. It 
might seem useless now, but after awhile it 
might turn into something nourishing.

R, but T

Switzerland accepted 
abstract

after 
presentation steven

I thought the things about the non-evaluative 
feedback in the unloading phase was very 
interesting.  I've never received non-evaluative 
feedback.

W

Tokyo 2 
(Saturday)

accepted 
abstract

during 
presentation heckler guy what exactly is a writers' group? ?

Tokyo 2 
(Saturday)

accepted 
abstract

after 
presentation Yvonne after hearing this, we'd really like to set up a 

writers' group. Can we use that spinner thing? W

Anglia Ruskin 
1 invited during 

presentation woman this fairly accurately describes what I do R

Anglia Ruskin 
2 invited after 

presentation

I really liked that presentation. I wonder if I 
wouldn't roll dice for my writing process 
instead of spin an arrow.  Or one of those paper 
things that you move back and forth and then 
open.

R, but A

Anglia Ruskin 
2 invited after 

presentation That was a great presentation P

Anglia Ruskin 
2 invited after 

presentation

I missed your presentation, but my students 
said I needed to come and talk to you about 
Unloading and non-evaluative feedback

St

Anglia Ruskin 
2 invited after 

presentation
I wish my supervisor had seen that. I want her 
to know about this spinner process. St

Anglia Ruskin 
2 invited after 

presentation caroline
you really got us thinking about our writing 
process.  Even (our dean) was thinking about 
his process. This was really great. Thank you

W

Copenhagen 1 
(Sofie) invited after 

presentation Claus

This seems to be a very good complement to a 
product-based writing class--where we talk 
about how to structure text at a sentence and 
paragraph level.  I'm just not sure which would 
come first… the prodduct class, or the process 
class?

T specific use

process 
instruction 

(to 
compleme

nt 
product)

Copenhagen 1 
(Sofie) invited after 

presentation Christine
I'm so interested in the Incubating part… and 
the Unloading. Students need to know this is 
part of the process.

T specific use
incubation 

and 
unloading
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Copenhagen 1 
(Sofie) invited after 

presentation Rikke

Don't you think it's a little bit dangerous to let 
students think that Incubation is okay, and 
that if they just wait long enough, inspiration is 
going to hit them, and they'll suddenly be able 
to write?

D danger
incubating 

and 
unloading

Copenhagen 1 
(Sofie) invited after 

presentation

I don't think I want to tell my first year 
undergraduates about this Unloading. They 
hand in poor enough writing as it is.

D Danger
incubating 

and 
unloading

Copenhagen 2 
(Rikke) invited during 

presentation
Economics 

guy

Don't you think that the writing process of say, 
medical students, would be different than the 
writing process of say, humanities students?

D generalisabilit
y

Copenhagen 2 
(Rikke) invited during 

presentation
Economics 

guy

what about inspiration? It seems to me that 
good writers don't do this Unloading, but are 
able to produce good text spontaneously. And 
wouldn't it be better to study what the good 
guys do rather than what students are doing?

D inspiration and 
natural ability

Groningen invited after 
presentation guy

That was a revelation. I came to the 
presentation fully prepared to doodle. I'm 
always, but always bored by those things, and I 
never think that the presenters will have 
anything to say that will be of any use to me.  
But this.  This was a revelation.  I'm going to go 
home and re-do all my lesson plans to include 
Unloading. And I'll talk about Incubating.

T specific use
incubation 

and 
unloading

Groningen invited after 
presentation Annette

I never realised this. But it's exactly what I do.  
I can't believe it. I never thought about how 
much I'm doing on my wriitng projects even 
when I'm not sitting at my computer. What a 
revelation

R revelation

Groningen invited during 
presentation

guy in the 
green 

sweater

Well, I don't really do the unloading and 
incubating.  I really do the 3-stage planning, 
writing, re-writing… in that order, and quite 
easily. But those three I do do. The other two… 
not really.

R, but A Mode 

Groningen invited after 
presentation women we want to take this spinner with us and use it 

in our classes T want the 
spinner

Groningen invited after 
presentation ? we want to take this spinner with us and use it 

in our classes T want the 
spinner

Tokyo 1 
(Friday night) invited after 

presentation Phil This really gives the students the vocabulary 
they need to talk about writing. T specific use

vocab to 
talk about 

writing

Tokyo 1 
(Friday night) invited after 

presentation heckler guy
That was one of the best presentations I've ever 
seen.  You're so relaxed and so casual. So 
engaging. What a great presentation style.

P

Tokyo 1 
(Friday night) invited after 

presentation heckler guy
This is amazing. Have you published on this?  I 
have never see anything that so accurately 
describes what I do before

R

Tokyo 3 (BC) offered during 
presentation guy

This is really, really interesting. And I think it 
reflects the way I write.  But I wonder how 
useful it would be for us in teaching students to 
write IELTS essays… they really don't have 
time for, say, incubating. Do they?

R, D danger
incubating 

and 
unloading

Tokyo 3 (BC) offered after 
presentation chantall That was really so interesting. I hadn't thought 

of it before. But that really is how I write. R

Other offered

after 
presentation 

(when asked if 
I'd published 

anything on it)

PhD 
Student/fac

ulty 
member

I think this should be required reading for 
every PhD supervisor St supervisors 

need to know
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solicited/ 
unsolicited

type Data      Code Code Code Code lexical signals

N
ot

es

S

"writing 
Process mini-
presentation

"

·!!!!! Interesting, but I’m not sure if I will use it a 
lot. I think it is good to have knowledge about the 
different steps and it made me think more about my 
writing process and how I do it. 

A, but McA but

S

"reflecting 
on the 
writing 

process"

• It makes sense that you control the writing 
process better when you are aware of the 
different fases but I don’t know if it will help me 
personally. I will find out when I finish my paper.

A, but, 
con

McA but aware

S

"reflecting 
on the 
writing 

process"

• This was the most interesting part for me. I 
have always just written, have not been conscious 
of writing.

A McA NT not been conscious

S
thoughts on 

model

• This was very interesting-I have never thought 
about my writing is a process in this context 
before. I can relate to some stages better than 
others.

A McA NT

U
"was the 
course 

useful?"

This first part of the course made me understand 
my writing process better than when I signed up! I 
will be able to use the tools and activities 
structuring, monitoring and evaluating my everyday 
writing. I am sure that I will benefit from the 
insights I have gained here. 

A McA NT

awarene
ss and 

underst
anding

S
thoughts on 

model
• Very useful, especially the notion on  
“incubating”.

A LM

U
"was the 
course 

useful?"

I think your course differs very much from the 
other writing-course I am taking, in that we come 
to realize that writing is not just about writing, 
but about a lot of other activities that I normally 
would consider procrastination. This new way of 
conceptualizing the writing process takes some 
time getting used to, and actually, as I was 
‘writing’ during the course, I felt somewhat 
stressed about not writing in the specific sense, 
but instead in a kind of preparatory sense. Thus, 
when we were immersed in the one-hour sessions I 
felt a little bit as if I was cheating, just making 
time pass doing literature searches around my 
subject. Afterwards however, I’ve come to realize 
that this process has been invaluable to my 
process and that time was well spent. This 
however does not chance my feeling stressed and 
‘cheating’ during the sessions. I think that had I 
known good time in advance that we were going to 
focus on ‘all’ stages of writing, and not just the 
writing-writing I would have felt more 
comfortable during my own process at the retreat.

A LM

S

"reflecting 
on the 
writing 

process"

• Good for pointing out to me that I spend too 
much time polishing (a.k.a. procrastinating) at first 
draft stage

A BoA
good for pointing 
out

S

"writing 
Process mini-
presentation

"

·!!!!! I see the potential benefit of recognizing 
where in the process I am and that all the phases 
are needed and ok, even though they may seem 
unproductive! Some of the small discussions seemed 
a bit ‘forced’ but it probably will be helpful in the 
future to remember what we talked about!

A BoA
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S

"writing 
Process mini-
presentation

"

·!!!!! I have to admit that they did seem at first 
glance very informal and almost too unscientific and 
general ;) but in the end there was always 
something one could “take away” from 
them…something that stuck. I very much liked 
going through the different “modes” in writing and 
the “getting aware” of ones writing process and 
“taking control”. In fact I think that was one of 
the best “take aways” of the course.

A BoA

S

"writing 
Process mini-
presentation

"

·!!!!! The writing process is very important and 
the stages that everybody goes through are of 
high importance as well. The ranking of stages is not 
important but knowing the best strategy to go 
through all of them is of benefit. For instance, is 
not important if you start with structuring your 
thesis or unloading your thoughts important is to 
use your time effectively so you should do 
something that you are able to do that moment.  

A BoA

U
"was the 
course 

useful?"

• Overall I the course gave me a lot of motivation 
and inspiration to how to manage the last bit of my 
(boring) writing process. Being more aware of the 
different elements of the writing process 
(exploring, unloading, structuring…) and especially 
the idea of dividing my time into manageable 
intervals (of one hour etc.) and sub-goals are tools 
that I think I can really benefit from. I think I 
will benefit from the writer club as well. I 

A BoA

comment 
on 

usefulne
ss

U
"What did 
you learn?"

• I learned to get more conscious of my writing 
process. I’ve learned that writing doesn’t always 
have to be just right … it can also be “just write”. 
Even though I just use goal setting occasionally, I 
feel that I have become more effective at writing.  

A BoA

U
"What did 
you learn?"

• The framework of writing, becoming more 
conscious about what I do and where I am in the 
process. Acknowleding all phases of the process – 
even the non productive ones.

A
BoA, 
WiW

U
"What did 

you like 
best?"

• That I has helped me structure my writing and 
become much more efficient

A BoA

U
in-retreat 
discussion

I thought I was signing up for a language course, 
but this was much more what I needed.  NO one 
does courses like this. I can understand my writing 
process now.  And use that. If you understand it, 
you can change it. And helps you develop,

A BoA

S

"writing 
Process mini-
presentation

"

·!!!!! It was good to know that there are 
different phases of the writing process, learn not to 
panic because they are there and are necessary 
(maybe?) phases to go through. 

A BoA

U
"What did 

you like 
best?"

• I had never previously thought about how I 
wrote. It was very useful to get some labels on the 
different phases of writing. Also, I found it very 
beneficial that the course had time for trying out 
the different techniques and get a sense of how 
they work. 

A, N McA NT

S
thoughts on 

model

Made me realize I am not as strange as I thought 
I was, and so was reassuring. He did make a lot of 
sense.

A, E, R BoA
Normalis

ing

U
"was the 
course 

useful?"

learning that a writing process can maintain many 
different phases. 

A McA WiW
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U
"What did 

you like 
best?"

• I particularly liked the theory with the spinning 
wheel. It helped me understand my writing, and I 
hope it will help me in future writing. Before I was 
often upset about not getting things done quick 
enough, but now I have learned, that there are 
different phases, and that it is okay and normal 
not to be productive the whole time.

A, R
McA, 
WiW

WiW

S

"writing 
Process mini-
presentation

"

·!!!!! It’s interesting to categorize the stages 
writers go through, and it can help me to identify 
where I’m at and where I want to be and how to 
get there

A, C BoA categorise, help 

U
in-retreat 
discussion

Being aware that you're unloading isnt' enough.  
Awareness is the first step.  Taking control is the 
second step

A, con BoA
possible 

flaw

U
in-retreat 
discussion

This is exactly what I needed.  I've never heard 
of a writing course like this.  I will tell everyone 
about it. I've never thought about my writing 
process before.  But now thinking about it helps 
me control it and be more efficient.

A, con BoA

S

"writing 
Process mini-
presentation

"

·!!!!! This wheel made some things more clear to 
me. The fact, that being messy and unloading is 
actually a part of the writing process, has made me 
rethinking my writing process.

A, R McA WiW
Awareness of what 
is writing

U
"was the 
course 

useful?"

• The biggest contribution for me was the 
“becoming aware” of the writing process. I would 
write and get stuck either with an idea or with 
rephrasing and frustrated have a break from the 
writing, after which it would again take time to re-
read the text and get going. During the course I 
noticed earlier when I get stuck and consciously 
switched to other writing “modes”. That kept me 
working on the text, so there was no waste of 
time, waiting for an inspiration. 

A, MS BoA MS

S
Believing & 
Doubting 

Creates awareness of what "mode" you're in and 
helps you direct the process by choosing mode and 
goal.  Some of the modes help you loose a bad 
consiounce, because they're not supposed to be 
productive

A, R, con
BoA, 
WiW

WiW

aw
ar

en
es

s 
he

lp
s 

di
re

ct
 t

he
 p

ro
ce

ss
 

by
 c

ho
si

ng
 m

od
e 

an
d 

go
al

S

"writing 
Process mini-
presentation

"

·!!!!! A good tool to place at the desk when 
writing. I find it very relevant to get aware of the 
different modes and processes. Will definitely keep 
me more focused and reflective about my own 
writing processes. 

A, N BoA

aw
ar

en
es

s 
of

 
th

e 
pr

oc
es

s 
he

lp
s 

ke
ep

 y
ou

 
fo

cu
se

d
S

"writing 
Process mini-
presentation

"

·!!!!! Good model. I have never thought about the 
processes before. Of cause I have used all the 
steps before, but never been able to describe it

A, N never thought

S

"writing 
Process mini-
presentation

"

·!!!!! What I realized is that I was actually 
following some stages of this writing process, I 
didn’t know that there was a defined structure to 
explain this until this time! This presentation was a 
kind of enlightenment to me. Nevertheless, the 
garbage stage is defined as zero draft in the sense 
that, the feedback given with respect to this stage 
of writing (depending on the supervisor) is normally 
tells the writer that what she/he tried to write is 
really superficial.   

A, N, E, 
Mis

U
"was the 
course 

useful?"

• I think that I will use some of my experiences 
from the course in my future work – the different 
processes of writing, together with awareness of 
the process and it’s effectiveness where most 
useful to me

A McA
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U
"what did 
you like 
best?"

Best was ...Learning about the subconscious areas 
of writing and feedback. 

A, B McA WiW

this comment was in 
the "what did you 
like best" section  
Tacit explicit

S

"writing 
Process mini-
presentation

"

·!!!!! This was very interesting-I have never 
thought about my writing is a process in this 
context before. I can relate to some stages better 
than others.

A, Res 
but

McA NT NT
never thought 
about, help

S

"writing 
Process mini-
presentation

"

·!!!!! Very very good. I learned a lot from 
categorizing the writing process. I think it is very 
useful to be aware of where in the writing process 
you are while working on small bits of an article or 
thesis.

A, C BoA

ca
te

go
ri

si
ng

 t
he

 
m

od
es

 m
ak

es
 

yo
u 

aw
ar

e

U
"what did 
you like 
best?"

• It was quite useful for me both during these two 
days and hopefully afterwards. I especially find 
the information/instructions/explanations about 
the writing process useful.

B

U
"what did 
you like 
best?"

• Productive-fixing a bit of my writing, exploring 
and unloading, feedbacks: loved the tiredness in 
the second day. Enjoyable-the surroundings, 
emptiness, silence, horses, friends. Food was bit 
less enjoyable!

B

U
"What did 

you like 
best?"

• The writing process, goal setting, and self 
directed writing sessions were very useful

B

S

"writing 
Process mini-
presentation

"

·!!!!! It was important to understand how it can 
be categorized to put equal emphasis on all. Start-
stop & rate process is so effective. Much productive 
without getting tired

C WiW

S

"writing 
Process mini-
presentation

"

·!!!!! Seemed like a logical way to divide the 
different elements of the process. Made sense.

C

S
thoughts on 

model

• It’s interesting to categorize the stages writers 
go through, and it can help me to identify where 
I’m at and where I want to be and how to get 
there

C

U
"was the 
course 

useful?"

However, the main goal I got from the course is to 
improve the ability of controlling the writing 
process. Anyway, in my opinion this goal is 
important in my long-term purposes

Con

response 
to 

spinner 
model

comment 
on 

usefulne
ss

controlli
ng 

process

U
in-retreat 
discussion

This class should be called "taking control of the 
writing process".  You really get some good tools 
for working on your writing. I've never had a 
scientific writing course like this.  It's really good.

Con

S

"writing 
Process mini-
presentation

"

·!!!!! Cool and convincing. An eye opener. (But as 
said before, it would have been nice to be able to 
know about that before hand.)

E

U
"What did 
you learn?"

• Writing has its own steps and following those 
steps improved my performance

Mis

S

"reflecting 
on the 
writing 

process"

• It would have been nice to spend more time on 
this: Maybe spend more time on reflecting on how 
to change potentially bad habits if one gets stuck 
in one part of the wheel. 

MS

S

"writing 
Process mini-
presentation

"

·!!!!! Excellent. I like the idea of switching 
between different  modes/stages of writing. 
Besides, I find it very useful, and implemented it 
during the writing sessions.

MS
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S

"writing 
Process mini-
presentation

"

·!!!!! I like the writing process concept and would 
have liked to spend more time on it – right now, I 
am not too clear on when to use what process and 
how it works in conjunction with the other 
processes, and would like to have more information 
on how to implement this in practice

MS

S
thoughts on 

model
• Useful to give names to process and reflect on 
which ones I use most frequently, or am using now

N

na
m

in
g 

th
e 

m
od

es
 

he
lp

s 
re

fl
ec

ti
on

S

"writing 
Process mini-
presentation

"

·!!!!! The wheel is a good way to describe the 
writing process but I’m not sure it will help me so 
much in my own process.

P

S
Believing & 
Doubting

This process might not apply to everyone.  The 
incubating stage might grow too big. 

P, Mis

S

"reflecting 
on the 
writing 

process"

• I always reflect on everything I do. Sometimes 
to the detriment of other things, so it’s nice to 
know that it is okay

R

S

"writing 
Process mini-
presentation

"

·!!!!! Made me realize I am not as strange as I 
thought I was, and so was reassuring. He did make 
a lot of sense.

R

S

"writing 
Process mini-
presentation

"

Good to see, that it is possible, and especially that 
it is okay, to have another process than the 
classical one. And that it does not make you lazy or 
a bad writer.

R

S

"writing 
Process mini-
presentation

"

·!!!!! Very good, illustrative and immensely useful 
and empowering as we could apply it directly to 
practice and it worked!!

R

S
thoughts on 

model

• I like to see that the incubation and unloading 
our “accepted” phases in the writing process. It 
doesn’t mean one should stay there forever but at 
least it’s okay. I tend  not to stick to hard to 
these types of models but I can use it as support.

R

U
"was the 
course 

useful?"

Learning to accept the many phases of the 
production of text, is also a challenge for me and I 
think that the thoughts presented during this 
course will encourage me to accept that that is the 
way it is.

R WiW

comment 
on 

usefulne
ss

peace 
of mind

U
"was the 
course 

useful?"

• I found the course useful (immediately) because
… it recognizes the part of the writing process 
before getting to the “scientific writing" – key 
message, outline stuff”. It was great to learn that 
the phases of the spinning wheel, where I not 
write things down – well structured etc… are 
legitimate parts of at least my writing process. It 
kind of gave me peace in my mind – because I 
tended to be very frustrated with the 
unstructured part of my work before getting to 
the outline… 

R, A WiW

comment 
on 

usefulne
ss

peace 
of mind, 
legitima
te parts

peace of mind, 
legitimate parts, 
frustrated, 
unstructured

E 
"s

ci
en

ti
fi

c 
wr

it
in

g"
 a

ga
in

 s
ho

wi
ng

 t
ha

t 
'r

ea
l w

ri
ti

ng
 is

 m
on

it
or

ed
. R

es
on

an
ce

? 
Se

em
s 

to
 r

el
at

e 
to

 p
ar

ts
 w

he
re

 s
he

 
do

es
n'

t 
wr

it
e 

th
in

gs
 d

ow
n.

 A
wa

re
ne

ss
? 

U
"was the 
course 

useful?"

It was an empowering experience to find that such 
a banal thing as knowing and being aware of ones 
different phases in the writing process makes it 
easier to control and actively use them and thus 
enables one to be much more productive.

R, con

response 
to 

spinner 
model

comment 
on 

usefulne
ss

empowe
rment

empowering, control

E 
aw

ar
en

es
s 

m
ak

es
 

it
 e

as
ie

r 
to

 
co

nt
ra

ol
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S

"writing 
Process mini-
presentation

"

·!!!!! I like to see that the incubation and 
unloading our “accepted” phases in the writing 
process. It doesn’t mean one should stay there 
forever but at least it’s okay. I tend  not to stick to 
hard to these types of models but I can use it as 
support.

R, Mis

S

"writing 
Process mini-
presentation

"

·!!!!! Nice presentation, interesting to hear about 
how the wheel was made and I think it gives a 
fairly accurate description of my writing process.

Res

S

"writing 
Process mini-
presentation

"

·!!!!! It is illustrative and a good model Res

S

"writing 
Process mini-
presentation

"

·!!!!! It is really vivid and demonstrates the whole 
process clearly. And I am pretty agree that any 
stages we will involve in not only for 1 or 2 times. 
And each stage can occur and should occur from 
time to time.

Res

S

"writing 
Process mini-
presentation

"

·!!!!! Very interesting and well done; I liked that 
we went through each mode and spoke about the 
“sub-modes” before getting to the whole picture

Res

S

"writing 
Process mini-
presentation

"

·!!!!! The wheel covered all the phases of a 
writing process (How I would assume it to be, since 
a have not have many writing processes).

Res

S

"reflecting 
on the 
writing 

process"

• The spreadsheet works ok, I think. I am probably 
going to alter a bit to make it fit my writing 
process

res, but

U
"was the 
course 

useful?"

Furthermore I found it useful to hear about the 
different parts of a writing process, or your 
suggestion of it. I did already change around some 
of them, but was not so aware of them. And maybe 
by being aware of them it will help to make the 
writing more efficient or to use the time more 
efficiently.

Res, but, 
A

BoA McA
making the modle 
my own

S

"writing 
Process mini-
presentation

"

·!!!!! A nice picture of the writing process. But 
also an idealistic view on the process. If you have a 
deadline, or a family, and you can work intensively 
from 9 to 15, and again from 20 to 22 in the 
afternoon, you just have to be productive. You can 
perhaps not allow yourself to go through all phases 
if you have other commitments, such as kids. 

Res, but, 
Mis

WiW

S

"writing 
Process mini-
presentation

"

·!!!!! This describes how I’ve been unconsciously 
working for years.  I’m going to print the handout 
out and stick it above my desk to allow me to focus 
on what specific aspect I’m working on.

Res, N

S

"writing 
Process mini-
presentation

"

·!!!!! I think the model of the writing process is 
helpful. In fact, I found it in my own writing before 
coming to the course. But in the course I learned 
that something like incubating is not really useless 
(I am happy for that since I incubate a lot of time).

Res, R

U

I know it's difficult, but it really would be better 
if you could get the supervisors involved.  I think 
it would be particularly useful for my supervisor to 
attend the sessions on the writing process and 
feedback

Sup

U

Thank you for trying to get our supervisors 
involved.  It would really be better if they would 
be too… I have all this useful information now, but 
I don't know if I can convince [my supervisor] 

Sup
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U
I engage better with my supervisor now [after the 
first retreat]. We can talk about what mode of 
writing I'm in, and how "drafty" my writing can be.  

Sup

U
Wouldn't' it be great if all our supervisors were 
here, too, hearing all this stuff about the writing 
process and feedback

Sup

S

"reflecting 
on the 
writing 

process"

• Nice practice: it’s the beauty and core of this 
retreat—could finish, explore, unload some good 
things

U

S

"writing 
Process mini-
presentation

"

·!!!!! Very useful, especially the notion on  
“incubating”.

U

S

"writing 
Process mini-
presentation

"

·!!!!! I found it very useful to think in this way U

S

"writing 
Process mini-
presentation

"

·!!!!! Good and clear demonstration U

S

"writing 
Process mini-
presentation

"

·!!!!! Really good (see above) – could you please 
send the first presentation of yours? It’s nice to 
have the opportunity to get back to the spinning 
wheel.It was great that we had the opportunity to 
use your presentation and what you had mentioned 
straight away.

U

S
thoughts on 

model
• I found it very useful to think in this way. U

U
"was the 
course 

useful?"

• I think that it will be very useful for my writing 
process that I have attended to this course. 

U

U
in-retreat 
discussion

I really wasn't prepared for this kind of class.  I 
thought I would be getting a language class.  It 
might have been good that I didn't know what it 
was.  If I had known, I might not have signed up, 
but I found this really helpful.  I didn't get the 
tools I thought I was going to get, but I got some 
other tools that I didn't even know I needed.
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Writer Source Episode 
number Episode/move text (verbatim) episode 

markers Moves Move 
Marker type of move Feelings if 

recorded Notes

1 retrospective 
description 1 vague idea about topic ( )! 1

only 1 move, so 
episode marker 
is also move 

marker

P

1 retrospective 
description 2 several days ( )!( ) 1

only 1 move, so 
episode marker 
is also move 

marker

P
thinking move? So Pre-writing? 

transition episode? 1 Move 
juxtaposed on Episode Marker !

1 retrospective 
description 3 teacher consultation !( )! 1

only 1 move, so 
episode marker 
is also move 

marker

seeking 
feedback/response

1 retrospective 
description 4 several days ( )!( ) 1

only 1 move, so 
episode marker 
is also move 

marker

P
Thinking?  Taking time out? 
transition episode? 1 Move 

juxtaposed on Episode Marker !

1 retrospective 
description 5 making of some notes !( )! 1

only 1 move, so 
episode marker 
is also move 

marker

P

1 retrospective 
description several days p

1 retrospective 
description thinking P

1 retrospective 
description 7 vague plan for assignment !( )! 1

only 1 move, so 
episode marker 
is also move 

marker

P Planning? So pre-writing?

1 retrospective 
description 8 thinking several days ( )!( ) 1

only 1 move, so 
episode marker 
is also move 

marker

P

not sure if this is one move or 
two… episode 6 is more clearly 

signalled as two moves with the + 
sign, but here, there's no move 
marker, so is the move "thinking 

severals days?"

1 retrospective 
description 9 copy/paste from [other writing] !( )! 1

only 1 move, so 
episode marker 
is also move 

marker

W? writing?

1 retrospective 
description thinking several days P

1 retrospective 
description some reading P

1 retrospective 
description some structured plan p

1 retrospective 
description changing of some ideas Re is it re-writing if it's changing 

ideas? Or is that still pre-writing?

1 retrospective 
description reading P

1 retrospective 
description thinking P

1 retrospective 
description 13 recalling teacher consultation !( )! 1

only 1 move, so 
episode marker 
is also move 

marker

P thinking, so pre-writing? But not 
really pre-writing

1 retrospective 
description 14 reading one day ( )!( ) 1

only 1 move, so 
episode marker 
is also move 

marker

P

1 retrospective 
description more changes of plan Re?

is changing plan a pre-writing 
move? Planning is seen as pre-

writing

1 retrospective 
description and [changes] in the main body  and Re

1 retrospective 
description reading P

1 retrospective 
description writing + W

1 retrospective 
description  what comes into my head + W writing… but different kind?

1 retrospective 
description brainstorming + P

1 retrospective 
description changes in text + Re

1 retrospective 
description jumping from one idea to the other + W? I presume she's working with her 

text still, so Writing

1 retrospective 
description

& [jumping] from one chapter to the other 
(from 19~26 "all parallell") & W?

1 retrospective 
description 17 more structured now ( )!( ) 1

only 1 move, so 
episode marker 
is also move 

marker

assessment of 
writing?

1 retrospective 
description 18 do all the reading for theoretical chapter !( )! 1

only 1 move, so 
episode marker 
is also move 

marker

P

1 retrospective 
description 19 then finish the asignment by writing all the 

missing parts (but not the conclusion) !( )! 1

only 1 move, so 
episode marker 
is also move 

marker

W

15

16 7 moves!( )! 

!( )! 2 moves

6

10

11

12

+( )!( )

( )!( )

( )!( )

white space 
(new line)

,

space on page 
(new line)

!( )! 

2 moves

2 moves

2 moves

2 moves
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1 retrospective 
description I hate writing conclusions statement of 

feelings
hate (writing 
conclusions) reason for switching moves?

1 retrospective 
description I try to be productive a day ,  W (attempt)

1 retrospective 
description It did not work! ! assessment of move 

attempt

1 retrospective 
description

so I copied what I might need for the 
conclusion later so W?

1 retrospective 
description

and now I'm going to forgot about this 
assignment and now

planning for future? 
Planning to let it go 

for awhile?

deliberate decision to switch to 
reflection (passive)?

1 retrospective 
description ,do the others [assignments] , W?

1 retrospective 
description

& come back to the conclusion in four 
weeks time

1 retrospective 
description

 when all the other assignments are handed 
in & publishing

even though this is publishing a 
different assignment, I think it's 

still a publishing move…

2(A) retrospective 
description A 1 Total confusion overloaded  ( )! 1

only 1 move, so 
episode marker 
is also move 

marker

feelings confusion, overload

2(A) retrospective 
description A 2 read, read, read !( )! 1 ,(?) P not sure about one move or 

three?

2(A) retrospective 
description A 3 make an outline !( )! 1

only 1 move, so 
episode marker 
is also move 

marker

P

2(A) retrospective 
description A 4 match  quotations paraphrases to outline !( )! 1

only 1 move, so 
episode marker 
is also move 

marker

W?

2(A) retrospective 
description A 5  start writing !( )! 1

only 1 move, so 
episode marker 
is also move 

marker

W

2(A) retrospective 
description A editing white space 

(new line) Re

2(A) retrospective 
description A re-writing white space 

(new line) Re

2(A) retrospective 
description A check references white space 

(new line) Re?

2(A) retrospective 
description A 7 essay submission !( )! 1

only 1 move, so 
episode marker 
is also move 

marker

publishing

2(A) retrospective 
description A 8 party  (preferably jam house) !(  ) 1

only one move, 
so episode 

marker is also 
move marker

celebrating?

2(B) retrospective 
description B 1 reading, reading, reading, ( )! 1 (?) ,(?) P 3 reading moves? 1 move with lots 

of it to do?

2(B) retrospective 
description B 2  outline !( )! 1

only 1 move, so 
episode marker 
is also move 

marker

P

2(B) retrospective 
description B 3 free writing following the outline structure   !( )! 1

only 1 move, so 
episode marker 
is also move 

marker

W

2(B) retrospective 
description B 4 then I realized that I didn't like to work on 

some parts   !then assessment of move 
attempt?

2(B) retrospective 
description B 4 and left them out and shift to another 

move?

2(B) retrospective 
description B 5 at the end I came back to the unpopular 

paragraphs "  !( )! 1 !at the end W

2(B) retrospective 
description B 6 checking references " !( )! 1 ! Re?

2(B) retrospective 
description B 7  editing ! Re

2(B) retrospective 
description B 7 cutting white space 

(new line) Re
2 moves

2 moves

3 moves!( )! 

!( )! 

!(  )

6

!( ) 5 moves20
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Writer Episode 
number Move text (verbatim) Move, translated to Mode code position

1 1 Have vague idea about topic Gathering Invormation & Ideas 1 1⧸36

1 2 several days Passive Reflective Thinking 7 2⧸36

1 3 teacher consultation Seeking Feedback or Response 5 3⧸36

1 4 several days Passive Reflective Thinking 7 4⧸36

1 5 making of some notes Gathering Invormation & Ideas 1 5⧸36

1 6 several days Passive Reflective Thinking 7 6⧸36

1 7 thinking Active Reflective Thinking 6 7⧸36

1 8 vague plan for assignment Outlining 8 8⧸36

1 9 thinking several days Active Reflective Thinking 6 9⧸36

1 10 copy & paste from [other writing] Monitored Writing 3 10⧸36

1 11 thinking several days Active Reflective Thinking 6 11⧸36

1 12 some reading Gathering Invormation & Ideas 1 12⧸36

1 13 some structured plan Outlining 8 13⧸36
1 14 changing of some ideas Re-Writing 9 14⧸36
1 15 reading Gathering Invormation & Ideas 1 15⧸36
1 16 thinking Active Reflective Thinking 6 16⧸36
1 17 recalling teacher consultation Active Reflective Thinking 6 17⧸36
1 18 reading one day Gathering Invormation & Ideas 1 18⧸36
1 19 more changes of plan in the main body Re-Writing 9 19⧸36
1 20 reading Gathering Invormation & Ideas 1 20⧸36
1 21 writing Monitored Writing 3 21⧸36
1 22 writing what comes into my head Garbage Writing 2 22⧸36
1 23 brainstorming Gathering Invormation & Ideas 1 23⧸36
1 24 changes in text Re-Writing 9 24⧸36
1 25 jumping from one idea to the other Garbage Writing 2 25⧸36
1 26 jumping from one chapter to the other (from 19~26 "all parallell") Garbage Writing 2 26⧸36
1 27 more structured now Evaluating 4 27⧸36
1 28 do all the reading for theoretical chapter Gathering Invormation & Ideas 1 28⧸36

1 29 then finish the asignment by writing all the missing parts (but not the 
conclusion) Monitored Writing 3 29⧸36

1 30 I hate writing conclusions Statement of Feelings F 30⧸36
1 31 I try to be productive a day Monitored Writing 3 31⧸36
1 32 It did not work Evaluating 4 32⧸36
1 33 so I copied what I might need for the conclusion later Gathering Invormation & Ideas 1 33⧸36
1 34 and I'm forgot about this assignment Passive Reflective Thinking 7 34⧸36
1 35 did the others [assignments] Monitored Writing 3 35⧸36

1 36 and came back to the conclusion in four weeks time (when all the 
other assignments were handed in) Monitored Writing 3 36⧸36

2a 1 Total confusion overload  Statement of Feelings F 1⧸10
2a 2 read, read, read Gathering Invormation & Ideas 1 2⧸10
2a 3 make an outline Outlining 8 3⧸10
2a 4 match  quotations paraphrases to outline Monitored Writing 3 4⧸10
2a 5  start writing Monitored Writing 3 5⧸10
2a 6 check references Editing 10 6⧸10
2a 7 editing  Editing 10 7⧸10
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2a 8 rewriting Re-Writing 9 8⧸10
2a 9 essay submission Turning in and Celebrating 11 9⧸10
2a 10 party  (preferably jam house) Turning in and Celebrating 11 10⧸10
2b 1 reading reading reading Gathering Invormation & Ideas 1 1⧸7
2b 2  outline Outlining 8 2⧸7
2b 3 free writing following the outline structure   Garbage Writing 2 3⧸7

2b 4 then I realized that I didn't like to work on some parts and left them 
out  Passive Reflective Thinking 7 4⧸7

2b 5 at the end I came back to the unpopular paragraphs !  Monitored Writing 3 5⧸7
2b 6 checking references ! Editing 10 6⧸7
2b 7 editing editing Editing 10 7⧸7
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W
rit

er

So
ur

ce Episode (if applicable) Episode text (verbatim) episode markers move markers moves (verbatim)

Na
di

ne

re
fle

ct
iv
e 

jo
ur

na
l

Writing Process

Iztok (corpus general assignment
proof-reading!finished now, I won't have a look at it any more

Iztok (corpus project assignment):
~shortening to 2099 words!  Woo hooo!
~technical work on appendices (integrating tables + screenshots!this might have been another stage in 
the "wheel of Life" (this was the first essay in which severe technical problems were encountered 
(editing a document) 

~How language are learned Lighbrown/Spada
~Principles of Language learning and teaching, 3rd edit H. Douglas Brown

Se's assignment
~re-written introduction
~re-written evaluation
~shortening down

Finished for today!!!

~
shortening, technical work 

(integrating tables, screenshots), 
re-written, shortening

Na
di

ne

re
fle

ct
iv
e 

jo
ur

na
l Where in the writing process?

Still exploring, I have so much to read I haven't written anything for I cannot start writing before I 
have analysed my data. Only then will I know in what kind of direction the dissertation will go. 

before, only then exploring (reading) analyse data

Na
di

ne

re
fle

ct
iv
e 

jo
ur

na
l

16 June: copying chapters from books and tried to sort them according to topics, first meeting with my 
mature learner: filling in questionnaires, talk about the project, analysing his learner strategies

18 June: summarised the lesson with my learner, wrote general things for my dissertation (introduction, 
setting of the case study, his
motivation,previous language learning background etc...)

17-19 June: just reading reading reading.....

20 June: second lesson with my learner, wrote down the lesson immediately afterwards

23 June: third lesson, wrote down the lesson immediately afterwards

24 June: reading and printing out my journal articles

25-28 June: reading, reading, reading

26 June: fourth lesson, wrote down the lesson immediately afterwards

28 June-1 July: reading

3 July: fifth lesson, wrote down the lesson immediately afterwards

4-11 July: mixture of reading and writing. I managed to write one
theoretical part on age and SLA

12 July: start the second theoretical part on learner strategies

dates (18-28th) 
with : following ,  : , , and

copying chapters from books, 
sort them according to topics, 

meeting with learner, 
questionnaire, discussion, 

analysing learner strategies 
summarised, write general 

things (introduction), reading 
reading reading, wrote down 

lesson immediately after, 
reading and printing journal 

articles, reading, lesson, wrote 
down lesson immediately 

afterwards, mixture of reading 
and writing, start the second 

theoretical part    

Na
di

ne

re
fle

ct
iv
e 

jo
ur

na
l

I have too much literature and I don't know how to sort that out and how to integrate
all these sources in my main body. But I don't think that supervisor
feedback would be helpful in this case. I have to think about that
carefully on my own and I'm sure I find a way to put all the stuff in my
dissertation. Generally, I miss our sessions, not only because of the
feedback but just as a forum to simply talk about what each of us is doing
at the moment and how it goes. But I hope that I am able to attend the
workshop on Wednesday.

and, and, and
don't know how to sort 

literature, and integrate in main 
body, have to think, find a way

Sa
m

re
fle

ct
iv
e 

jo
ur

na
l And I'll try something completely new to me -- I'll just start writing, do some sort of free writing and 

we'll see how far this will get me. (And how often I will have to change what I've written afterward). 
It's worth a shot I guess.

and  -- start writing (freewriting)

Sa
m

re
fle

ct
iv

e 
jo

ur
na

l

04/04/08 hello ...interesting development -- I can't write if I don't have at least a slight plan.So I made 
an outline (a draft of  an outline more likely), anyway, and now I can write again. so I made an outline, write

Sa
m

re
fle

ct
iv
e 

jo
ur

na
l as for my writing stage, well, I guess I'm a bit in everything exploring for KK, structuring for both, 

incubating for both (I woke up on Friday because I had an idea for KK can you believe that!?), unloading 
for both that all the time -- I admit I talk to myself, sometimes in "discussions"  to get different angles 
and ideas sounds weirdhuh?

well , , 

exploring, structuring, 
incubating (woke up on Friday 

because I had an idea), 
unloading all the time, talk to 

myself

Sa
m

re
fle

ct
iv

e 
jo

ur
na

l

So I do everything except for publishing and publishing -- this will be done next week (at least that's 
the plan...) need to read three books, now that I finally got hold of them so

everything except publishing 
and polishing, need to read

Sa
m

re
fle

ct
iv
e 

jo
ur

na
l

30/04/08 hey Sarah! Finally I have some really good ideas for KK -- I'm working and writing just as I'm 
scribbling these lines... Oh, and with "finish" I mean: finish writing, not having it ready for submission.

finally -- and just 
as

working and writing just as I 
scribble

Sa
m

re
fle

ct
iv
e 

jo
ur

na
l

As for the wheel of life I guess I can say I'm exploring right now but maybe a bit of incubating also, 
wondering what other areas might come in useful though I always fear of losing my focus.

but,  also exploring, incubating, wondering

Be
rn

a

re
fle

ct
iv
e 

jo
ur

na
l

In reference to the writing process (I haven't done any writing so far and haven't thought about it) I 
am momentarily in the categories of Exploring and incubating

momentarily in the 
categories of Exploring incubating
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Ge
or

ge

re
fle

ct
iv
e 

jo
ur

na
l the wheel of life exploring: I think this is what I've been mostly doing up to now and probably continue 

until the very last moment-reading and brainstorming and searching for literature. It is the most boring 
part as well,

:
exploring, reading, 

brainstorming, searching for 
literature

Ge
or

ge

re
fle

ct
iv
e 

jo
ur

na
l structuring: most people have an outline of their assignment following it religiously. I don't think I do. 

Of course you have a general idea of what you're going to write and what I do is that our structure as 
we go along so yes not much structuring this week.  :-(

structuring, have general idea, 
structure as I go along

Ge
or

ge

re
fle

ct
iv
e 

jo
ur

na

polishing and publishing: no printing out and not turning in... yet.
no printing out and not turning 

in

Ge
or

ge

re
fle

ct
i

ve
 

jo
ur

na
l

Unloading: my favorite part! I think that the entire essay is based on free writing and then structure 
as I go along 

unloading, entire essay based 
on freewriting and then 
structure as I go along

Di

re
fle

ct
iv
e 

jo
ur

na
l [RJ Di  complete]at the first time of the workshop, I was really quite nervous!! It's not usual that 

sharing my own piece to someone who isn't the marker, anyway,  I did get help from the doubt that I 
can see where I missed the points also, it's difficult for me to check whether my essay is one of logical 
or not. 

,
check whether m y essay is one 

of logical or not

Ju
lia

re
fle

ct
i

ve
 

jo
ur

na
l

But this I can do at a later stage, the pimping has to be done when this horrible dissertation is nearly 
finished. , pimping, nearly finished

Na
di

ne

Fr
ee

w
ri

ti
ng FW 08-05-21 Nadine Where? Exploring, looking for literature (organized dates in Germany), journals where?

exploring, looking for literature, 
journals

Na
di

ne

Fr
ee

w
rit

in
g

FW 08-05-27 Nadine.pdf1.  I think I have developed my academic writing skills a lot. I have tried so 
many different ways of writing (free writing, structuring first and then writing, writing on more 
interesting paragraphs first and then write the boring ones, jumping between paragraphs). I think that 
this experience helped me to develop my writing skill since I can now switch between different writing 
alternatives. This might be helpful for my dissertation, I hope so. 2. I hope that for the dissertation I 
will be able to apply at those different writing styles on different problematic situations. So if I get 
stuck during my writing process with one style I might try another one and look if it works out better. 
Maybe  I even adopt or invent other alternatives of writing.

Di

Fr
ee

w
rit

in
g Writing is a quite stressful job…I prefer thinking and speaking… I'm now in the garbage stage of the 

circle I'm now in garbage

Di

Fr
ee

w
rit

in
g

I searched to write ACMD assignment, I found a lot of books to give some ideas…it is a kind of 
exploring I think.  Actually, I normally start with an outline, then find reference books to support what 
I want to write

,  then
searched, found books, 

exploring, start with outline find 
reference books to support

Be
rn

a

Fr
ee

w
rit

in
g FW 08-05-27 Berna I'm not sure whether I have really developed as a writer, but I am definitely 

feeling more routined now.  I am not so worried anymore about getting started and know that some 
things will calm out in the end although the process of writing is still very often the hard way to go: 
looking for nice expressions which sound intelligent and academic. However, after having written so many 
assignments, some formulations shoot out without me having to think about them very long.

:
looking for nice expressions 
which sound intelligent and 

academic

Ge
or

ge

pr
oc

es
s 

De
sc

rip
ti

on 1 For me the most stressful thing is finding a topic. !I dont find the rest of the process stressful or 
boring or whatever IF i have a topic. I rather enjoy the rest to be honest.

finding topic

Ge
or

ge

pr
oc

es
s 

De
sc

rip
ti

on

After the confirmation of the topic follows the most boring part of the whole process: literature review. 
Reading lots of books/articles on the subject underlining quotes that might prove useful. ! reading

Ge
or

g
e

pr
oc

es s 
De

sc
ri

I starrted writing parts of the dissertation after having read my bibliography. after writing read

Ge
or

ge

pr
oc

es
s 

De
sc

rip
ti

on

Then what followed was classroom observation and interviews with the four teachers and it was only 
after this that i actually started writing the diss.

what followed was, 
only after this

classroom observation 
interviews, writing

Ge
or

ge

pr
oc

es
s 

De
sc

rip
t

io
n The first thing i wrote was the introductory part together with details about the classrooms 

observations/method/ data set/ school profile etc while at the same time transcribing the audio data.

first thing I wrote, 
while at the same 

time

wrote introductory part, 
transcribing audio data

Ge
or

ge

pr
oc

es
s 

De
sc

rip
t

io
n Then i divided the classroom data into eleven categories (according to the topic- for which purposes was 

the mother tongue used). This constituted the third chapter of my dissertation. then
divided classroom data into 

categories

Ge
or

g
e

pr
oc

es s 
De

sc
ri After this i listened tot he audio data (interviews + lesson) once again and i chose topics that arose 

from the data ( eg. notion of guilt) what constituted the following chapters of the diss. after this, and
listened to audio data, chose 

topics that arose

Ge
or

ge

pr
oc

es
s 

De
sc

rip
ti

on

And of course the conclusion. So basically the first chapter was written first the second second , the 
third third etc. There was some sort of chronological order. :P

and of course

Ge
or

ge

pr
oc

es
s 

De
sc

rip
ti
o

n

I also tend to start writing what comes to my mind without drafts and stuff and review/change it all 
the time. Microsoft word is my official document but also my notebook. So basically that's it. If you 
need any further clarifications or this was

also, and

tend to start writing what 
comes to my mind without 

drafts and stuff, and 
review/change it all the time.

Ju
lia

pr
oc

es s 
De

sc
ri

1.Aaaaahhhh fantastic, I have an idea about a topic, great! 1 have an idea about topic

Ju
li a

pr
oc es
s 

De
s

2.And the school where I will observe classes is also very helpful, good! 2 school is helpful

Ju
lia

pr
oc

e
ss

 
De

sc
r

3.Hm, but 15,000 words, maybe I should have more ideas and a structure. 3
maybe I should 

have, and more ideas and a structure

Ju
lia

pr
oc

e
ss

 
De

sc
r

4.Reading helps! Read as much as I can, it usual inspires me. 4 read as much as I can

Ju
lia

pr
oc

e
ss

 
De

sc
r

5.Total confusion about all the anonymity, confidentiality thingies that have to be done. 5

Ju
lia

pr
oc

es
s 

De
sc

rip
t

io
n 6.Viva and first talks with supervisor; I need to make it sound more academic! Chipmunks and Rock Stars 

pimp up my presentation. 6
and  :  !(end 
punctuation)

viva, first talks with supervisor, 
need to make it sound academic.  

Pimp up

Ju
lia

pr
oc

e
ss

 
De

sc
r

7.Before classroom observation starts I have worries that I don’t get good data. 7 before classroom observation starts

Ju
lia

pr
oc

es
s 

De
sc

rip
ti
on 8.Data turns out to be good. Others who also do classroom observation have the same approach, good, I 

seem to be on the right track. 8

Ju
lia

pr
oc es
s 

De
sc 9.When do I know that I have enough data? And why is transcribing such a pain in the a**?? 9 and have enough data, transcribing
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Ju
li a

pr
oc es
s 

De
s

10.Accepting that I have enough data and making the first attempts to write. 10 and accepting that I have enough 
data, making first attempt to 

Ju
li a

pr
oc es
s 

De
s

11.Finding out that the theory part is the lesser of the two evils. 11 writing the theory part

Ju
lia

pr
oc

es s 
De

sc
ri 12.Theory is great! I find plenty to write what others already said and can avoid thinking about my own 

findings. 12 and
find plenty to write about what 
other said, can avoid thinking 

about own findings

Ju
lia

pr
oc

e
ss

 
De

sc 13.After Skype meetings I find that I am ahead of the others and feel ok about my work. 13

Ju
lia

pr
oc

e
ss

 
De

sc
r

14.Reluctance to start the practice part. 14 reluctance to start practice part

Ju
lia

pr
oc

e
ss

 
De

sc
r

15.Ok try with describing the lessons. 15 OK describing lessons

Ju
li a

pr
oc es
s 

De
s

16.Booooooooooring, describing lessons is booooooring.

Ju
lia

pr
oc

es
s 

De
sc

rip
ti

on

17.The other workshop members feel the contrary, they like writing the practice part. Am I a pervert??? 
Or are they perverts? 17

Ju
lia

pr
oc es
s 

De
sc 18.Things we want to achieve until the next workshop pushes me to start writing the practice part. 18 pushes me to saying things we want to 

achieve, start writing the 

Ju
lia

pr
oc

e
ss

 
De

sc 19.I need a structure and what the hell was my research question again??? 19 and need a structure, what the hell 
was my research question

Ju
lia

pr
oc es
s 

De
sc 20.Unable to formulate a research question. 20 formunlate a research question

Ju
li a pr
o

ce
s s 21.Attempt: Free-writing for practice part. 21 : freewrite

Ju
l

ia pr oc es
s 22.I am writing and writing and writing and think I will soon approach the end. Do I see a light? 22 and writing and writing and writing, 

soon approach the end.

Ju
lia

pr
oc es
s 

De
sc 23.Biiiiiiiiig break because I am moving. 23 big break

Ju
lia

pr
oc es
s 

De
sc 24.I am reading what I wrote in the practice part and find it total crap. 24 and reading what I wrote, find it 

total crap

Ju
l

ia pr oc es
s 25.Free-writing is not at all my style and I have no structure and no research question. 25 have no structure, no research 

question

Ju
lia

pr
oc es
s 

De
sc 26.Meeting with supervisor and more regular workshops help me to find inspiration for structure. 26 and meeting with supervisor and 

workshops help me to find 

Ju
li a

pr
oc es
s 

De
s

27.Delete most of practice part and idea to match findings and research question. 27 and delete, idea to match findings 
and research question

Ju
lia

pr
oc

es
s 

De
sc

rip
ti
on 28.Supervisor meeting forces me to sit down and clear my mind what I really wanted to find out for my 

dissertation. I make a very clever and almost almighty impression during the meeting. Thank you baby 
Jesus!

28 and . 
supervisor meeting, sit down 
and clear my mind, make a 

clever realisation

Ju
li a

pr
oc es
s 

De
s

29.Discipline, I need to be more disciplined. 29 disclipline

Ju
lia

pr
oc

es
s 

De
sc

rip
ti

on

30.Sitting in front of this shit hurts, it is disgusting, my findings are totally redundant, no one will ever 
read what I wrote. 30 sitting in front hurts

Ju
lia

pr
oc

es s 
De

sc
ri 31.Research question is finally in sight and seems ok. Now I need to change some things in the theory 

part. 31 and, now
research question in sight and 

seems okay. Now I need to 
change some things

Ju
lia

pr
oc

es
s 

De
sc

rip
ti
o

n

32.Evaluation??? What to I write in the evaluation? Do I need an evaluation of my findings, what is the 
difference between evaluation and analysis? Workshop team cannot really help. They seem to have 
another structure.

32 seeking help from workshop 
team

Ju
li a

pr
oc es
s 

De
s

33.Who is Mr Formatting, and why does it take all night. 33 formatting

Ju
l

ia pr
o

ce
s s 34.My dissertation looks great, but is lacking a conclusion. 34 but looks great, but lacking 

conclusion

Ju
lia

pr
oc

e
ss

 
De

sc
ri 35.Writing the conclusion is like facing what I did and also facing the shortcomings of my academic 

findings. Arrrgh, just make it sound good. 35 also, just
facing shortcomings, make it 

sound good

Ju
lia

pr
oc

es
s 

De
sc

rip
ti
on 36.Workshop turns out to be GREAT for 7 shitty questions about small but important things like 

checking what is triangulation of data, list of transcription symbols in the appendix, how do I write an 
abstract and so on.

36
checking what is triangulation, 
list of transcription symbols, 

writing an abstract

Ju
lia

pr
oc es
s 

De
sc 37.I get support from 2 ladies and we do proof reading. 37 and get support, proofreading

Ju
li a

pr
oc es
s 

De
s

38.Panic to finally let it go and burn on CD for submission next day. 38 and panic to finally let it go, burn 
CD

Ju
li a

pr
oc es
s 

De
s

39.Our dissertation babies were proudly submitted. No party this day because of total exhaustion. 39 . proudly submitted. No party

Ju
li a

pr
oc es
s 

De
s

40.Paaaaaaaaaarty! 40 party

Sa
m

pr
oc

es
s 

De
sc

rip
ti
on First I of course wondered which topic to choose for the dissertation and naturally felt a little 

discouraged when I heard that peers of me had chosen their topics pretty early on (February or March) 
and I still had no clue what to do. Alas, after some time I finally had the idea what to write about and 
asked my friends what they thought about it, as well as some of my lecturers.

first, after some 
time, finally, and

wondered what topic to choose, 
had the idea, asked friends 
what they thought, asked 

lecturers

Sa
m

pr
oc

es
s 

De
sc

rip
ti
on They all supported the idea and so I went for the topic. This whole process took about a month and by 

this time I think it was about April. So when the last lectures were over, I had a lot more time to think 
about the dissertation and unavoidable a topic as it was by then, I did. 

so went for the topic, think

Sa
m

pr
oc

es
s 

De
sc

rip
ti
on I thought about how to structure it, what to write about, where to lay my focus etc, basically 

everything which might come in handy when writing a dissertation. I took notes of everything, of any 
thought I had I thought might come handy at some point; at this point without any real structure but 
better than nothing. 

,  (depicting 
simultaneous 

objects of thought)

thought about structure, what 
to write about, where to lay 

focus, took notes, no structure

Sa
m

pr
oc

es
s 

De
sc

rip
ti
on By this time I already knew who would be my supervisor, so I could also meet up with her and discuss 

the finer points and also ask her if she had other suggestions and useful tips for writing the diss. As I 
had thought she was very helpful and also very supporting in everything she said so I no longer 
thought my topic was not suitable for writing a dissertation on it.

by this time, so, and meet with supervisor, discuss, 
ask

Sa
m

pr
oc

es
s 

De
sc

rip
ti
o

n

After these initial meetings and the workshops, which helped me a lot to feel more comfortable with my 
topic and the dissertation itself, I started reading. I went to the library, checked the internet for 
articles and spent a small fortune on copies. (If I pass, though, it'll have been worth it for sure :) ) 

after  , 

initial meetings and workshops, 
started reading went to library, 

checked internet, paid for 
copies

Sa
m

pr
oc

es
s 

De
sc

rip
ti
o

n So I gradually got an overview on what to definitely include in my diss and what to leave out or safe for 
the case of not having enough words. gradually

got an overview of what to 
include, what to leave out, save 

for later
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Sa
m

pr
oc

es
s 

De
sc

rip
ti
on Then I went home. And from this point on everything went wrong... I couldn't get myself to work on the 

diss, I just sat here reading some books and articles, but couldn't !really force myself to do something 
productive in the matter. (I had feared this might happen, so I was very glad about all the copies and 
reading I had done while still in the UK) 

then
reading some books and 

articles, couldn't do something 
productive

Sa
m

pr
oc

es
s 

De
sc

rip
ti
on Just before and after my holiday I had weeks of doing absolutely nothing for the dissertation and just 

wondering what to do with my life and whether getting an MA was really worth it and if I couldn't just 
be happy with the PostGrad Diploma. (Such a shame in retrospective, isn't it?! I could kick myself 
somewhere really hard for this now...) !

just before holiday, doing nothing

Sa
m

pr
oc

es
s 

De
sc

rip
ti
on Anyway, after some tears and nerve-wrecking talks with my mum I decided to try and finish the diss as 

well as I could and making up for four lost weeks. So I took on reading again and also started writing 
first drafts of the diss (I did this with every assignment, I called the files 'draft' and suddenly I was 
able to write... psychology is such an interesting thingy, isn't it?!)

after some tears, 
so, and also

decided to try and finish, 
reading, started writing first 
drafts, called the files 'drafts' 
and suddenly I was able to 

write

Sa
m

pr
oc

es
s 

De
sc

rip
t

io
n and after I had booked the flight to Brum to hand in the diss, I really worked like a maniac in order to 

finish on time. after  , 
booked a flight for submission, 

worked like a maniac

Sa
m

pr
oc

es
s 

De
sc

rip
ti
on One interesting thing I noticed that had never occured as intensely when doing 'just' an assignment was 

that I always had to take notes of everything, cause if I didn't, I'd forget the great idea like five 
minutes later... I lost at least one good thought this way... And another thing we all experienced (at 
least my peers said they had experienced the same) was that we had the diss on our minds 24/7, I 
dreamt about it! You read something and think, hmm, could I use this in the diss? You eat something and 
suddenly you have an idea for the diss. The diss is everywhere and everything.

one interesting 
thing, and another 

thing

had to take notes of 
everything,  had it on my mind 
24/7, dreamt about it, read and 

think, eat

Sa
m

pr
oc

es
s 

De
sc

rip
ti
on So it was almost finished when I went back to Brum, my peers only proof-read it and helped me finish 

it, for which I'll be eternally grateful to them. And one nice day (Sept 29, lol), we handed in our 
dissertations and were happy ever since ;). OK, I admit, I'll be really really happy the moment I know 
the mark and see the 'pass' sign on it.

so  ,  and   OK

almost finished, peers proof-
read, and helped me finish, 

handed in, waiting to see the 
pass sign.
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