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ABSTRACT
A study examined use of prewriting techniques among

11 students of English as a Second Language (ESL), of varying
language backgrounds, enrolled in a pre-freshman composition class.

| It investigated use of both prewriting strategies and invention

\ techniques taught in class, looking at: (1) whether they would be

; used when not specifically required; (2) the relationship between the

’ way a heuristic was taught and the way it was used; (3) variety and
frequency of use; (4) relationship between native-language (L1)
writing experience, second-language (L2) proficiency, and use of
various techniques; and (5) how content generated by invention
writing was incorporated into a draft. Data were gathered from
students' pre-draft writing and first drafts of a total of 22 essays.
Results indicate that ESL writers use various invention techniques
productively, and that these were apparently unrelated to L1 writing
experience or high L2 proficiency. However, L1 experience and L2
proficiency may have limifed impact on specific use of the
techniques. Subjects clearly preferred techniques that lend
themselves to approximating and translating the inner dialogue of the
composing process, and it appeared they instinctively adapted
invention techniques to conform to the psychological reality of the
composing process when the technique, as taught, varied from this.
Pedagogical implications are examined. (MSE)

de dfe v ok e Fedfe dedfe e o vl sl de e alevle e v e v sl sl e e ok ol o v v vt ale e v vt ol ot e v e ot e e e ok o o s S ot 9 e e 9 vt o't ot v s v v e v ok Ye e S

% Renroductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *

* from the original document. *
e vle g3l o 2l vl e e Je v Sl e e o vlevle e de e s Sl el sle e S ale e o vt vl e o de S g v o o' S o o o v ot v v oo ol de e vt e e e d e ve v e ok 3 s ke e s e e e




[N
e
—
N
)
Q
=

TESOL ‘93: ATLANTA, GEORGIA

INVENTING WRITING: HOW ESL WRITERS USE COMMONLY TAUGHT PREWRITING

TECHNIQUES

LUKE BAILEY, UNIVERSITY OF HAWAII AT HILO

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Oftice of Educational Research and Improvement

EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFOAMATION

£PRODUCE THIS

- MISSION TO R
Per N GRANTED BY

_ CENTER (ERIC) MATERIAL HAS BEE
{L.This document has been reproduced ss \ \

received from the person or organization o

onginating it ___S_g}__l_%:.—————-—*—

O Minor changes have been made 1o improve

n qualt N \ R
reproduction quality . v (o
o Points of view of opinions stated in this doCu-

ment do not necessarily represent cthail
R pmment P TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)




TESOL ‘93: ATLANTA, GEORGIA

INVENTING WRITING: HOW ESL WRITERS USE COMMONLY TAUGHT PREWRITING
TECHNIQUES

LUKE BAILEY, UNIVERSITY OF HAWAII AT HILO

With the shift to the process -approach to teaching writing,
increasing attention has been focused on what students do before -
writing a draft, on the discovery of what to say - often called
invention writing. Invention has a long and august ‘.story in
rhetoric having been emphasized by both Greek and Roman
rhetoricians. However, by the turn of the century, the teaching of
invention had generally fallen out of favor and so remained until
the mid-1960’s when voices such as Rohman (1965), Harrington
(1968), and Macrorie (1968) began urging that students be
encouraged to use various methods to explore a topic prior to
writing a draft. Rohman (1965, p. 106) called this "Pre-writing" or
the stage of discovery and suggested making use of meditation,
journals, and analogies, while Macrorie recommended the use of
freewriting. In 1970, Young, Becker and Pike published an important
rhetoric text, Rhetoric: discovery and change in which they
presented a formal discovery heuristic based on the use of
questions to view a topic from three different perspectives: in
isolation, as something which changes over time, and as having an
interdependent context. During the 1970’s, the use of these and
other similar techniques to assist students in the discovery of
what to say became more and more widespread in teaching writing to
native speakers. However, ESL writing pedagogy cgntinued for the
most part to focus on form and product, and it was not until

Spack’s article in 1984 that a discussion of invention writing




first appeared in ESL literature. Today, the use of invention

writing has become firmly established in ESL instruction.

The use of these techniques is generally emphasized as a stage
of writing which occurs before the writing of an initial draft
(although most texts point out that they can be used at other
points in the writing process). However, the terminology used in
the literature to refer to this stage and these techniques is
hardly unanimous. One encounters prewriting (Odell, 1974;
Lindemann, 1982; Spack, 1984; Dennet, 1990; Pope and Prater, 1990),
written prefiguring (Selfe, 1984), discovery (Rohman, 1965;
Harrington, 1968), and, of course, invention writing (Spack, 1984;
Pope and Prater, 1990). The term "pre-writing" is particularly
confusing since several researchers (Pianko, 1979; Perl, 1979;
Raimes, 1987) have used this term to refer specifically to only
those mental processes which occur just prior to the first word
being written. I will use the term "prewriting" in a way that is
coterminous with what Selfe (1984) refers to as "predrafting"; that
is, what occurs from the time a writer receives an assignment to
the writing of a draft for review. This encompasses the starts,
stops, and changes both mental and written, not meant for public
view. This, of course, includes invention writing, by which I mean
the various heuristic techniques specifically taught to assist a
writer explore a topic. Among the most commonly taught are
brainstorming, freewriting, clustering/grouping, cubing, and the

use of questions.




My interest in invention writing is essentially descriptive. I
wanted to determine in what ways, if at all, ESL writers
incorporate these various techniques into their own writing
processes. Although it is clear from the literature that a rich and
complex inner dialogue accompanies writing of both native and non-
native speakers, it is less clear to what extent the ESL writers
studied actually used invention/prewriting when not specifically
asked to do so as part of their coursework. Spack (1984) presents a
case study of one student who made extensive use different
invention techniques, but apparently did so as a course
requirement. Dennet (1990) does report that several of her ESL
writers made use of prewriting in a non-course setting; however,
she does not specify which, if any, of these techniques they used.
Raimes (1987), on the other hand, reports her subjects using
planning and rehearsing strategies; however, none seemed to use any
of the commoniy taught invention techniques, with only three making
rough outlines (p. 453).

The purpose of this study, then, was to determine

1. if any of these techniques would be employed when
not specifically required;

2. the relationship between the way a heuristic was
taught and the way it was used;

3. tne variety and frequency of use;

4. if there was a relationship between L1l writing
experience or L2 proficiency and the use of various
techniques.

5. how content generated by invention writing was

incorporated into a draft;
I'11l discuss the first four points, and then, if time permits,

discuss point four.




METHOD
Subjects

The 11 students participating in this study were what are
often called "unskilled" writers (Raimes, 1985, Brook, 1985). That
is, they were placed in one of the two advanced ESL pre-freshman
composition writing classes offered by our program. Placement was
not based on a writing sample. For new students, it was based on
the University of Michigan’s English Placement Test (not to be

confused with the Michigan Test of English Language Proficiency)

and an oral interview; for those continuing, the basis was having
successfully passed the previous level writing course. The native
language of 8 was Japanese; those of the other three were German,
French, and Thai. Their ages ranged from 19 to 45. Four wer~
university graduates, five had had one or more years post-secondary
education, and two had only completed high school. None had been in
the U.S. for over 8 months. Six of these students had had extensive
Ll writing experience (L1E). They had had to produce frequent
writing in their first languages, either in school or for work;
three had done essay writing, the other three had not specifically
written essays but had often done writing such as technical
reports, client evaluations, or various types of business
correspondence. The remaining five had had more limited L1 writing
experience (L1lL). Although they had done writing in L1, it had been
done much less frequently, and their experience had been limited to
short paragraphs, sentences, and/or book reports. Additionally,
six of the students had received some previous instruction in the
use of brainstorming and outlining in a previous course. As a

measure of proficiency, the institutional TOEFL was administered at
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the end of the 10-week instructional session. Their scores ranged

from 437 to 543 (see Table 1). add

Procedure

Most writing in the academy is done within the context of
course work. In order to have a "real-world" sample, I chose to
integrate this research as uncbtrusively as possible into the
normal flow of a course. Thus, the writing obtained for this study
consisted of essays written in response to actual assignments
within the context of ordinary school life and pressures. However,
I also realize, as Silva (1989) has pointed out, that this may mean
that my results are biased and caution you to bear this in mind.

Students were given “aitial instruction in the use of
freewriting, looping, brainstorming/listing, grouping and
clustering, questions, and cubing, which included doing short
pieces of writing based on ideas generated by each technique.
Looping was taught as an aspect of freewriting and grouping and
clustering were taught in connection with brainstorming. For their
first essay, they were required to use any two techniques, i.e.
freewriting and/or looping, brainstorming/listing,
clustering/grouping, questions, and cubing. For their second and
third essays, which provide the data for this study, there was no
specific requirement to use invention writing, although sufficient
class time was allotted for prewriting.

As these classes were very small, I was able to develop a
close rapport with my students. I explained that I was doing a
research project and would appreciate being given all pre-draft
writing, if any. I made sure that they understood this was both

ungraded and voluntary. I also explained that there was no
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requirement to use any of the invention techniques, nor any need to
make their rotes and writing "pretty". All students chose to
participate.

Students turned in their prewriting along with their first
drafts. At this point, I had a conference with them to discuss
their drafts and informally questioned them about their pre-
writing. Among other things, I asked students to identify the type
of invention techniques which they thought they had used and to put
their prewriting notes into chronological sequence for me.

My final sample consisted of 22 essays written by 11 students.

RESULTS and DISCUSSION

All subjects did use some form of prewriting and the majority,
seven for the first essay and eight for the second essay, used more
than one identifiable type of invention writing. Although the
number of words produced in prewriting ranged from 36 to 1288, both
groups tended to do a significant amount of prewriting. For the
first essay, the Ll extensive group (L1E) produced more prewriting
thar the L1 limited (L1L) group, an average of 672 words as obposed
to 623. For the second essay, the L1E group produced 597 words,
slightly fewer words than 606 of the L1L group. Both groups
produced more words of prewriting for essay 1 than they did for
their drafts, whereas for essay 2, the number of words in the
drafts exceeded the prewriting. The amount of prewriting, then,
does not seem particularly related to L1 writing experience.
Moreover, the number of words written does not seem to be a
function of having a high L2 proficiency. The two students with the
highest TOEFL scores produced a mean of 381 words of prewriting and

519 words of draft for essay one and 111 words of prewriting and
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376 words of draft for essay 2. In contrast, the three students
with lowest TOEFL scores produced means of 570 words of prewriting
and 539 words of draft for essay one and 587 words of prewriting
and 666 words of draft for essay 2 (see Table 2).

In addition to using a variety of techniques, these writers
often uscd the same type of invention writing in clearly separable
instances; for example, a student would freewrite, then brainstorm,
then freewrite again (see Table 3). While there was a clear
correspondence between the types of invention writing taught and
the various invention techniques employed, actual usage revealed

significant adaptation. I will discuss each technique briefly:

Freewriting

The freewriting and looping techniques taught to and practiced
by my students essentially fcllowed the instructions in their texts
i.e., to write as much as the could in connected sentences, to
write as quickly as they could without stopping to think about
grammar or spelling, to use their native language if stuck and to
write squiggles or something like "I'm stuck, I'm stuck" if ideas
dried up. They then practiced looping, in which they were asked to
write one sentence which expressed the most about the ideas in the

previous freewriting and then to freewrite again, using this as the

- first. sentence. This process was repeated again.

My subjects identified as freewriting any prewriting
consisting of strings of sentences. This freewriting showed no
instances of looping or of being interrupted with phrases like "I’'m
stuck". It also showed none of the starts, stops, and hesitations

which talk-aloud protocols reveal as common for writers when




rehearsing and planning. Nor, in fact, did any of it seem to
conform to my own understanding of freewriting as a "ferm of free
association or stream-of-conciousness self-expression [in which]
one idea leads to another, which leads to another, like links in a
chain." (Flower, 1981, p.73)

Brainstorming/Listing

Clustering/Grouping

Although brainstorming and listing are sometimes
differentiated (Pope and Prater, 1990), both techniques have
similar characteristics and in this study refer to the same
heuristic. Students were asked to make rapid lists of ideas, using
single words or phrases whiéh came to mind about a particular
subject. They then practiced organizing, and adding to, these lists
through the technique of grouping, that is, sorting related ideas
into groups and determining a category-word for the group, or
through the technique of clustering, a kind of conceptual mapping
in which the topic is written down in the middle of a piece of
paper and lines drawn from it to other nodes representing subpoints
and details, which may themselves be connected by other lines. As
these techniques also have very similar characteristics, I have
considered them together.

Brainstorming/listing seemed to be used much in the manner it
had been taught - and I'm not sure it could be used other than in
this way. However, in only a few instances was either clustering or
grouping used to organize ideas from a gréviouslv generated
brainstorm list. The students who used clustering mostly used it to
directly generate topic points, subpoints, and details. This, of

course, corresponds to a another common way in which clustering is
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presented in other texts, but not to the one these writers
practiced in class or, according to them, had learned anywhere
2lse. Grouping was used in a similar fashion. Students wrote down a
list of important subpoints and then generated a list of associated
ideas for each subpoint. Grouping in particular seemed to be used
to translate into writing a mentally preformed set of subpoints and
to directly generate ideas about them rather than to be a way of

discovering or exploring possible organizations of ideas previously

génerated.

Questions

When practicing the use of questions in class, students used a
variation of the questions developed by Young, Becker, and Pike
(1970) which required them to view their topics in isolation, as
something changing over time, and as having an interdependent
context. They practiced developing cuwstions for all three of these
perspectives. Their prewriting material reveals some use of
questions, but there was only one instance in which a topic was
viewed from all three perspectives. In other instances, what was
employed was a non-systematic use of various information questions.
In addition to the use of questions as a separate heuristic,
questions which may or may not have been answered often appeared in
the freewriting of these subjects.
Outlining

Outlining was not specifically taught or practiced, but
several students used it both to organize material and to help

generate ideas.
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FREQUENCY of USE

There was variation in frequency and use of the various
heuristics (see Table 3). For essay 1, both groups did similar
amounts of outlining and questioning. The L1L group did more
freewriting, while the L1E group did more brainstorming/listing and
clustering/grouping. For essay 2, the frequency of use of
freewriting, brainstorming/listing, questions, and outlining
dropped for the L1E group in comparison both to their use of these
techniques for essay 1 and to their use in essay 2 by the LIL
group. Previous instruction (PI) did not seem to increase the use
of brainstorming/listing which was used equally often by those who
had and had not had it. However, it did clearly have a
relationship to the use of outlining, which had a mean use of 1.8
by those having had previous instruction as opposed to a mean use
of 0.2 by those having no previous instruction (NPI) (see Table 6).

The most salient difference between the groups was the use of
clustering/grouping, which was used far more frequently by the LI1E
group. It is worth noting that 4 of the 6 L1E group had also
received no previous outlining instruction, while 4 of the 5 LI1L
group had received previous instruction, and, indeed, the NPI group
used clustering/grouping more frequently than did the PI group.
Organizing, planning, and creating interrelated heirachical
relationships are common features of the writing process. My data
suggest that students who are familiar with outlining will often
choose it as a means of accomplishing this. However, students who
have not received specific instruction in formal outlining tend to

choose clustering and grouping, techniques which incorporate an

aspect of organizing.
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The use of clustering/grouping may also have a relationship to
language proficiency. The two writers with the highest TOEFL scores
used these techniques almost exclusively, whereas the students with
the lowest TOEFL scores, who also had limited L1 writing
experience, used freewriting the most and clustering/grouping the
least (see Table 4). Although my sample is too small to support
strong generalizations, it does suggest that higher L2 proficiency
experienced writers may be more able to utilize composing
strategies which involve more mental rehearsing than those not so
proficient. Writing in L2 obviously involves a component of
learning to use L2, and a lower proficiency writer will certainly
have more extensive L2 processing demands in addition to whatever
demands composing itself presents. Thus, for lower proficiency
students, the dual demands of L2 processing and mental composing
and organizing may well overload short-term memory, resulting in
their writing out thoughts, that is, rehearsing in writing, to
reduce this overload. Nonetheless, the use of invention writing in
general does not seem to be linked to language proficiency since
writers with a proficiency which is relatively low but sufficient
to understand an explanation of the techniques do indeed use
invention and, as mentioned above, produced as much prewriting as
those students with much higher proficiencies.

My data allow some limited comparisons with Pope and Prater’s
(1990) study of the prewriting/invention strategies used by 11th
grade writers. Overall, for both groups, freewriting was ranked
more highly than either brainstorming, listing, or clustering. Pope

and Prater’s group ranked looping and cubing lowest, 7th ang gth
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out of 8 (p. 67). Similarly, although they had been learned and
practiced, they were not used at all by my group (see Table 5).

In considering why looping and cubing were so little used, it
may be useful to consider them within the context of the
psychological reality of the compo«ing process. As previously
mentioned, the actual use of freewriting, clustering/grouping, and
questions varied from the way they were taught. This suggests that
writers transform these techniques to better fit the mental
realities of their composing processes. Kinney has made a
distinction between "rationalist" and "intuitive" techniques (1979,
p.353-354). Rationalist techniques include problem solving
techniques, systematic question lists, and, I would suggest,
cubing, which is really a variation on the classical topics
included by Kinney as rationalist. Intuitive techniques include
brainstorming, free association lists, and freewriting. I would
also include clustering/grouping since they are so clearly related
to free association lists and brainstorming. Kinney argued that
intuitive heuristics are right-brain processes, while rationalist
ones are left-brain (pp 354-355). This may or may not have
empirical validity, but it is the case that the writers in this
study clearly favored the use of intuitive techniques. The lack of
use of cubing and the infrequent use of systematic questions is
consistent with this predilection.

Talk-aloud protocols, as well as my own data, show that
writers do ask questions as they compose, that is, that some form
of questioning is part of the psychological reality of the
composing process, which would explain the use by these writers of

information type questions as well as their use in freewriting
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(Flower, 1981; Brooks, 1985; Raimes, 1987; Carey and Flower, 1989).
With respect to looping, I would argue that, although used in
conjunction with freewriting, it is not an "psychologically real"
technique. None of the talk-aloud protocols I have looked at reveal
writers rereading what they’ve written and summarizing it into one
sentence. It seems to be a much more structured, "rationalist" kind
of intervention and, I would suggest, is why it is not readily
used. Thus, these writers chose to use invention strategies which
other studies have shown to be instinctively used as part of the
composing process. I do not mean to suggest that these strategies
necessarily duplicate or directly correspond to mental events od
the composing process; however, I do propose that these techniques
lend themselves to a closer approximation of the process. Their
use, then, facilitates the transcription ofnthe internal images and
dialogue which are part of this process, and, thus, these
techniques have a greater psychological reality, which I would
argue is why they are "intuitive".

Not only did these writers choose invention techniques which
were intuitive, but they readily transformed these techniques so
that their use was more in conformity to the psychological reality
of the composing process. With respect to freewriting, the fact
that my data showed no instances of hesitations or interruptions
suggests that while writing without stopping may be a useful
classroom activity to decrease fixation on surface form, it was not
used in actual composing because it did not conform to the
psychological reality of composing for these students. Researchers
have repeatedly stressed the recursive nature of composing, a

writer continually, not in discrete stages, rehearses, reviews, and
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translates ideas into writing (Flower and Hayes, 1980, Perl, 1979;
Raimes, 1987). To write without pausing or rescanning short-
circuits this process. In fact, one of my students specifically
told me that she didn’t use freewriting because she thought it was
unnatural not to pause and to have to write squiggles or to write
"I have nothing to say..." The unity of theme and the lack of
interruptions found in what my subjects have identified as
freewriting make it.extremely unlikely that these writers did not
pause and review while using this technique. In other words, these
writers seem to have adapted freewriting so that it is in closer
conformity to their composing processes.

In the same way, the actual use of grouping/clustering, as
mentioned above, also revealed adaptations which again support the
argument that these wfiters have instinctively adapted invention
techniques to conform to the psychological reality of their

composing processes.

CONCLUSIONS

My data show that

1. ESL writers productively use various invention
techniques. In general, this use does not seem linked to
either L1 writing experience or to a high L2 proficiency.

2. However, L1 writing experience and/or L2 proficiency may
have limited impact on the specific use of these
techniques. Students with extensive L1 writing experience
and high L2 proficiencies may choose to do more mental
rehearsing than those with lower proficiencies and less

writing experience.
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3. These writers clearly prefer to use techniques which lend
themselves to approximating and translating the inner
dialogue of the composing process.

4. In addition, writers instinctively adapt invention
techniques to conform to the psychological reality of the

composing process when the technique as taught varies

from this.

Pedagogical Implications

This study suggests that we need to reconsider which invention
techniques we teach and how we teach them. Spack has pointed out
that students can and will devise their own strategies
(1984, p. 657). Indeed, research should now focus on what
strategies and adaptations students do devise. There seem to be
patterns in the ways students use and modify invention strategies
in order to make them their own. Thus, we should begin to teach
invention techniques in a way that conforms to this psychological
reality. Specifically, I would suggest

1. not teaching techniques like looping and cubing which are
in reality infrequently used;

2. instead, spend more time teaching and practicing those
techniques which are frequently used in ways which
conform to their actual use:

a. have students practice using clustering/grouping to
directly generate ideas as well as to organize
previously generated lists;

b. use traditional freewriting exercises in class to
help loosen fixation on mechanics and form. In
addition, make sure that students understand that

Q 17
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this can be an effective technique to overcome
"writer’s block". Then teach a modified version in
which pausing and reviewing are permitted. Encourage
students to write down, rather than mentally
rehearse, alternate phrases and fragments. In other
words, have them translate into writing their inner
voice. As with traditional freewriting, emphasize
that concern with grammar, etc. is not important.
However, allow pausing and reviewing. If a student
is stuck, encourage him/her to make some kind of
notation such as a circle with a ? and to continue
writing, coming back to the problem spot later.
Students should clearly understand that this is a
first pass. What is desirable is not perfection, but
something which is adequate. Flower terms this
process "satisficing" (1981, p. 39). Again,
students should, as they write, mark ideas that only
satisfice and return to theses for further
development and revision later. Also, encourage
writing down of questions about various aspecis of
the topic as they freewrite. Tiese may or may not

prove useful to answer later.

I want to emphasize that these are suggestions. You yourselves can
easily do a bit of classroom research to find out how appropriate

these are and modify them as necessary. However, I do strongly feel
that whatever invention techniques we do teach should be ones which

facilitate composing by mirroring as much as possible the actual

composing process.
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Table 1
Subject Characteristics

Ll writing* Previous TOEFL ko

Name L1 experience L2 invention Score Education
Nicole French EL No 543 U
Hiroki Japanese E No 530 U
Takako Japanese E No 487 U
Rieko Japanese E Yes 476 PS
Ch.kako Japanese EL Yes 4;1 U
Beatrice German EL No ? PS
Surasuk Thai L Yes 490 HS
Kazuko Japanese L Yes 443 PS
Naoka Japanese L Yes 443 PS
Kumiko Japanese L Yes 480 HS
Marimi Japanese L No 437 PS
* EL = extensive Ll writing, including essays

E = extensive L1 writing other than essays

L = limited 11 writing experience

** Student was unable to complete her TOEFL

*** U = graduate of four-year university
PS = one or more years post-secondary education
HS = high school

19




7
HN C O

m.o. 9°0 ¥°0 (A z'0 ¢'0 9°0 ¥°0 9°T ¥°1 111
€°0 L0 0 €°0 8°0 €T €0 L0 8°0 (AR | J11
< T < T (4 T < T < T
butdnoan burasti
buturTIno suoTysend /butrxaisnid /buTwIrojsureaqg buritamaeaxg

aouartxadxy Hur3zTam o3 uorizeray
:HUTITIM UOTIUSAUI JO SadL] SNOTICA JO IDUIIINDD0O UESIH

€ 91qeL
(£=N)
999 6€S L8S 0LS 0s¥>
(5=N)
vL9 199 0zZL 89L 66Y-0S¥
(z=N)
9LE 61S 1T 18¢€ <00§S
(s=N)
€69 LZS 909 €29 111
. (9=N)
€69 059 L6S ZL9 a1
A T A 1
Lavda . ONILTHMIAI

sijexd pue DUTITIMOIJ :US3IITIM SPIOM JO ISquMN U
Z 21qeL




£ A¢
‘butaTtamaad Tenjdoe ut pasn jou axam ‘paosrtioead
pue qybney ybnoyate ‘bBurqno pue buydoo °*oTjeWL]lsAs jou sem suofisanb yo asn

butdnoxn
suoT3isand xx PP nx P /buTtIe3zsnid S
butasTtI burdnoan
bututTano a jurojlsureag /buTtIaisntd suoTlsand suoT3lsond v
buturTano
burtast butasTtT burtasTtI
Jurolsurerg x suot3sand BbuturTan0 /wiojsutead Jurojlsurexd €
butdnoasn butaystT butrdnoan butaystn
/butzeisnty /waojzsuteag /butae@asnty /waojsuteag burjitamesag puturTaInO z
butdnoxs butdnoxn
burqtameaag /butzeasnty butratamesxg buritamesag /burtaaisnid butatamsaxd 1
T4I0L TI30L TIIOL
Te3oL <00S 66%-0GY 0Sv> 411 1T buryuey
sanbTuysa], UOTIUSAUI IO0F SIOU3IIFIIJ pajquery
G 9rqeL
T4I0L
0°T 0 €°0 €°1 €°¢ 0SP>
Td30L
8°1 0°1 8°1 9°0 0°¢ 66v-0SY
TAI0L
0 0 0°€¢ S°0 0 <008
butdnoxn butasin
buturT3Ino suoTysand /butaaisnrd /butwIojsurtexg burirtamasaxyg

sToAdT AOUaTOTJOId 03 UOTIeRIaY
:uorjludaul jo sadi], snoriep JO 95U3IINDDQ TRIOL PAUTQWOD UEIN
¥ aTqelL




REFERENCES

Brooks, E. (1985). Case studies of "unskilled" college writers: -An
hypothesis about stages of development. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service ED 289 340).

Carey, L.J. and Flower, L. (1989). Foundations for creativity in
the writing process: Rhetorical representations of ill-defined
problems. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service ED 313 699).

Dennett, J.T. (1990). ESL technical writing: Process and rhetorical
differences. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service ED 322 713).

Flower, L. (1981). Problem solving strategies for writers.

New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich
Flower, L. and Hayes, J. R. (1981). A cognitive process theory of
writing. College Composition and Communication, 32, 365-387
Harrington, D.V. (1968). Teaching students the art of discovery.
College Composition and Communication, 19, 7-14.

Kinney, J. (1979). Classifying heuristics. College Composition and

Communication, 30, 351-355.

Lindemann, E. (1982). A rhetoric for writing teachers. New York:

Oxford University Press..

Macrorie, K. (1968). Writing to be read. Rochelle Park, New Jersey:

Hayden Book Company, Inc.
Odell, L. (1974). Measuring the effects of instruction on pre-

writing. Research _in the Teaching of English, 8, 228-240.

Perl, S. (1979). The composing process of unskilled college

writers. Research in the Teaching of English, 13, 317-336.

Pianko, S. (1979). A description of the composing process of

college freshman writers. Research in the Teaching c¢f English,
L_3_’ 5_22¢

4




Pope, C. and Prater, D.C. (1990). Writing proficiency and student

use of prewriting invention strategies. Reading Research and

Instruction, 29, 64-70.

Raimes, A. (1987). Language proficiency , writing ability, and
composing strategies: A study of ESL college student writers.
Language Learning, 37, 439-468.

Rohman, D.G. (1965). Pre-writing: The stage of discovery in the

writing process. College Composition and Communication, 16,

106-112.

Selfe, C. (1984). The predrafting processes of four high- and four
low-apprehensive writers. Research in the Teaching of English,
18, 45-65.

Silva, T. (1989). A critical review of ESL composing process
research. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service ED 305 820).

Spack, R. (1984). Invention strategies and the ESL composition

student. TESOL Quarterly, 18, 649-669.

Young, R.E., Becker, A.L., and Pike, K.L. (1970). Rhetoric:

Discovery and change. New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich.




