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Abstract 

This study explores the relationship of writing to its 

organizational context through an examination of the collaborative 

writing processes of the members of the rehabilitation department of 

a long-term care facility. The study suggests that the talk which takes 

place during the invention, or planning, stage of collaborative 

composing provides the link between writing and its organizational 

context. This talk allows writers to define their goals, understand the 

constraints of their organizational environment and adapt their 

discourse for their audience. In addition, the talk allows the writers to 

create a format for their document and in doing so to create the 

knowledge essential to achieving their goals. Finally, the process of 

articulating goals and values during the talk of the invention stage 

gives writing its power to produce rather than simply reproduce social 

realities. 
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

Scholars in the field of composition studies have struggled to 

understand what writing is and what writers really do when they 

write. A number of theories of writing have developed in an attempt to 

provide frameworks for understanding what it means to write and 

what happens when writing takes place. Writing has been regarded 

variously as a means of recording and communicating information and 

as a way of thinking and knowing. 

In recent years, it has become common among scholars to 

regard writing as a social process (Bruffee, 1984; Reither, 1985; 

LeFevre, 1987). Once thought of as an act which originates with an 

individual who sits down by herself pen in hand to produce a text, 

writing is now regarded as an activity which originates in the writer's 

relationships with others. A writer is a social being who interacts with 

her social world to create a text which will be read by others. As 

Bruffee says, "Writing is not an inherently private act but is a displaced 

social act we perform in private for the sake of convenience" (1981, p. 

745). Therefore, a full understanding of writing cannot be had without 

an understanding of its relationship to the social context in which it is 

being done. Texts are shaped not just by the thoughts of the individual 

writer but by the relationships and concerns of the community of 

which the writer is a member. 
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When writers collaborate, writing becomes not just an inherently 

social act but an explicitly social act. In recent years collaborative 

writing, particularly in organizational settings, has become an area of 

growing research interest. Researchers have drawn on literature from 

such diverse fields as interpersonal and small group communication, 

organizational communication, anthropology and philosophy and have 

examined collaborative writing from a number of different 

perspectives (Forman, 1991) in order to better understand exactly 

what writers do when they collaborate. Much of this research focuses 

on the interpersonal and group processes in which writers are 

necessarily enmeshed when they collaborate with others (Allen et.al., 

1987; Cross, 1990; Weber, 1991). It has explored how the ways in 

which groups organize themselves, choose a leader, resolve conflicts 

and make decisions can influence the success of a writing group in 

fulfilling its rhetorical goals. 

Research into collaborative writing is a natural outgrowth of the 

idea that writing is a social activity. But perhaps the strongest reason 

to examine collaborative writing is the fact that so much of the writing 

which is produced at work is the result of some form of collaboration. 

Researchers such as Lunsford and Ede (1990) and Faigley and Miller 

(1982) have established that as much as 85% of the writing which 

takes place in organizations is collaborative. This collaboration can 

take many forms, from writers carrying out writing tasks under the 

direction of superiors who comment on or edit their work, to writers 
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working in teams to complete group writing projects (Lunsford and 

Ede, 1990). 

Whatever form collaborative writing takes, it is much more than 

simply a way of getting the work of an organization done; it is, rather, 

a way of producing knowledge in the organization. As writers invent 

material for their documents and come to a consensus about what 

should be in their documents, they also come to agree on what the 

organization is all about and what it means to be a member of that 

organization. They negotiate their knowledge of the organization as 

they talk about their documents. 

As a social activity, writing cannot be separated from its social 

contexts. In the composition literature, the concept of the discourse 

community was developed to describe social context (Bizell, 1982; 

Bartholoniae, 1985). A discourse community is a group of people who 

share a certain specialized body of knowledge and a way of talking 

about that knowledge. For example, the employees of a company such 

as IBM or the members of a club such as the National Firearms 

Association form discourse communities. Writers within these 

communities communicate effectively with other members of the 

community because they know what to talk about and how talk about it. 

They have the knowledge necessary to take part in the conversation of 

that community. 

The social context of work-place writing is usually the 

organization. Writers at work cannot write effectively if they do not 

understand their organizational contexts and adapt their rhetorical 
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strategies to the demands of the particular situation. The writing they 

do cannot be understood without an understanding of the ways in 

which writing is powerfully influenced by the constraints of the 

organization in which it is done. This has been demonstrated in a 

number of studies which examine the effects of organizational and 

extra-organizational influences on both the writing processes and 

written products of writers in organizations (Odell, 1985; Freed & 

Broadhead, 1986; Mclsaac and Aschauer, 1990). 

However, the relationship of writing to its contexts is not a one-

way relationship. The activities of writers in turn influence the 

contexts in which the writing is done. Writers invent and re-invent 

not only their documents but also the organizational contexts within 

which they write. Writers are not merely passive recipients of ideas 

which already exist, influenced only by the demands of their social 

contexts; they are active participants in the ongoing process of 

knowledge creation with the power to make individual contributions 

and in doing so to change their social contexts. 

While the idea of a reciprocal relationship between collaborative 

writing and social contexts has become quite accepted in the 

literature (e.g. Reither, 1985; Cooper, 1986; Bazerman, 1988; Mclssac 

and Aschauer, 1990; Killingsworth, 1992), only a very few studies 

(Doheny-Farina, 1986; Paradis, Dobrin and Miller, 1985) have 

explored how writing actually works to influence its contexts. In 

particular there has been very little work which has examined how 

collaborative writing works to produce change in organizations. It is 
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not hard to understand why researchers have not fully explored how 

writing shapes organizations. In a well-established organization it is 

very difficult to see the organizing function of writing. The taken-for-

granted nature of communication within an already established 

organization obscures both the influence of the organization on 

communicative activities and the power of those activities to influence 

the organization. 

In part, this is because composition researchers have not 

foregrounded the role of talk in the collaborative writing process, 

particularly during the invention stage of composing. The planning or 

invention stage of collaborative writing, deciding on the purpose, 

content and organization of a piece of writing, often takes place 

entirely in the realm of talk. Some of the collaborative writing 

literature has described the talk which takes place during composing 

(e.g. Doheny-Farina, 1986; Allen et al., 1987; Cross, 1990). However, 

in general, it has failed to point out that the reciprocal relationships 

between collaborative business writing, social context and group 

processes exist because of the talk that takes place when collaborative 

writers meet to discuss their documents. 

To understand the role of talk in organizational settings it is 

necessary to turn to the organizational and anthropological literatures. 

Weick (1979), an organizational social psychologist, proposes a model 

of organizations in which people within the organization "talk the 

organization over" to make sense of their activities within the 

organization. It is through this talk that organizations come into 
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existence and through talk that they continue to exist. Schwarzman 

(1988), an anthropologist, takes this idea one step further. She says 

that the fact that this talk happens in meetings between various 

members of organizations gives it the power to produce and reproduce 

the social structures of the organization. 

The task of writing a collaborative document requires that 

people meet to engage in focused and directed conversation with 

others in the organization, conversation that probably would not take 

place in the same way if there were no writing task at hand. Writing 

and talk are thus interconnected activities. As people meet to discuss 

the evolving document, they make sense of what is happening in the 

organization, they define their relationships with each other, they 

validate their roles in the organization and they devise rhetorical 

strategies which are appropriate to the document they are writing and 

to the culture of the organization. The writing task enables this talk, 

which allows writers to understand how to write successfully within 

the constraints of their organizational setting and gives them the 

opportunity and power to affect that setting. 

This thesis, then, attempts to answer the following question: 

How is writing influenced by its social context and how does writing in 

turn work to influence that social context? Specifically, what is the 

role of the talk which takes place during the collaborative writing 

process, particularly during the invention stage of composing, in the 

reciprocal relationship between writing and social context? 
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In attempting to answer this question, I have been very fortunate 

to be able to observe the work of writers within an organization which 

was entering a period of change. Because the organization was in a 

state of flux, was in fact being re-organized, I was able to observe not 

only the influence of organizational constraints on the collaborative 

writing process, but also how that process has the potential to 

influence the organization. Because this is a case study, I can draw 

definitive conclusions only about what happened in this particular 

situation. But I believe that this study also points to some general 

conclusions about the relationship of talk and writing in the 

collaborative writing process. 

Chapter 2 reviews the collaborative writing literature and the 

relevant organizational theory literature. Chapter 3 presents a 

summary of my methods. Chapter 4 brings the case study to life. It 

describes the activities of the members of the rehabilitation 

department at a long-term care facility (hereafter referred to as the 

facility) as they collaboratively wrote a proposal to change the delivery 

of breakfast to residents at the facility. Chapter 5 presents several 

conclusions drawn from the case study about the role of talk in the 

collaborative writing process. 

Writing a proposal to change the delivery of breakfast sounds 

like a rather minor writing project to address a fairly minor aspect of 

life in the facility. In fact, it was a special event in the life of the people 

who wrote it and had major implications not only for their department 

but for the facility as a whole. Judging from the literature on 
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collaborative writing, this particular writing project is probably also 

atypical of workplace writing in general. I believe that because it was 

unusual both for these individuals and for workplace writing, my 

attention was drawn to certain aspects of the relationship between 

collaborative writing and its social contexts that have not previously 

been explored in depth. In particular, these factors helped me to see 

that the talk of the invention stage of composing provides the link 

between writing and its organizational context. Through talk, writers 

adapt their discourse to the demands of their organizational 

constraints and through talk they in turn affect those constraints. 
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Chapter 2 

Literature Review 

Ideas about what writing is have changed dramatically in the last 

50 years. These changes reflect the changes in underlying 

philosophies about the nature of the world and our knowledge of that 

world which have influenced many academic disciplines in recent 

years. Writing has gone from being simply a way of recording and 

communicating ideas which already exist, to being a mode of thinking, 

to being a social activity through which communities construct 

knowledge. Of particular interest to this study is the way in which 

ideas about the role of invention in the writing process have changed. 

Product vs Process 

Much of the discussion has centred on what is known as the 

product/process debate (Berlin, 1982). Proponents of the product 

approach, also known as the current-traditional approach, focus 

attention on the final product of writing, emphasizing the correctness 

of words, sentences and paragraphs. This approach is based on a 

positivistic view of the world. Positivists take as self evident the 

existence of a rational world governed by laws which can be 

discovered by observation and experimentation. Writing is used to pass 

on knowledge of the world to others using language to recreate the 

external world in the minds of readers. LeFevre (1987) calls this the 

"copy theory" of language, in which language is assumed to be "an 
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analogy for what really exists" (p. 98). As all knowledge can be found 

outside the observer in the real world, the discovery of ideas, or 

invention, takes place before writing begins. The writer is merely 

transcribing this knowledge for the benefit of readers, and invention 

thus has no role in writing itself. 

Scholars seeking to free writers from the constraints imposed 

by the rules and prescriptions of the product approach turned instead 

to the developing process approach. This approach reasserts the 

importance of invention in writing. Proponents of the process view 

regard writing as a mode of thinking and knowing. They see it as a 

recursive cognitive activity in which writers discover, or invent, what 

they want to say through the act of writing and develop appropriate 

ways to communicate what they have discovered to others. The focus 

is on the inner processes of the writer creating a piece of writing 

rather than on the piece of writing itself. Writing is no longer a 

transcription of reality, but is instead an "individual writer shaping 

thought through language" (Bazerman, 1980, p. 657). 

Some proponents of the process view (e.g. Knoblauch and 

Brannon, 1984; Elbow, 1973) see writing as an organic and somewhat 

mystical process, an act of self discovery which allows people to grow 

through understanding their own experiences and beliefs. Others (e.g. 

Flower and Hayes, 1981) see it as a series of mental operations which 

can be identified and described by complex models. Regardless of 

their particular orientation, proponents of the process view generally 

see writing as an activity carried out by an individual, isolated writer 
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who draws on her own resources to produce a written product. 

Invention is seen as the act of an individual mind working alone to 

generate ideas and plan and produce a text. 

The Social Approach 

LeFevre (1987) attributes the wide-spread acceptance of the 

view that writing is an individual act to a tradition in western thought 

stemming from Plato's belief that "truth is accessible by. . . individual 

efforts" (p. 11). The individual is thought to have innate knowledge 

and mental abilities which are the main sources of invention. She 

proposes instead a view of writing as a social process in which 

"individuals interact dialectically with socioculture . . . to generate 

something" (p. 1). Writers, who are socially influenced beings, use 

language, a shared symbol system, to build on a foundation of 

knowledge which already exists. Invention is therefore a social act 

even when carried out by an individual, As Cooper (1986) says, 

"language and texts are not simply the means by which individuals 

communicate information, but are essentially social activities, 

dependent on social structures and processes not only in their 

interpretive but also in their constructive phases" (p. 366). Writers are 

linked to readers, other writers and other writing by the texts they 

create. 

The social view of writing grows out of the social constructivist 

view of knowledge (Berger and Luckman, 1966). Knowledge is no 

longer something which exists in the world waiting to be transferred 
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to a blank page by a willing conduit, but rather something which is 

created by "communities of like minded peers" (Bruffee, 1976, p. 

774). According to Kuhn, a philosopher of science and an important 

early figure in the development of social constructionism, knowledge 

is "intrinsically the common property of a group or else nothing at all" 

(1970, p. 201). Members of communities negotiate and legitimate 

knowledge in their discourse with one another. Kuhn was referring 

specifically to scientific knowledge, but his theories have been 

widened to apply to all knowledge (Bruffee, 1976). Everything we 

normally regard as external to our selves, such as reality, knowledge 

and facts, is a construction of a community using a common language 

(Bruffee, 1976). This view of knowledge presents a serious challenge 

to the cognitive view of knowledge which assumes that there is a 

universal foundation or structure upon which individuals build 

knowledge. The social constructivists assume no such foundation of 

truth. Rather, knowledge is built as a community achieves consensus 

that certain beliefs are socially justified. 

The implications of social constructionism for theories of 

writing are many. Writing is no longer the product of an individual 

mind interacting with the emerging text and directed at an unknown 

reader. Invention begins not in the individual, but in the writer's 

relationship with others. Writing is an act of communication between 

writers and readers who already share knowledge. Writing, therefore, 

cannot be understood in any meaningful way unless it is examined 

within its social contexts. As Reither says, "Writing and what writers 
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do during writing cannot be artificially separated from the social-

rhetorical situations in which writing gets done" (1985, p. 621). 

Context in writing is not a new concept, but it has generally 

been articulated as a concern for audience (Barabas, 1990). However, 

the traditional idea of the audience as a person or group of people who 

receive a piece of written communication does not take into account 

the complex reality of social contexts. Audiences are not monolithic 

blocs of readers, identified by such characteristics as age, education or 

lifestyle, waiting to be addressed by writers. Rather, they are active 

members of complex, dynamic social structures of which the writer is 

also a member (Pare, 1991). 

Pare suggests that what is needed is a new metaphor for 

context, one which "can suggest the rich social dynamics that 

surround and support texts" (1991, p. 49). He draws on the work of 

Burke to provide a metaphor, which Burke calls the "unending 

conversation." 

Imagine you enter a parlor. You come late. When you arrive, 

others have long preceded you, and they are engaged in a 

heated discussion, a discussion too heated for them to 

pause and tell you exactly what it is about. In fact, the 

discussion had already begun long before any of them had 

got there, so that no one present is qualified to retrace for 

you all the steps that had gone before. You listen for a 

while, until you decide that you have caught the tenor of 

the argument; then you put in your oar. Someone answers; 
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you answer him; another comes to your defense; another 

aligns himself against you. .. . However, the discussion is 

interminable. The hour grows late, you must depart. And 

you do depart, with the discussion still vigorously in 

progress. (1941, p. 110) 

Writers are contributing to the "conversation" in everything they 

write; any particular text is "a moment in an ongoing discussion, an 

utterance shaped by the relationships, concerns, and procedures of 

the community" (Pare, 1991, p. 51). 

The Discourse Community 

Within the social perspective, the concept of the discourse 

community has developed to describe the social contexts in which 

writing takes place. A discourse community is a group of people 

connected by written texts who may or may not also talk to each other. 

This concept has its roots in the related concepts of the "interpretive 

community" of literary criticism, which refers to a loosely connected 

group of people who share a world view or set of values, and the 

"speech community" of sociolinguistics, which refers to a closely 

connected group of speakers who live in the same place (Harris, 

1989). Faigley (1985) describes the concept of the discourse 

community thus: 

The key notion is that within a language community, 

people acquire specialized kinds of discourse competence 

that enable them to participate in specialized groups. 
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Members of discourse communities know what is worth 

communicating, how it can be communicated, what other 

members of the community are likely to know and believe 

to be true about certain subjects, how other members can 

be persuaded, and so on. (p. 238) 

In short, members of a discourse community know what to talk about 

and how to talk about it. An academic discipline, the members of 

which are connected by journals, citations, conferences and E-mail, is 

perhaps the archetypal example of a discourse community. 

The discourse community enables writers to communicate with 

readers by supplying them with the knowledge needed to write 

effectively in that community. But at the same time, it also has a 

constraining effect on writers. As Bartholomae (1985) points out, the 

discourse community determines not only what writers can do, but 

also what they cannot do. Reither (1985) says that a contribution will 

only be accepted as relevant if it coincides with what the community 

regards as important. The community rewards those who stay within 

the limits of the agenda it sets and punishes those who do not by 

excluding them from the community. 

Discourse communities are, of course, not as homogeneous and 

uncomplicated as the foregoing description implies. Much of the 

literature describes discourse communities as though they were big 

happy families or as Harris (1989) says, "utopias" which don't exist at 

all. As anyone who has been a member of a family can testify, families 

are fraught with conflict, with members jockeying for power and 
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fighting for recognition, struggling to reach consensus. So too with 

discourse communities. According to Harris (1989) consensus is not 

necessary for a community to exist. A certain amount of struggle is 

normal within a community because "We do not write simply as 

individuals, but we do not write simply as members of a community 

either" (p. 19). He points out that individuals do not belong only to 

one discourse community, and that within any given community there 

may exist many competing discourses. The struggle between 

competing discourses offers the possibility of change within discourse 

communities and suggests, as Killingsworth (1992) points out, that 

"writers have the power to transform the site of discourse, the 

community itself' (p. 110). 

The Reciprocal Relationship of Writing and Social Contexts 
/ 

Support for the idea that writers can affect their communities 

comes from literature in several different areas including social theory 

and composition theory. The relationship of writing to its contexts is 

not a one way relationship, with the community simply enabling and 

constraining writers. Certainly, writers are influenced by the 

communities within which they write. But the writing they do in turn 

influences those communities. 

Giddens, a social theorist, discusses the relationship between 

the activities of individuals and the social structures which surround 

them. He contends (1984) that people are knowledgeable agents; that 

is, they are social beings who know a great deal about the activities in 
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which they participate every day. He says that through the intended 

and unintended consequences of their daily practices they produce 

and reproduce the structures of social systems. For Giddens, the 

institutional practices of social systems are revealed in the day-to-day 

activities of human actors. The activities of individuals are neither 

determined by the structure of the social system, nor are they the 

"foundation" on which social structures are built. Rather, "each enters 

into the constitution of the other" (p. 36). The constraints of the 

social structure "operate through the active involvement of the agents 

concerned, not as some force of which they are passive recipients" (p. 

289). Thus the activities of individuals are structured by the social 

system and work to structure that system. 

Bazerman (1988) calls on sociologist Robert Merton's view of 

social structure to make a similar point. Merton's work indicates that 

"Individuals through perception of situation and available alternatives 

and in their choices make and remake social structure. Through 

microdecisions individuals both realize and create social 

macrostructure" (p. 129). In his study of the development of the genre 

of the scientific article, Bazerman demonstrates the interrelationship 

of the writing activities of individual scientists and the social world of 

science. He says that the scientific article emerged to solve recurring 

rhetorical problems in writing science and in turn became the context 

for future scientific writing. 

A number of other composition scholars have also commented 

on the ways in which writing affects social contexts. Reither says that 
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"Writing is, in fact, one of those processes which, in its use, creates 

and constitutes its own contexts" (p. 621). Cooper (1986) proposes an 

ecological model of writing in which "all the characteristics of any 

individual writer or piece of writing both determine and are 

determined by the characteristics of all the other writers and writings 

in the system" (p. 367). Harrison (1987) agrees, pointing out that 

although environments contain information about how writing is to be 

done, "writing in organizations is more than just an activity for 

accomplishing organizational tasks; it may additionally be seen as a 

discourse process fundamental to the creation of organized activity" 

(p. 17). Bazerman & Paradis (1991) say "Writing is more than socially 

embedded; it is socially constructive. Writing structures our relations 

with others and organizes our perceptions of the world" (p. 3). And 

Faigley (1985) calls for research which will "study how individual acts 

of communication (including writing) define and organize social 

groups" (p. 235). 

Writing at Work 

Composition scholars interested in exploring the socially 

constructed nature of writing within discourse communities turned 

quite naturally to the study of writing in the world of work. The 

organizations which make up the business world provide well defined 

and diverse communities in which to study the interrelationship of 

writers, writing processes and social contexts. Prior to the 1980's, 

much of the research on writing in business settings was based on the 
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systems, or information theory, approach (Lipson, 1988; Driskill, 

1990). This uses as its foundation the Shannon and Weaver 

transmission model of communication (Driskill, 1990), which is 

concerned only with the mechanics of transmitting messages, and not 

with the meaning of the messages themselves. The sender encodes a 

message which is then transmitted through a channel to a receiver at 

the other end who decodes it. As with the current-traditional 

approach to writing, this is based on a positivistic view of the world in 

which language can be used to represent and transmit an objective 

picture of an external reality. 

In order to move away from this approach toward an 

understanding of writing in its organizational context, it is necessary 

to know something about how organizations function. For this, writing 

scholars have turned to the literature on organizational 

communication. The area of that literature most relevant to writing 

scholars is the organizational culture literature (e.g. Smircich, 1983; 

Allaire and Firsirotu, 1984; Frost et al., 1985). It has become 

commonplace to talk of organizations as cultures. The idea that small 

social groups are cultures in the same way that large social groups are 

cultures has led to the development of a large and diverse body of 

research on organizational culture. This research can be grouped into 

two main schools of thought (Smircich, 1983). First is the "culture 

variable approach" (p. 342). In this approach, popularized by writers 

such as Deal and Kennedy (1982), culture is regarded as a variable, 

something which organizations have. It is a characteristic which can 
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be manipulated by managers to increase productivity and maximize 

profits. 

The second approach grows out of the realization that people do 

more in organizations than simply get work done and make profits 

(Pacanowsky & O'Donnell-Trujillo, 1982). They also "gossip, joke, 

knife one another, initiate romantic involvements, cue new employees 

to ways of doing the least amount of work that still avoids hassles from 

a supervisor, talk sports, arrange picnics" (p. 116). In this approach 

culture is regarded as a "root metaphor" (Smircich, 1983) for 

understanding how people make sense of their experiences. Culture is 

variously described as a shared system of knowledge and beliefs or as a 

shared system of symbols and meanings. Organizations, in this view, 

don't have culture, they are cultures. Culture "provides members with 

shared interpretations of reality that facilitate their ability to organize" 

(Kreps, 1990, p. 126). It is this approach which allows the concept of 

culture to act as "an epistemological device to frame the study of 

organizations as social phenomenon" (Smircich, 1983, p. 353). 

The notion that organizational cultures consist of collective 

interpretations of events which structure the perceptions of 

organization members seems analogous to the construct of the 

discourse community. This similarity has not been lost on writing 

researchers and this has led to a growing body of research on writing 

in the workplace which examines the various ways in which writers 

are influenced by factors in their organizational environments and how 

the writing they do in turn affects the organization. 
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Interestingly, although collaboration is not the primary focus of 

much of the literature on workplace writing which will be surveyed 

here, much of it in fact deals with collaborative writing (e.g. Odell, 

1985; Freed and Broadhead, 1987; Herndl, Fennell & Miller, 1991). 

Interest in collaborative writing in the workplace seems to have 

emerged almost by accident as writing researchers noticed that what 

they were observing was in fact collaborative. This suggests that 

collaborative writing processes in organizations must be examined if 

we are to fully understand the interrelationship of writing and social 

contexts. 

Collaborative Writing in the Workplace 

A number of surveys have been conducted in the last fifteen 

years which have looked at just how much time people in various 

kinds of organizations spend writing. These surveys indicate that not 

only do people spend a significant portion of their work day writing, 

but that much of that writing is done collaboratively. Anderson (1985) 

reviewed a number of surveys conducted in the early 80's and found 

that college educated people working in professional or technical jobs 

spend between 20% and 30% of their time at work writing. Between 

10% and 30% of that writing is done collaboratively. Faigley and Miller 

(1982), in their survey of workplace writers, found that college 

educated people spend almost 30% of their time at work writing. 

More than 70% of their respondents said they sometimes write 

collaboratively. In a survey which looked specifically at collaborative 
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writing in the workplace, Couture and Rymer (1989) found that 

relatively few (24%) of their respondents said they wrote in 

collaborative groups; most (81%) said their collaboration consisted of 

interaction with colleagues and supervisors. A later survey by Lunsford 

and Ede (1990) found that professionals spend 44% of their time on 

writing-related activity. The proportion of people who said they 

sometimes write collaboratively was 87%. Even those who at first told 

Lunsford and Ede that they write everything alone, later admitted that 

they collaborated in some way in almost everything they write. 

As is clear from the contradictions found by Lunsford and Ede, 

the definition of the term collaborative writing is problematic at best. 

Lunsford and Ede (1990) cite at least six definitions which have 

appeared in the literature; these include writers co-authoring 

documents, writers consulting with other during various stages of 

writing and writers working as teams. Allen et al. (1987) offer a 

definition which includes three features: production of a shared 

document, interaction between members of the group, and shared 

decision-making power and responsibility for the document. 

A number of scholars, by contrast, have argued that the social 

perspective leads inevitably to the conclusion that all writing, even 

when performed by individuals, is inherently collaborative. Bruffee 

(1984) calls on the work of scholars in a variety of fields (e.g. Rorty, 

Kuhn, Geertz, Vygotsky) to demonstrate that who we are and what we 

write are largely functions of our interactions with our community. 

Reading and writing are not simply social acts, but are collaborative 
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acts through which we come to understand and contribute to the 

knowledge created in our communities. 

Reither and Vipond suggest that both writing and knowing "are 

impossible" without collaboration (1989). They identify three ways 

writers collaborate. The first is explicit coauthoring in which writers 

actually work together to produce written documents. The second is 

workshopping in which people other than the writer read and 

comment on the writing. The third and most important form of 

collaboration they call knowledge making. Writers collaborate with 

those who have gone before them in their discourse communities, 

making meanings not alone, but in relation to others' meanings. 

Thralls (1991) also argues that all writing is inherently 

collaborative, as writers respond to previous utterances and anticipate 

future contributions to the conversation. She draws on the language 

theory of Bakhtin to demonstrate that "language is never the purview 

of the individual only, but always an interaction of the individual with 

others" (p. 66). The work of any particular writer cannot be separated 

from a larger communication chain which demands a "collaborative 

partnership" with others for its existence. 

Winsor's (1989) study of an engineer writing a corporate report 

based on previously written texts confirms that even when writers 

work alone, their work is collaborative. She concluded that the 

communal nature of knowledge in the corporation shaped every aspect 

of the final product. Collaboration was involved in every step of the 

process, from writing to editing, revising and even formatting. 
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Although these theorists have convincingly demonstrated that 

writing is an inherently collaborative act, there is no evidence to 

suggest that writers should therefore always write with other people. 

The strongest reason to examine collaborative writing is that, as noted 

above, much of the writing done in the workplace is overtly 

collaborative. Although a growing number of researchers are exploring 

collaborative writing, a more complete understanding of the practices 

of collaborative groups and the relationships of those practices to 

organizational contexts can further illuminate the role of writing in 

organizations. The following survey of the collaborative writing 

literature is divided into three sections: studies which examine the 

effects of organizational contexts on writing, studies which examine 

the effects of writing on organizational contexts and studies which 

look at the writing processes used in various collaborative writing 

situations. 

Organizational Contexts Affect Writing 

A fairly large number of studies examine the various influences 

on organizational writing. These influences include factors inside the 

organization, factors in the business and social environment outside 

the organization, and factors relating to the background and training of 

various members of the organization. 

In one of the first studies to examine how organizational 

contexts affect writers, Odell and Goswami (1982) examined the 

writing of employees at a social services agency. They found that the 
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aspects of the writing style of the participants, such as the use of 

passives and the lengths of clauses, and varied depending on the 

department to which the writer belonged. Thus, not only the 

organization but even the department within the organization had an 

effect on the writing produced by its members. In addition, they found 

that even people who did not consider themselves to be "good" 

writers had a complex tacit understanding of the needs of their 

audiences and the demands of their purposes and varied a number of 

features of their writing according to the type of writing they were 

doing. 

In a later study of the writing practices of a group of legislative 

analysts in a state bureaucracy, Odell (1985) also found a clear link 

between organizational factors and the writing that was produced. One 

of his main findings was that writers based their rhetorical choices on 

their knowledge of shared attitudes and ways of operating within the 

organization. In addition, he found that the writers' perceptions of 

their audience were based not so much on actual knowledge of that 

audience but on what others in the organization thought the audience 

should be like. 

A study by Brown and Herndl (1986) attests to the power of the 

community to influence the writing of its members. They looked at 

writing in a number of large corporations in Minnesota and found that 

even when employees were told that certain stylistic features, such as 

superfluous nominalizations, were "bad," they continued to fill their 

prose with these features. Brown and Herndl concluded that these 
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features were characteristic of corporate writing and were part of the 

corporate culture. They had become important indicators of belonging 

in the company. Lower ranking employees or those who were insecure 

about their status in the company therefore continued to use them in 

spite of knowing that they were considered incorrect by writing 

"experts." 

In their study of the Three Mile Island and Challenger disasters, 

Herndl, Fennell and Miller (1991) also looked at the how social 

structures in an organization influence communication. They 

concluded that patterns of language use reflect the social structures of 

organizations. The linguistic behavior of people within organizations is 

shaped, at least in part, by the group to which they belong. Different 

subgroups within the organization therefore have different discourse 

practices. The demands of different discourse communities within the 

organization can can lead to miscommunication and misunderstanding 

between groups which has the potential to cause major disasters such 

as the ones examined in this study. 

In her study of writers in a trade association, Alford (1989) also 

looked at the effects of organizational culture on writing. She 

describes a situation in which writing was used as a way of achieving 

consensus on issues facing the association. Documents circulate 

through the association with writers editing each other's texts to 

arrive at a document which "best presents the organization's 

thinking" (p. 149). Writers are influenced by the culture of the 
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association as they attempt to write with the "collective voice and 

mind of the membership" (p. 137). 

Internal factors are not the only influences on writing in 

organizations. Miller and Selzer (1985) also found factors arising from 

the nature of the discipline the writers are working within. They 

studied engineering reports produced in a research and development 

company and found that the writers called on ways of thinking and 

writing specific to the discipline of engineering as well as on 

constraints imposed by the organizational setting. Carol Lipson (1986) 

studied the writing of scientists in R&D organizations and found that 

efforts of the companies to get the scientists to write more like 

company employees and less like scientists caused strife within the 

companies. She concluded that the demands of the corporate culture 

for a particular writing style were in conflict with the demands of the 

writing style of the scientists' professional culture. The conflicting 

demands of the different discourse communities to which the 

scientists belonged led to the failure of the scientists to write 

effectively for the corporation. 

Influences external to an organization can also have effects on 

the writing done within the organization. Freed and Broadhead (1986) 

point out that even among companies within the same industry, 

writing standards and styles will vary considerably because each 

company constitutes a separate culture or discourse community. While 

acknowledging the importance of corporate culture, they also 

conclude that writers' awareness of their company's place in the 
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larger culture affects the writing done. For example, awareness of the 

company's niche in a competitive marketplace is reflected in the style 

and the strategies used by the writers. Mclsaac and Aschauer (1990) 

also note the importance of external pressures on the collaborative 

proposal writing practices of an engineering company. Increased 

competition for government contracts forced the company to abandon 

its ad hoc method of writing proposals. Instead it instituted new 

methods, such as storyboarding and a special proposal writing centre, 

to coordinate the writing efforts of its employees. 

Linda Driskill (1989) pulls a number of the possible influences 

on writers in organizations together into a comprehensive model. As 

her model indicates and as the research surveyed here indicates, 

corporate culture is only one of many factors which affect an 

organization's writing environment. Writers, she says, call on a 

sophisticated understanding of the complex interrelationships of many 

factors impinging on the organization which "reflects the values of 

corporate culture, the requirements of organizational structure, the 

influences of the firm's external environment, and ways of thinking 

and arguing that derive from the individual's training, education, and 

professional role" (p. 138). 

Writing Influences Organizational Contexts 

A number of recent studies have focused on how writing 

influences its contexts. These studies look at the constructive nature 

of texts and at how they provide a framework for thinking and acting 
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within particular discourse communities (e.g. Myers, 1985; McCarthy, 

1991, Paradis, 1991). Very few researchers, however, have looked at 

how this process works in organizational settings. The work that does 

exist looks at how writing functions in organizations and at how 

rhetorical activity structures social realities. 

Paradis, Dobrin and Miller (1985), in a study of the writing done 

in a research and development organization, looked at the role that 

composing can play in the development of an organization. They found 

that although the employees viewed writing simply as a means of 

handling information, it actually served a number of social functions 

within the organization and was crucial to the success of individuals 

within the organization and to the success of the organization itself. 

They found that managers used the document cycling process (editing 

drafts written by junior employees and returning them for revisions) 

to manage the work of their employees and to initiate them into the 

company. All employees used it to make others aware of their work, 

and to extend their networks within the organization. Writing was "a 

primary means of bringing the activities of different groups and 

individuals into phase with one another" (p. 305). 

Bacon (1990) also looked at how collaborative writing functions 

in organizations. He says that writing groups help to initiate 

newcomers to organizations and reinforce the companys' values and 

goals. They also provide an immediate audience for documents. In 

addition he says that because the group members together have a 

much broader base of knowledge than any one individual, the final 
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product will reflect a more accurate understanding of the needs of the 

audience and more effective strategies for reaching that audience. 

Doheny-Farina (1986) is the one researcher to examine how 

rhetorical activity can change the social structures of an organization. 

He conducted research at a newly formed company at which a number 

of senior employees were collaborating on the writing of a new 

business plan. Work on the business plan opened the door for a power 

struggle with the president over control of the company. Through the 

writing process, conflicting views of the organizational reality were 

integrated in a way that changed the structure, goals and even the 

nature of the organization itself. Doheny-Farina re-analyzed this 

process in two further articles (1991, 1992) about the same company 

and concluded that deficiencies in the business plan led to the demise 

of the company some years later. In studying the business plan, he 

says, "we get a glimpse of the creation of a community. We see the 

social conversation that sustained and altered (and ultimately 

destroyed) that community" (1991, p. 330). 

Collaborative Writing Processes 

Because so much organizational writing is collaborative, an 

understanding of how collaborative groups actually work is necessary 

to fully understand the relationship of writing to its organizational 

contexts. The literature on collaborative writing has begun to call on 

literature from interpersonal and small group communication to 

examine the influence of group dynamics, conflict management, group 
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decision making and leadership on collaborative writing activities. As 

Weber (199 1) points out, it is not enough to simply say that writing is 

a social process which grows out of writers' relationships with their 

discourse communities. "Any serious theory of collaborative writing 

practice must be integrative, taking into account the writing process 

of the individual and the group" (p. 50). 

A number of studies have looked at the activities of writers in 

various kinds of collaborative situations (e.g. Allen, et al.; Malone, 

1991; Cross, 1990). Much of this literature isolates collaborative 

writing from its social context and examines the internal processes of 

writing groups. Some studies acknowledge and explore the 

importance of the particular social context on the activities of the 

group. However, none of these studies explores the ways in which the 

activities of collaborative writing groups work to structure 

organizational contexts. 

Several studies have examined the internal workings of 

collaborative writing groups. In a survey of group writing, Allen, 

Atkinson, Morgan, Moore and Snow (1987) examined the group 

processes of 14 writing groups. They concluded that the group 

functions as a "first-line audience" and that effectively resolved 

conflict enhances the quality of the final outcome. Malone (1991), in 

her study of a NASA team formed to carry out a specific writing task, 

points out that different stages of the collaborative writing process 

require different skills. She says that for a writing group to function 
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most effectively, the group must call on the people whose skills are 

most appropriate at each stage of the writing process. 

Couture and Rymer (1991) followed their survey of collaborative 

writing in the workplace (1989) with case studies of writers 

interacting with their supervisors. They found that different 

perceptions of how interaction should function in the composing 

process and unequal power relations between supervisor and 

subordinate interfered with the cooperative effort required for 

effective collaboration. 

Feminist theory has also found its way into the literature on how 

collaborative writing groups work. Lunsford and Ede (1990b) have 

identified two "modes" of collaboration, the hierarchical and the 

dialogic. Hierarchical collaborative groups are "linearly structured, 

driven by highly specific goals, and carried out by people who play 

clearly assigned roles" (p. 235). Dialogic groups are more loosely 

structured and the roles of group members can change. Although 

there is no evidence to suggest that men and women cannot engage in 

both kinds of collaboration, Lunsford and Ede identify the hierarchical 

mode as masculine and the dialogic mode as feminine. Lay (1991) 

argues that collaborators need to call on "a range of collaborative 

strategies that have traditionally been reserved for either males or 

females" (p. 83). 

A number of studies have also examined the influence of 

organizational factors on collaborative writing processes. Cross (1990) 

examined an unsuccessful collaborative project, the writing of a two 
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page executive letter for an annual report. He identified a number of 

organizational factors and group processes which led to the failure of 

the collaborative effort. These included poor management of conflict 

about the tone and audience for the letter and a hierarchical 

distribution of power that suppressed differences of opinion. Locker 

(1991) compared the collaborative writing practices of two writing 

teams at a state agency, one successful and one unsuccessful. She 

attributes the success of the second team to a number of factors. The 

group processes of the the second team were more inclusive and less 

hierarchical than those of the first team. In addition, the members of 

the first team were not completely socialized into the culture of the 

agency and were unwilling to accept the demands of that discourse 

community, leading to their failure to write effectively for the 

community. 

It is clear from the foregoing review of the literature that 

although writing researchers are aware of the role that writing can 

play in an organization and of the reciprocal relationship between 

collaborative writing processes and organizational contexts, very little 

is known about how collaborative writing processes actually work to 

change rather than simply reproduce organizational realities. In 

particular, very little is known about the role of talk in the 

collaborative writing process, particularly during the invention stage of 

composing. This is perhaps not surprising, as the taken-for-granted 

nature of social interaction works to obscure the importance of that 

interaction for carrying out daily activities. However, as talk seems to 
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be an inseparable part of the collaborative writing process, 

understanding the role of talk is essential to understanding the 

process itself. 

The Role of Talk in Collaborative Writing 
A number of researchers mention the role of talk in the 

collaborative writing process (e.g. Doheny-Farina, 1986; Mclsaac and 

Aschauer, 1990; Couture and Rymer, 1991), but only Spilka (1988) 

has conducted a study which focuses on the role of what she calls 

"orality" in the composing of corporate documents. The writers in her 

study who discussed their writing tasks with others in the corporation 

were much more successful in analyzing their audiences and adapting 

their discourse for those audiences than writers who wrote in 

isolation. She also found that "orality is the primary way people 

communicate and reach consensus on the ideas and values of the 

corporate culture" (p. 63). The process of interacting is more 

influential than the written product in carrying out corporate goals 

and in negotiating "new constructs of social reality" (p. 63). 

Support for the idea that talk plays an important role in the 

interaction of the composing process with its contexts comes from 

researchers in organizational theory and anthropology. Weick (1979), 

an organizational social psychologist, foregrounds the role of talk for 

sense making in organizations. He contends that organizations do not 

simply exist; rather they are always in the process of being organized. 

He proposes an "ecological" model of organizations in which 
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communication between organization members provides the 

mechanism through which this continual organizing takes place. It is 

through talk that the organizing process, which Weick calls 

enactment, takes place. He says, "How can I know what I think until I 

see what I say? Organizations .. . . talk themselves over and over to find 

out what they're thinking" (p. 133). People don't simply respond to 

their cultures. They also participate actively, if unconsciously, in 

constructing their social realities through the process of enactment. 

In Weick's view, events are interpreted after they occur. These 

interpretations then form the basis for future behavior. Organizational 

culture is thus an ongoing process of reality construction with 

communication at its centre. 

Schwartzman (1988), an anthropologist, also points to the role 

of talk in creating social contexts, particularly in "constituting and 

reproducing relations of power and domination" (p. 30). However, she 

contends that it is not simply talk which enables this process. It is the 

fact that the talk happens in meetings. Meetings, she says, are not just 

tools for accomplishing the work of the corporation. Calling on the 

work of Giddens and other social theorists, she says that meetings are 

communicative events which are both "constituted and constitutive" 

social forms. As occasions which connect individuals to the 

organizations to which they belong, meetings provide the link between 

practice and structure which allows individuals to produce and 

reproduce the power relations and the structures of their social 

contexts. They provide occasions for individuals to make sense of what 



36 
they are doing in that context and to negotiate and validate their 

relationships with each other. Meetings also legitimate talk about 

change and provide an opportunity for individuals to reconcile the 

"practices of tradition and change" (p. 43). It is commonly assumed 

that meetings are "about decisions, policies and problems" (p. 215). 

In fact, she says, the opposite is true. "Decisions make meetings, and 

meetings make, remake, and sometimes unmake the organization" (p. 

239). 

In this paper, I contend that collaborative writing has its power 

to make and remake organizational contexts because of the talk made 

possible by the meetings which necessarily occur when people discuss 

their collaborative documents. In meeting to invent material for a 

document, writers engage in focused and directed discussion which 

probably would not occur in quite the same way without the impetus of 

the writing task. The writing of a document provides the occassion for 

the talk which does the work of creating change. Although it may not 

seem so, this talk is necessarily part of the writing process even 

though it may go on for a long time before a document is produced and 

range over topics not directly related to the document at hand. 

Without this talk, and the decisions that result from it, the actual 

production of a written text cannot proceed. It is through talk that 

writers conceive, develop and refine the ideas that will go into their 

document. It is thus an integral part of the invention stage of writing. 

As LeFevre (1987) says, invention is "a process extending over time, a 

process both enabled and manifested through talk" (p. 125). 
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In the report of my research which follows, I will describe a 

collaborative writing project which took place at a long-term care 

facility. I will show that the decision to write a proposal collaboratively 

provided a reason for the members of the rehabilitation department to 

meet over a period of almost three months. These meetings were not 

simply the forum within which they wrote the document. They were 

in fact what provided the members of the department with the 

opportunity to change the social reality of the organization. The 

meetings provided them with a legitimate place to talk about change 

and to develop a consensus about what it could mean for them as 

individuals and as a department. The meetings also allowed them to 

redefine their relationships with each other and to validate their roles 

in the organization. In working together to invent rhetorical strategies 

for their proposal, they were doing much more than planning and 

writing a document. They were harnessing the power of the meeting 

to re-invent the power relations of the organization in a way which 

would be advantageous to them. They were a group struggling "to 

constitute structures in order that they [the structures] may become 

constituting" (Ranson, Hinings and Greenwood, 1980, in 

Schwartzman, 1988, p. 30). 
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Chapter 3 

Method 

In moving from theories about writing to an actual case study, it 

was clear that a qualitative approach of some kind would be most 

appropriate for my research. I was interested in exploring how writers 

are influenced by their organizational contexts. However, I was not 

interested in cause and effect relationships between specific aspects 

of the writing and specific aspects of the context. I wanted to explore 

how people use writing to "assert and sustain a version of reality, [and] 

articulate and celebrate a sense of identity" (Pauly, 1991, p. 3). In 

particular, I wanted to observe the activities of writers within their 

discourse communities in order to better understand how writers 

negotiate the demands and constraints of those communities to 

produce effective documents. I was also interested in exploring the 

role of writing in organizations, both for writers and for organizations, 

and in understanding the meaning of writing activities for the 

participants themselves. As Marshall and Rossman (1989) point out, it 

is not possible to "understand human behavior without understanding 

the framework within which subjects interpret their thoughts, 

feelings, and actions" (p. 49). It would have been impossible to explore 

the complex relationships between writing and social context without 

observing the behavior of writers in their social context. 

I was extremely fortunate in finding a site in which to conduct 

my research at a long-term care facility. Long-term care facilities 
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provide the most comprehensive care available to elderly people who 

can no longer care for themselves. This particular institution has space 

for 180 of the most unwell and fragile elderly, including people 

suffering from Alzheimer's disease, multiple sclerosis, strokes and 

other debilitating diseases. These people are chronically rather than 

actively ill and have no home other than the facility. 

The participants in the study were the members of the 

rehabilitation department of the facility. Under the leadership of one 

of the senior members of the department, the whole department was 

engaged in collaboratively writing a proposal to change the delivery of 

breakfast to the residents of the hospital. Department meetings to 

discuss the proposal were held over a period of about two and a half 

months and resulted in the production of a document which was then 

presented to the administration of the facility. 

I decided that entering the situation without specific 

expectations or a fully formed hypothesis was the best way to come to 

understand how the people writing within a social framework make 

sense of that framework. I therefore conducted this study using the 

grounded theory approach developed by Glaser and Strauss (1967). 

Grounded theory is a qualitative approach in which the researcher 

constructs theory from the data collected and from the specific social 

context being studied. The researcher does not begin the research 

with a fully developed research question and specific hypotheses to 

confirm or disprove, but rather with a general area for exploration. 

The research question develops as the research proceeds. Coding and 
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analysis of the data take place during the collection of data rather than 

after all the data has been collected. This allows the researcher to 

modify the data collection procedures as the research question is 

modified or refined. Any conclusions the researcher draws cannot be 

predicted in advance but instead are fully grounded in the empirical 

data the researcher gathers during the course of the research. In 

addition, any theory that is developed can be easily modified or 

reformulated in the face of new evidence that may be uncovered 

during research. 

The Research Question 

The research question was not fully developed until data 

gathering and analysis were well underway. I had begun the research 

with the intention of exploring the relationships between writers and 

their organizational contexts. I felt fairly certain that I would be able to 

observe the effects of the context on the writing processes of my 

subjects. My preliminary question asked how the writers' perceptions 

of their organizational context influence their writing processes. I was 

interested in such questions as which factors in the organizational 

environment influenced the writers most? How much were their 

writing processes affected by management directives? By other 

departments within the facility? Did their training predispose them to 

view the world of the facility in a certain way? What I did not expect 

was that I would find myself in a situation in which I could also see the 

potential for the writing process to influence the organizational 
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context. Midway through the data collection, I rephrased my research 

question to ask how organizational contexts and writers' processes 

interact to influence each other. 

Preliminary analysis of my data revealed two interesting 

observations which redirected the focus of the study: most of the time 

spent on the proposal was spent in the invention stage of writing, and 

the invention stage took place almost entirely in the realm of talk. It 

was becoming evident that the talk which took place during this phase 

of document production provided the writing process with its ability 

to influence the organizational context. The goal of writing the 

proposal provided the situation in which this talk took place. In the 

end my research question focused on the role of the talk which takes 

place during the invention stage of collaborative document production 

with particular attention to how that talk works to recreate the social 

and discursive reality of the organization. 

Gaining Access to the Site 

I gained access to the site through a senior member of the 

facility staff who was sympathetic to my request. She offered me a 

number of possible writing projects in the facility. I chose to study the 

proposal being written by the rehabilitation department primarily 

because it was a.collaborative writing project and also because it fit 

into the time I had available to conduct the research. 
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My contact then introduced me to Bev,' the chairperson of the 

collaborative writing group, who made me feel welcome and 

introduced me to the rest of the group. The first meeting I attended 

on October 16 was the third meeting of the writing group. I went with 

Bev to that meeting and was presented as a graduate student doing 

research on writing processes for a master's thesis. At that time, I 

handed consent forms to each person at the meeting and asked them 

to sign them and return them to me, either then or later. 

In retrospect, my entry to the site was handled poorly and had 

the potential to cause serious problems which could have jeopardized 

the success of my study. Because the members of the group did not 

know in advance that I was to be present observing their meetings and 

because I was present when they were told, they had no opportunity to 

discuss amongst themselves whether or not they were willing to be 

involved in my research. As one of the participants said later in an 

interview, I was presented to them by Bev, the leader of the group, so 

they went along with my being there, but in fact "no one truly felt the 

right to choose." 

This could have made the participants less than willing to be 

open with me. I have no evidence that they did not in fact withhold 

information from me. However, based on what they said to me in the 

interviews I conducted, I believe that there were no long-term effects 

from the poor entry. Most of them told me that after their initial 

1 To protect identities, all names have been changed. 
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anxiety about my presence, they realized that I was "neutral" and was 

not there to take sides or support any particular individual. 

Data Gathering 

The methods I used to collect data were chosen to suit the 

research situation I found myself in. In particular, they allowed me to 

observe my participants in their working environment and to explore 

the processes and meanings of the events in that environment. The 

two primary methods I used for data collection were taping all 

meetings at which the document was discussed and interviewing all 

the participants. 

As talk is an inseparable part of the collaborative writing 

process, I felt it was important to record as much of that talk as 

possible. However, it was not practical to try to track down other 

occasions on which people might be talking about the document (e.g. 

over coffee or in the hallways), so I confined my data collection to the 

formal occasions on which it was discussed. The conversations at 

these meetings were extremely wide ranging, touching on many 

aspects of life in the facility, some directly relevant to the document at 

hand, some only indirectly relevant. It might be argued that not all of 

this talk was directly related to the writing of the proposal, and 

therefore not relevant in a study of writing. However, it is the 

contention of this study that the task of writing a document enables a 

certain kind of focused and directed talk about organizational life, talk 

which would not happen in quite the same way without the writing 
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task. All of the talk that happened in these meetings was therefore 

part of the process of writing the proposal. 

I attended and tape-recorded eleven meetings of the 

rehabilitation department (see Appendix 1). This was all of the 

meetings at which the proposal was discussed except two which took 

place before I began my research. Six of these were meetings of the 

whole department which took place on Friday mornings and usually 

lasted about an hour and fifteen minutes. The other five were meetings 

of a small group of three writers. These took place at various times and 

lasted about two hours. I transcribed all these tapes. I also attended 

and taped 5 meetings of a related committee in the facility, the Food 

Services Committee, to gain a better understanding of the context in 

which the rehabilitation department was writing. These meetings 

usually lasted about 2 hours. As I was not actually studying the activities 

of this committee, I took notes from these tapes rather than 

transcribing them in their entirety. I also attended a meeting of the 

steering committee of the facility, the audience of the proposal, at 

which the final draft of the proposal was presented. I was not 

permitted to tape this meeting, but took extensive notes instead. This 

proved to be a mistake because, as Bev told me later, the participants 

at the meeting were quite uncomfortable at the sight of me scribbling 

furiously at one side of the room. 

In the meetings I took the role of silent observer and never at 

any time attempted to become part of the group. It took some time to 

establish that I was there as an observer and was not aligned with 
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anyone in the group. My neutrality was initially threatened by Bev, who 

went out of her way to make me feel comfortable and to provide me 

with information which was invaluable to me in gaining an 

understanding of the. social world of the facility. After the first two 

meetings Bev spent some time alone with me answering my questions 

about the group and about the situation at the facility. However, I began 

to feel nervous about whether other members of the group would 

perceive me as Bev's ally and whether this would affect my relations 

with them. I therefore decided not to meet again with Bev until my 

presence in the group as a neutral observer was well established. 

After the document was complete, I interviewed all twelve 

members of the writing group. These interviews took place over a 

period of about 10 days in the middle of December. I came to the 

interviews with a prepared list of open-ended questions (see Appendix 

2), as suggested by Kirby and McKenna (1989). These covered a range 

of topics such as how they saw their role in the group, how they had 

contributed to the proposal, how they felt about writing, how they 

perceived me and how they felt I had influenced their activities. I 

conducted the interviews in an unstructured manner, following leads 

the interviewees introduced and rearranging the order of my 

questions to suit the flow of the conversation. This allowed me to get 

at the participants understanding of the situation rather than imposing 

mine onto them. 

When I first approached the members of the group requesting 

interviews, most were reluctant to be interviewed. However, when I 
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reduced the amount of time I was asking for from one hour to 45 

minutes, several rather nervously agreed to talk to me. Because many 

of them told me in the interviews that they were not good writers, I 

attribute their anxiety about being interviewed to nervousness that I 

might ask questions which would expose their failings as writers or 

embarrass them in some way. After the first two interviews, word got 

around the rest of the department that the interview was 

professionally conducted, not at all threatening and even quite fun 

(after all, how often does some one actually listen to what you have to 

say?). The other members of the department were then much more 

receptive to my request and in the end, all agreed to be interviewed. I 

taped all the interviews and took extensive notes from the tapes. 

I also collected copies of all the drafts of the proposal and copies 

of the notes the members of the small writing group brought to 

meetings. I wanted to be able to correlate what I heard in the group 

discussions with the emerging text and to see how the text changed 

from one draft to the next. I also collected minutes of the meetings. 

The minutes of the first two meetings of the group, which I did not 

attend, were particularly important and useful in helping me to 

understand what happened during the formation of the group. 

In addition, after each session at the facility I wrote field notes 

recording my observations and my emerging analysis. I organized 

these according to a scheme suggested by Schatzman and Strauss 

(1973) in which notes are identified as observational notes (ON), 

theoretical notes (TN) or methodological notes (MN). Observational 
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notes are descriptive notes which contain as little interpretation as 

possible. Theoretical notes allow the researcher to begin developing 

interpretations and concepts, and methodological notes serve as 

guidelines or reminders for the research activities as the research 

develops. I took almost no notes while I was at the facility mainly 

because I was taping all the meetings and interviews. In retrospect, 

given the anxiety of the members of the steering committee when I 

did take notes, this seems to have been a good decision. 

Much of the literature dealing with research on writing in 

organizational settings uses the word "ethnography" to describe the 

research methodology. Although my research uses ethnographic 

methods, this study is in no way a full-scale ethnography in which the 

researcher becomes completely immersed in the life of the 

community. My only activity in the facility was attending meetings of 

the group I was studying and of the Food Services Committee. All of 

these meetings took place in a meeting room near the offices of the 

rehabilitation department on the first floor of the facility. The only 

time I saw an area of the facility other than the rehabilitation 

department was when I attended the meeting of the steering 

committee of the facility which took place in a room on the fourth 

floor of the facility. I never at any time saw the participants in my 

study doing their jobs. With one very brief exception when I walked 

along a hallway adjacent to the fourth floor ward to attend the steering 

committee meeting, I never saw any patients in the facility. In 

addition, the time I spent observing the research site was much less 
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than is required for a true ethnography. Doheny-Farina and Odell 

(1985) indicate that a researcher should spend at least six months to a 

year collecting data. My research was conducted over a period of three 

months during which I was on the site for between one and five hours 

about three times a week. 

Data Ani1sis 

I analyzed the data using the constant comparative method 

suggested by Glaser and Strauss (1967) in which data analysis begins 

early in the the data collection phase. I used my field notes to begin to 

develop ideas about themes, relationships and concepts which 

emerged as I got to know the situation at the facility. This process was 

useful to me in two ways. First, it helped me to develop and refine my 

research question. Second, I was able to use the notes to develop the 

series of questions I asked during the interviews. I was able to identify 

the themes I wanted to explore with my participants and pinpoint 

several gaps in my understanding of specific remarks I had heard 

during the meetings. 

After the data collection was complete, I began the process of 

formally analyzing my data. I began by reading all my data several 

times. I then created categories based on the themes in my field notes 

and on others which developed as my understanding of the data 

deepened. I went through my data, coded it and filed it according to a 

system described by Kirby and McKenna (1989) in which the 

researcher makes multiple copies of the data, cuts up the copies and 
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places the loose bits of data into manilla folders corresponding to each 

category. 

When the coding and filing were complete, I began to look for 

relationships between the categories which could lead to the 

development of some general. conclusions about the writing activities 

of the rehabilitation department. Some of these had become apparent 

to me during the coding, but I had not yet developed what Strauss and 

Corbin (1990) call the "main story," or the central phenomenon of the 

study. They suggest that a main story is necessary to achieve 

integration of the data into a single cohesive analysis. My main story 

did not emerge until quite late in the data analysis, in part because of 

the nature of qualitative research but also because I did not have a 

well-defined research question. Once I had my research question, I 

realized that I also had my main story. In the end, my research 

question asked about the role of talk in the invention process and this 

allowed me to develop an analysis which included all significant 

phenomena I had observed. It also guided the writing of the research 

report. 

Doing Qualitative Research 

In order to reduce the possibility that I would introduce bias 

into the data collection process, I used several data collection 

methods and compared the information gained from each method 

with that from the other methods. I used the interviews to confirm or 

elaborate the preliminary conclusions which emerged from the 
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transcripts of the meetings. And I correlated the discussions that took 

place in the groups with the changes which were made to the drafts of 

the proposal. It would have been ideal to have another observer 

present at the meetings against whom to test observations and 

interpretations, but this was not possible in this situation. 

I also tried as much as possible to reduce the influence of 

observer effect. It is, of course, impossible to be present in a situation 

and not have some effect on it. The presence of the researcher affects 

the behavior of the subjects and therefore the data she collects. The 

participants in my study confirmed this in their interviews with me. 

All the members of the group told me they were aware of the tape 

recorder perched on the table and several said that they behaved 

"better" because if it. On several occasions during the meetings when 

someone said something that was regarded as sensitive, they 

immediately turned to me for reassurance that the tapes would be 

heard by no one but me. 

The other influence my presence had was to draw attention to 

the fact that they were engaged in a process. They were rather 

surprised that anyone would be interested in the process and they had 

no real idea of what I might be looking at or looking for, but my 

presence made them more conscious of what they were doing. One of 

the members also said she felt some pressure to produce the proposal 

because "if we don't come up with something, she won't have a 

paper." 
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I used several techniques to minimize the effect of my presence. 

I never spoke during meetings, even when addressed directly. On 

occasion, a member of the group would address a question about some 

aspect of writing to me, almost as a joke, but I simply shook my head 

to indicate that I couldn't participate in the meetings. They quite 

readily accepted this and made it easy for me to hide behind my role 

as researcher. On two occasions when I arrived early for a meeting I 

was asked what I was studying. I took these opportunities to indicate 

that I regarded the members of the group as experts in writing for the 

world of the facility and that I was there to learn what they already 

knew. This again allowed me to use the role of researcher to keep 

from revealing what I was studying or from saying anything else which 

might influence the behavior in the group. In addition, except for my 

conversations with Bev, I delayed all my interviews with members of 

the group until after the final draft of the document was delivered to 

the steering committee. This meant they had no structured 

opportunity to ask me about my research until their proposal was 

complete. 

In general, I was fairly successful in remaining an unobtrusive 

presence at the meetings. I was often treated as though I were not 

really there. As members of the group came and went, they greeted 

each other but for the most part said nothing to me. Except as noted 

above, there were very few occasions on which I actually engaged in 

any conversation with members of the group. In the interviews, 

members of the group told me they were surprised and pleased at how 
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little influence I had had on the workings of the group and at how 

little trouble it had been to be involved in a research project. 

Findings from qualitative research cannot usually be replicated 

or generalized to other settings. This is certainly true of this study. It 

cannot be repeated because this group will never again write this 

proposal. In addition, the details of life change continually and the 

researcher can never be certain that the behavior observed during one 

study will be evident in another, even one dealing with the same group 

of people. However, it was not my intention to produce a study which 

could be repeated and which would illuminate the writing processes of 

all collaborative writing groups. Instead, I hoped to gain information 

about how these particular writers understand the constraints of their 

organizational context and how those constraints affect the writing 

they produce. This study is a valid account of the collaborative writing 

processes of this particular group and sheds some light on how those 

processes had the potential to influence the social context. The value 

of this study is that it contributes new insight into the role of talk in 

collaborative writing and in so doing contributes to the conversation of 

scholars attempting to understand the experiences of individuals and 

groups writing in the communities in which they work. 
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Chapter 4 

Writing a Proposal for Change 

In writing this report, I have attempted to understand the 

experiences of the members of the rehabilitation department of a 

long-term care facility as they wrote a proposal to change the delivery 

of breakfast to the residents of the facility. It is therefore written from 

the point of view of the participants in the study and makes no 

attempt to present an "objective" account of the world of the facility. I 

have collected and interpreted observational and interview data in an 

effort to understand how the writing processes of the participants 

were affected by their organizational setting and how those processes 

in turn affected the organization. In this account I will first describe 

the setting as perceived by the participants as they discussed and 

wrote their proposal, with attention to the fact that different groups 

within the facility hold very different kinds of knowledge about the 

facility. I will discuss the philosophical changes taking place in the 

facility. These changes provide the context for the efforts of my 

participants to change the way in which their knowledge is perceived 

in the facility and by doing so to change their position in the hierarchy 

of the facility. I will then identify the participants in the study and 

describe their place in the facility. A brief overview of the composing 

process follows. Then I will discuss in detail the interrelationship of 

the setting and the composing process with particular attention to 

goal negotiation and consensus building. Finally I will describe the 
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specific changes which collaborating to write this proposal brought to 

the individuals involved, the rehabilitation department and the facility 

as a whole. 

The Setting 

The facility is in a transition period initiated by a new 

administration which was appointed about two years ago. The 

administration is attempting to change a number of aspects of the 

world of the facility, one of which is the philosophy by which the 

facility is run. My participants describe this change as a shift from the 

medical model to the social model. At present the facility is run on the 

medical model. Care is delivered by professionals, in this case nurses, 

who control every aspect of patients' lives and make all the decisions 

about treatments, procedures and routines. Patients are expected to 

accept the care offered to them. In an acute-care hospital, this kind of 

care is designed to cure illness. In a long-term care facility, where 

curing illness is not a possible outcome, this leads to custodial care in 

which the daily activities of the patients are dictated by the needs of 

the people who provide the care rather than those of the people being 

cared for. 

The administration of the facility, influenced by social 

movements which talk of empowering consumers and by pressure 

from a huge population of baby-boomers which cannot imagine the 

indignity of having to live in a situation such as the one at the facility, 

has come to feel that while this model may or may not be appropriate 
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for an acute care hospital, it is certainly not appropriate for a long-

term care facility. The administration has therefore written a 

philosophy statement (see Appendix 4) which outlines the direction 

which it would like the facility to take. The statement talks of an 

interdisciplinary approach, a home-like environment, high quality of 

life, client-centred treatment, dignity and consumer choices. In 

particular the administration is committed to moving from being 

"organized around the internal facility needs" to being "organized 

around the internal and external needs of residents." It calls for a 

team approach with contributions from all departments in the facility 

to ensure that services are arranged around the needs of residents 

rather than the needs of the professionals who care for the residents. 

This climate of change provides the backdrop for the activities of the 

participants in this study, the members of the rehabilitation 

department at the facility. 

The Setting: The Participants 

All the members of the rehabilitation department participated in 

this study. This department consists of three sub-disciplines: 

physiotherapy, occupational therapy and recreation therapy. The 

department has twelve members: a supervisor of physiotherapy who 

supervises the physiotherapists, a supervisor of occupational therapy 

who supervises both the occupational therapists and the recreation 

therapists, two physiotherapists and two physiotherapy aides, one 

occupational therapist, four recreation therapists and one recreation 
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therapy aide. Except for the recreation therapy aide and one 

physiotherapy aide, all are women.2 Although the therapists in the 

different disciplines all have offices in the same area in the facility, 

they do not generally work closely together. Their areas of expertise 

do not overlap and they provide very different services to the patients. 

Physiotherapists help patients maintain what little functioning 

they have left when they come to the facility. They provide walking 

and other exercise programs for those patients they think will benefit 

from such attention. They also provide specific treatments for which 

nurses are not trained. Occupational therapists provide appropriate 

seating, such as wheelchairs, and other aids to daily living for patients. 

They also assess the functioning of patients and recommend ways to 

enhance their ability to remain as independent as possible. Recreation 

therapists plan, organize and carry out recreational activities such as 

special meals, sing-alongs and movie nights for the patients. 

The Setting: Two Discourse Communities 

Within the facility there are a number of different departments 

which are involved in patient care. The two which are most relevant to 

this study are the nursing department and the rehabilitation 

department. Nurses are responsible for the primary care of patients; 

this means they see to it that all of the patients' immediate daily needs 

2 To protect identities, the pronoun "she" will be used throughout this 

report to refer to all members of the group. 
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for food, cleanliness and comfort are met. The job of rehabilitation 

professionals is to improve quality of life, increase independence and 

maintain whatever level of skills the patients do have. Although 

members of these two departments are both in direct contact with 

patients, they have very different views of how care should be 

delivered. They have different training and view their roles in the 

facility very differently. They make up, in fact, two distinct discourse 

communities with very different ways of making sense of the world of 

the facility. 

Nurses, at least at this facility, are very much in the grip of the 

medical model. They generally carry out doctors' orders in caring for 

patients rather than initiating care themselves. Their role as an 

integral part of the medical care, system also contributes to their 

commitment to the medical model. According to the rehabilitation 

people, nurses at the facility subscribe to what they unflatteringly call 

the Florence Nightingale school of nursing. All nursing care must be 

completed according to prescribed routines within a two hour period 

in the morning so that patients are up, bathed and groomed, with beds 

made, "ready" for the day. 

Another factor in the nurses' adherence to the medical model is 

level of training most of them receive. The facility hires relatively few 

registered nurses (RNs) and instead hires many registered nursing 

assistants (RNAs) and licenced practical nurses (LPNs) who have much 

less training than RNs. The LPNs and the RNAs receive much of their 
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training on the job in the facility, where they are expected to follow 

the prescribed routines and procedures or face disciplinary action. 

Like all health care facilities in Alberta, this facility has 

experienced budget cuts in the last few years. One of the results has 

been a reduction in the number of nurses without a corresponding cut 

in the number of patients who must be looked after. With recent staff 

cutbacks, nurses think they are overworked and underpaid. They are 

now in what one of my participants called "survival mode," struggling 

to get their work done in what they feel are difficult circumstances. To 

them, any talk of change simply means less staff and more work for 

the remaining staff. In this circumstance, their routines have become 

even more important as a way of controlling the amount of work they 

do. In addition, they are unionized and use the union rules to resist 

change and retain what little control they feel they do have. These 

tactics are highly successful. A member of the rehabilitation 

department complained that nurses shut down the department's 

activities from 2 to 4 every day just by putting the patients in bed for 

naps, whether they need them or not. 

Rehabilitation professionals, on the other hand, see themselves 

as very much in tune with the philosophy of the social model. They do 

not have "work" to complete. Rather they are committed to improving 

the lives of the people they treat. Most have Bachelor's degrees and 

see themselves as professionals. They feel that they are trained to 

assess patients and recommend appropriate treatments. Unlike 

nurses, they are not used to taking orders from anyone. "No one tells 
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me what to do" said at least two of my participants (admittedly both 

relatively senior people). 

Whereas nurses tend to do things to and for patients, 

rehabilitation professionals focus on educating patients about how to 

restore function and ensuring that patients will do things for 

themselves. This takes much longer than simply doing everything for 

the patient, as nurses tend to do. In the view of the rehabilitation 

people, nurses' rigid adherence to routines and their inflexibility in 

attending to individual needs of patients leads to what one of my 

participants called "awesome neglect" of patients. "Our care is 

distilling down into time," she said, pointing out that the nurses rush 

to get everything done "on time," but the patients have nowhere to go 

and nothing to do when they are "ready." Admittedly this was the 

strongest language used by any of my participants, but they all agreed 

that simply keeping patients clean and comfortable without taking the 

needs of individual patients into account amounted to inadequate care. 

The relationship of the nursing department to the rehabilitation 

department is that of a parent to a small child. Nursing holds all the 

power without realizing that it does and rehabilitation can only kick its 

heels in frustration. Hospital staffs consist in large part of professionals 

who are regulated by professional associations which function outside 

the organization. Mintzberg (1983) suggests that professionals require 

considerable autonomy in their work, and as a result power rests 

primarily in the hands of the professionals themselves. Power is 

therefore distributed widely within organizations such as hospitals. 
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However, it is not so widely distributed that every member of the 

hospital and every group within the hospital shares power equally. 

"Power follows knowledge" says Minzberg (p. 113), and the groups or 

individuals which have the knowledge most closely associated with the 

actual business of the organization tend to hold most of the power 

within the organization. 

The actual business of this health care facility is providing 

round-the-clock nursing care to infirm elderly patients, something to 

which the work of the rehabilitation department is, by its own 

admission, peripheral at best. Nurses, therefore, hold most of the 

cards in this organization. Indeed, the new administrators both had 

long careers as nurses before moving into administration. However, 

the members of the rehabilitation department do not consider their 

work to be peripheral to the administration's stated goal of providing 

patients with a home-like environment and a high quality of life in 

their last days. In fact, they see themselves as essential in this area. 

They feel that the work they do is, in large part, what makes the 

facility more home-like. 

The rehabilitation department's lack of control and power in the 

facility is also related to the position of the field of rehabilitation 

within the medical community. Professionalization has come fairly 

recently for rehabilitation and, until as recently as fifteen years ago, 

most rehabilitation professionals had only diplomas rather than 

degrees. It is still regarded as a peripheral part of health care and 
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seems to have low credibility with the medical establishment, a 

perception which people in the field are working hard to overcome. 

At this facility, the problem of establishing credibility for 

rehabilitation is compounded by the fact that, in a long-term setting, 

recreation therapy is generally regarded as the most important 

rehabilitation discipline because it attends to the social, emotional and 

spiritual needs of the patients. All of my participants told me that 

bringing a bit of pleasure to very infirm elderly people who have been 

torn from their homes and brought to die in the facility is probably 

more important than trying to make them walk again. 

However, the training recreational therapists receive is generally 

quite different than the training received by members of the other two 

disciplines. Physiotherapists and occupational therapists receive 

"medical" training, with courses in anatomy, physiology and other 

related areas. They are trained to diagnose problems and recommend 

therapeutic solutions to those problems. They think of themselves as 

therapists and work hard to establish the "medical" nature of their 

disciplines. Recreation therapists on the other hand generally have 

training in a non-medical field, recreation administration, and are 

often disparagingly referred to as "cruise directors." They do not have 

the specific medical training which would be needed to make their 

work therapeutic in the same way that the other therapists feel their 

work is therapeutic. In addition, recreation therapy is a relative 

newcomer to the area of rehabilitation. The medical establishment still 

seems to regard recreation therapy as a poor excuse for a medical 
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therapy, and certainly the work that recreation therapists do does not 

fit into a medical model of care. The danger is that this perception 

will spill over to the other rehabilitation disciplines and further 

reduce their status in the facility. 

The rehabilitation department has also been threatened by 

recent budget cuts. The administration has looked at every area of the 

facility for 'ways to save money by eliminating programs and activities 

which are not effective. One of these programs was the cardex system. 

When the cardex system was operating, representatives from the 

rehabilitation department had meetings with representatives from the 

nursing and dietary departments to discuss the care of each patient. 

Notes from these meetings were then recorded on information cards. 

This system gave rehabilitation direct input into the treatment of 

patients and a way of communicating with representatives of other 

groups involved in patient care. The meetings, however, came to be 

regarded as ineffective because, according to the members of the 

rehabilitation department, the nurses who came were either very low 

ranking or had not been in contact with the patients at all. The 

cancelling of the cardex has made members of the rehabilitation 

department feel that they have been gradually squeezed out of having 

direct input into and real impact on the care of patients. 

A few months before this study took place, a key member of the 

department was laid off. Although no one was willing to say so directly, 

several of my participants hinted that this was only the beginning and 

that all of rehabilitation might be on the block. The rehabilitation 
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department is therefore under some pressure to prove its relevance to 

the facility. It must find a way to show that its presence makes a 

difference, that it is not the icing on the cake, but an essential 

ingredient in the care of the elderly. It must prove that its knowledge 

is as important to the carrying out of the work of the facility as nursing 

knowledge and that its way of doing things, its way of making sense of 

the organization, is not only valid, but perhaps one that others should 

adopt. The philosophical changes proposed by the administration 

offered the department an opportunity to do just that. 

The Setting: Change in the Facility 

The organizational culture metaphor offers a way to understand 

how change can take place within an organization as large as the 

facility. In the traditional organizational literature, change in an 

organization is often described as a change in technology or 

organizational structures (Morgan, 1986). In a health care facility that 

might mean a change in work routines and work relationships. 

However, as Morgan points out, being a member of an organization 

requires knowledge of the cultural practices which allow organizations 

to operate on a daily basis. He says, "the organization ultimately 

resides in the heads of the people involved, [therefore] effective 

organizational change implies cultural change" (p. 138): The character 

of the organization must change in order for change to take place, and 

this requires a change in the attitudes, values and beliefs which are 

held by the members of the organization. 
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If the organization is thought of as a shared system of meaning 

rather than a set of structures and routines, then it is possible to see 

change as the development of a new system of meaning. This new 

system of meaning develops through communication between 

members of the organization. People talk to each other to make sense 

of the complex interactions of events, situations and actions which 

surround them (Weick, 1979). They adapt their attitudes and values 

as they achieve a consensus about what the events around them mean. 

In fact, they construct new knowledge about the changing nature of 

the organization through discourse. 

However, as Kanter, Stein and Jick (1992) point out, managers 

cannot force organizations to change; they can only encourage it. 

Culture is always evolving and cannot be manipulated in a mechanistic 

way. Managers can only hope to influence the evolution of that culture, 

not control it. Thus, they may initiate change from above, but the 

change itself must be implemented "on the shop floor." The key to 

implementing change, then, is not to dictate new behaviors to 

employees, but to communicate the new values and shape the general 

direction that events will take, leaving the choice of details to those 

who will actually experience the change (Morgan, 1986). New 

behaviors then evolve and develop because employees have had a part 

in implementing the new values. 

The administration of the facility tried to initiate change in 

exactly this way. It struck three internal committees to begin to 

examine how the new social philosophy could be implemented in the 
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facility. One of these committees was the Food Services Committee. 

The mandate of this committee was to examine how the delivery of 

food to patients could be improved. On October 22, one of the 

administrators attended a meeting of this committee. At this meeting, 

she outlined her commitment to the social philosophy, clearly 

indicating the values and attitudes she hoped to promote at the 

facility. However, she also made it clear that the details were entirely 

up to the committee and that she was willing to consider any 

suggestions or piograms they might come up with to implement these 

values. 

The Food Services Committee consisted of members of a 

number of different departments within the facility including nurses, 

dieticians, rehabilitation therapists, a volunteer and a patient. It was 

chaired by Bev, the supervisor of physiotherapy in the facility. It 

identified breakfast as the most problematic meal at the facility, with 

much potential for conflict between nurses and patients. Nurses begin 

the day by getting more independent patients up and taking them to 

the dining room. They then attend to those who are less independent. 

When the nurses return to the dining room to serve breakfast, some 

patients have been waiting up to 45 minutes to be served. The food, 

unfortunately, has also been waiting and is cold by the time the 

patients get it. This situation causes tension between patients and 

nurses as patients ask nurses to heat up cold coffee and make fresh 

toast. Nurses, however, say they cannot change their schedules to 
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reduce the confrontations because they don't have enough staff to be 

flexible in their routines. 

At this point, Bev, who was both the chair of the Food Services 

Committee and a senior member of the rehabilitation department, saw 

an opportunity to solve several problems at once. By offering the 

rehabilitation staff to provide support to nurses at breakfast, she could 

ease the tension around breakfast, she could improve the lives of the 

residents and she could show that rehabilitation is essential to the 

smooth running of the facility. At her direction, the Food Services 

Committee therefore asked the rehabilitation department to write a 

proposal outlining how it might be willing to participate in making 

breakfast less confrontational. This proposal was then to be presented 

to the administration of the facility as part of a report from the Food 

Services Committee. 

Although the request for a proposal came to the rehabilitation 

department from the committee as a whole, it was in fact initiated by 

Bev. It would have been very easy for Bev to throw together a proposal 

for rehabilitation's participation in improving breakfast. It might have 

taken her half a day and then she could simply have told the rest of 

the department what they would be doing at breakfast. However, her 

goal was not simply to start a new breakfast program. Her real goal, by 

her own admission, was to give the department a forum, namely 

breakfast, in which to establish the importance of the department to 

the facility as a whole and ensure the department's continued 

existence in the facility. She wanted to gain credibility and recognition 
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for the department and thereby gain more control over at least the 

decisions that affect its work and possibly over decisions that affect 

the work of others. 

Bev too was aware that change cannot be imposed from above but 

must come from those involved in the change. She was not prepared 

to "drag them kicking and screaming" into change. Rather she wanted 

to initiate a process which would give each member of the department 

a stake in the final product. The decision to write the proposal 

collaboratively was thus a strategic one designed to get "buy in" into 

the idea of a department-wide breakfast program by having the 

members of the department articulate their values and goals and think 

about their role in the facility. She hoped to use the power of the talk 

associated with the writing process to create a consensus within the 

department about the ideal philosophy and structure of the facility and 

about the role that a breakfast program could play in moving the 

facility toward that philosophy and structure. 

The stated desire of the administration to move toward the 

social philosophy provided an opening for her to use rehabilitation's 

orientation toward the social philosophy to persuade the 

administration to allow them to implement a breakfast program. This 

program would give rehabilitation department members the 

opportunity to work directly with nurses and, in doing so, 

communicate with them and "model" how the social philosophy 

works on a day-to-day basis. Nurses, she hoped, would then be 

influenced to change how they see the facility and their role in it. In 
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effect, she hoped to change the discourse communities of both the 

rehabilitation and the nursing departments through the 

implementation of this breakfast program. Thus, although the stated 

goal of the collaborative writing process was to develop a proposal for a 

breakfast program which could alleviate some of the tensions that 

currently surround breakfast and make the lives of the patients more 

tolerable, the implications of the breakfast program went far beyond 

breakfast and addressed much larger issues. The real goal was to show 

the administration that rehabilitation knowledge is as important to the 

carrying out of the work of the facility as nursing knowledge. 

An Overview of the Writing Process 

The writing group consisted of all 12 members of the 

rehabilitation department and was chaired by Bev, the physiotherapist 

who also chaired the Food Services Committee. Most of these people 

do not write regularly in the course of their jobs. What writing they do 

takes the form of records of their contact with patients, some 

assessments of patients, and in the case of recreation therapy some 

promotion of the activities they have planned. The department rarely 

meets as a group and had never undertaken a collaborative writing 

project such as this. Writing this proposal was truly a special event in 

the life of the rehabilitation department, a fact which contributed to 

my ability to see the power of collaborative writing to change discourse 

communities. 
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The first meeting took place on September 25. At that meeting 

Bev presented the problem as perceived by the Food Services 

Committee and asked the group to consider whether and how they 

would be willing to help to make breakfast less confrontational. She 

further asked them to develop a structure within which they would be 

willing to try whatever program they might come up with for a limited 

period of time. 

At the next three meetings, the large group was broken down 

into small groups of two or three people to envision how the whole 

program might work and to generate ideas about various aspects of the 

role they might be willing to take. Each small group was assigned to 

address itself to a particular issue and to brainstorm ideas pertaining 

to that issue. She identified the issues using the journalistic 5 Ws and 

an H: who, what, why, where, when, how. The ideas generated in 

these groups were recorded and then discussed in the large group. 

At the end of the fourth meeting on October 30, one of the 

participants suggested that perhaps a smaller group should be formed 

to actually draft the proposal based on the discussion so far and bring 

it back to the large group for further discussion. The rest of the group 

agreed and so a smaller group was formed. It consisted of Bev, the 

supervisor of physiotherapy, who invited Cathy, the supervisor of 

occupational therapy, to also be part of the group. When Bev asked if 

anyone else wanted to participate, Monica, a recreation therapist 

volunteered. The small group therefore contained a representative of 

each rehabilitation discipline. 



70 

Before the next large group meeting on November 13, the small 

group met three times. At these meetings they reviewed the 

discussion that had taken place in the large group and tried to decide 

exactly what should go into the proposal. At the end of the first of 

these three meetings they each agreed to write up, in some form, one 

of the possible sections of the proposal. These sections were a 

description of the current situation, a rationale for the rehabilitation 

department to present this proposal, and an outline of the form their 

participation might actually take. 

At the second meeting they reviewed each other's work. Bev had 

brought her section, the current situation, written out, ready for 

inclusion in a draft. The others brought their sections in point form. 

As they discussed the outline of the form their participation might 

actually take they realized that the decisions they wanted to make 

drew on a number of issues on which they did not have consensus 

among themselves or in the large group. The most important of these 

was the problem of how to ensure the success of the program. The 

most confrontational exchanges of the writing process took place at 

this meeting. 

At the third small group meeting they agreed to present five 

different options for possible programs to the large group for further 

discussion. These options were discussed at the next two meetings of 

the large group on November 13 and November 20. At the second of 

these meetings Cathy took detailed notes on the discussion and these 

notes then formed the basis for the proposal itself. On November 24 
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the small group met again. They reviewed the notes Cathy had taken at 

the November 20 large group meeting and began to talk through 

exactly what needed to go into the proposal and what format would 

accommodate the kinds of information they wanted to include. By the 

end of the meeting they had roughly determined what to call the 

various sections of the proposal and had begun draft some of the 

sections together. 

They had planned to meet again on November 26 to finish 

drafting the document, but Cathy was sick on that day so the meeting 

was cancelled. Around that time Bev learned that the administration of 

the facility had scheduled a meeting for December 7 at which she was 

to present the report of the Food Services Committee of which the 

rehabilitation department proposal was the centrepiece. Feeling the 

pressure of this looming deadline and frustrated by the slowness of 

collaborative drafting, she took all the notes of the large and small 

group discussions and whipped them together into the first draft of 

the proposal. 

By December 1, Cathy had recovered but Bev was now out of 

town. So on that day, Cathy and Monica met to edit Bev's draft. The 

draft they produced was then presented to the large group on 

December 4. After some discussion, members of the large group 

suggested a few additional changes which were made right after the 

meeting. On December 7, Bev presented the third and final draft of 

the proposal to the administration of the facility. 
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The whole process took ten weeks. Until the end of the eighth 

week on November 20, the members of the large group did not see 

anything written down. What they saw at that point was a summary of 

possible options for the program, none of which they in the end 

included in the proposal. The first complete draft did not appear until 

the end of the ninth week. Revision was done in two sessions in the 

tenth week, and then the proposal was considered finished by the 

members of the group. In all, the invention stage of the composing 

process took nine-tenths of the time spent and the revising, editing 

and proofreading took only one-tenth of the time. 

Members of collaborative writing groups probably do need to 

spend a lot of time talking to each other during the invention stage in 

order to produce a successful document (e.g. Locker 1992). However, 

in relation to the the total amount of time spent on the document, the 

talking phase was probably proportionally much longer than is typical 

of writing groups (e.g. Allen, et al. 1988). It was precisely this fact 

which drew my attention to the importance of the talk which takes 

place during invention. In the end, the final version of the document 

suffered because so little time was spent on the final stages of writing. 

Nevertheless, the main goals of the writing process had been 

achieved, and the small flaws in the final product hardly seemed 

important when weighed against the impact that the writing process 

had on the people involved and potentially on the whole organization. 
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The Details of the Writing Process 
In the following section, I will examine the writing process in 

more detail. For convenience, I have divided it into the traditional 

stages of invention, drafting and revising, in spite of the fact that these 

stages are never so neatly organized in a real writing task. The section 

on invention focuses particularly on how the members of the group 

negotiated goals to reach consensus. The sections on drafting and 

revising are necessarily much shorter, as the group spent much less 

time on these activities. The section on drafting discusses how the 

creation of a format for the proposal enhanced the group's objectives. 

The section on revising examines the reasons for some of the flaws in 

the final document. 

Invention 

During the very long invention stage of composing the group 

accomplished a number of interrelated tasks. These included agreeing 

to cooperate, negotiating goals, finding strategies to reach those goals, 

resolving conflicts and reaching a consensus. Although writing is a 

recursive process (Flower and Hayes, 1981) in which the activities of 

invention, drafting and revising may occur several times before a 

document is complete, in this case, drafting could not proceed until 

the goal negotiation and consensus building of the invention stage 

were completed. 
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Invention: Negotiating Goals 

While the writers in this group may have arrived at the first 

meeting with vague ideas of general goals for the proposal they were to 

write, these goals were not well developed and were the subject of 

intense negotiation from the very first meeting. Goals continued to 

emerge several weeks into the process, and as the group discussed 

strategies tO achieve these emerging goals, they continually refined 

those goals. Gradually, goals and strategies found their final form and 

the whole picture became clear to all the members of the group. An 

interrelated network of goals on three different levels finally emerged. 

For the individual members of the group, the goal was to improve the 

lives of the patients by integrating rehabilitation into their lives. The 

goal of the group for the proposal itself was to gain the opportunity to 

implement the breakfast program. Their goal for the breakfast 

program was to provide a way for the rehabilitation depaxtxnent to 

demonstrate what it could do for the facility and secure its future in 

the facility. In the following section, I will discuss the role that each of 

these goals played in the writing of this document. 

Individual Goals 

For the individual members of the group, the most important 

goals were improving the lives of the patients and maintaining their 

own identity as rehabilitation professionals. Incorporating these goals 

into the proposal provided the key to gaining the cooperation and 

participation of all department members in the writing process. As 
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Bacon (1990) points out, "cooperation can be requested, begged, 

modeled, and cajoled—but it cannot usually be required" (p. 5). 

Participants must choose to cooperate. In this case, all had to agree 

that writing this proposal was indeed a worthwhile endeavor. It was 

not something which was part of the normal work of the department. 

The meetings added something extra to the weekly schedule of 

activities, and members had to shuffle other commitments or cut 

short preparation time for other activities in order to attend. 

The pressure to cooperate was quite high. Bev had seen her 

rhetorical moment, her opportunity to use the writing process to 

effect change within the facility, and was determined that, one way or 

another, the rehabilitation department would present this proposal to 

the administration of the facility. As one of the participants put It, 

"Was I invited to participate, or was I ordered to attend?" Gaining the 

cooperation of the members of the department was one of the first 

tasks accomplished during the early stages of goal negotiation. This 

took place at the second large group meeting on October 2. 

The minutes of the first meeting on September 25 indicate that 

Bev asked the rehabilitation staff if they would be willing to "agree to 

provide some support to nursing staff' at breakfast time. At the second 

meeting, Bev was not present so Cathy, the supervisor of occupational 

therapy, chaired the meeting. At this meeting, the group rephrased 

the role of the rehabilitation department in breakfast to stress that 

they would be acting in their professional capacities, providing 

rehabilitation, rather than simply "helping out" nurses. The minutes of 
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this meeting no longer mention nurses. Instead the focus is on 

rehabilitation. The minutes read, "Could rehabilitation staff provide 

some rehabilitation during the residents' morning routines; to provide 

an opportunity for the residents to practice/learn/maintain skills in a 

practical and real environment. . . . rehabilitation's focus would be to 

benefit the resident." By the third meeting on October 16, this 

approach was well established. The discussion focused on the benefits 

their participation at breakfast could bring to the patients and to the 

rehabilitation department. At the end of the meeting, after they had 

discussed why they should be involved, one of the therapists said, "It 

is interesting that you guys never said 'to help nursing." 

In the current climate in the facility, rehabilitation staff are 

afraid of being used by nursing staff as simply an "extra pair of hands" 

so that nurses can get their work done more quickly. Making the 

benefits to the lives of the patients central drew on the image that 

rehabilitation people have of themselves: helping professionals 

dedicated to improving the lives of patients. They were willing to 

consider the request to participate in writing the proposal, but only if 

the focus was on using their skills and training in rehabilitation to 

benefit the patients. 

For example, the physiotherapists presently conduct a walking 

program with patients to encourage them to maintain what little 

walking ability they have. They were receptive to the idea of walking 

patients from their rooms to the dining room for breakfast, but only if 

it was understood that this would take the place of the current 
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walking program and would be therapeutic in the same way. 

Therapeutic activities would then be integrated into the daily lives of 

the patients rather than being added on as they presently are. This 

might help nurses, which would also be a positive outcome of the 

program, but that would be a secondary benefit rather than the raison 

d'etre of their participation in breakfast. 

Attending to the goals of the individual members of the group 

ensured their participation in the writing process and developed 

enthusiasm for the breakfast program itself. The group was then able 

to move on to consideration of those goals which would ensure that 

the program was a success and would bring them the recognition they 

felt they deserved. 

Proposal Goals 

The group developed a network of rhetorical goals for the 

proposal itself. The main goal was, of course, to persuade the 

administration of the facility to implement the breakfast program. This 

goal was clear from the beginning, although the strategies to achieve it 

were not. However, they also wanted to ensure the success of the 

program as they were not prepared to embark on the program without 

having some confidence that it would bring them the credit they 

wanted. Two sub-goals related to ensuring the success of the program, 

getting others to commit to change and getting others in on the 

planning of the program, and the strategy for achieving them did not 
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become completely clear to the group until near the end of the 

discussions. 

In part, successfully persuading the administration to implement 

the program rested on establishing the rehabilitation department as 

the appropriate group within the facility to initiate the program. The 

group hoped to do this by showing how closely the rehabilitation 

approach to long-term care coincides with the stated aims of the 

facility's administrators as outlined in the philosophy statement. The 

members of the rehabilitation department felt that their approach was 

much closer to the social model than that of any of the other groups 

which deal directly with patients. "We are nicely dressed, we are 

always smiling, we have that rehab thinking, we at least say good 

morning and here's the paper, and what do you think, we treat them 

as human beings." They also thought that they could lead the way in 

putting this model into practice and can provide an example which 

will help the whole organization to move into this model. 

The strategy to accomplish this goal was relatively 

unproblematic and was established early in the discussions. At the 

third meeting on October 16, the small discussion group assigned to 

answer the question "why" generated a long list of reasons for 

rehabilitation to be involved in serving breakfast. In essence, these 

were ideas about the ways in which their participation would make 

breakfast more "client-centred," as opposed to the "nurse-centred" 

way they perceived nurses to do things. These included improving the 

quality of the meal itself, giving every patient choices about when to 
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eat and what to eat, and making the meal more home-like and less 

institutional. At the end of the meeting, Bev pointed out that this was 

very much in line with the administration's philosophy statement and 

its desire to move toward client-centred care. 

At the next meeting on October 30, the group discussed details 

of what the program might actually be like, which nursing unit or units 

they might do it on and what they might actually do. Bev again 

reminded them that what they were discussing fit in with the 

administration's philosophy statement. She talked about the recent 

Food Services Committee meeting to which an administrator had 

come to outline her commitment to the social philosophy and her 

willingness to support whatever changes they might recommend to 

move in that direction. She then pointed out that because of its 

orientation to the social philosophy, rehabilitation was in a unique 

position in relation to other groups in the facility. "We are ahead of the 

pack in coping with change. We can be leaders in bringing change in." 

The members of the group were very receptive to this idea. It is 

very much in tune with the image rehabilitation professionals have of 

themselves as educators. In part, their role is teaching people how to 

improve and maintain their functioning. It was easy for them to take 

this a step further and agree that the rehabilitation department could 

teach the rest of the facility how to do the social model, that 

rehabilitation could be the bridge between the medical and the social 

models. As one of the participants put it, "I envision this roto-tiller 

coming over the bridge. Here is rehab with its social model coming 
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with its roto-tiller, chopping at the bridge, over into the medical 

model. Chop, chop, chop, Seed, seed, seed." 

The idea that rehabilitation could lead the rest of the facility into 

change formed the basis for the "Conclusion" section of the proposal. 

In this section, the department hooked the idea of the breakfast 

program into the administration's philosophy statement, established 

its credibility in writing the proposal by. referring to the training and 

skills of its members, and referred to itself as a leader in bringing 

change to the facility. This idea also appeared in the introduction to 

the proposal in a very explicit statement: "To facilitate the changes 

alluded to in the Steering Committee's Philosophy Statement." 

Another element in establishing the credibility of the 

rehabilitation department in writing this proposal was its plan to 

measure whether the program did in fact have a beneficial effect on 

the lives of the patients. In the medical (i.e. scientific) setting of the 

facility, proving that a treatment results in positive outcomes is 

essential to being able to continue the treatment. The rehabilitation 

department spent relatively little time discussing the measurement of 

outcomes. During the early meetings, when the large group was 

broken into small groups for discussion, one group was assigned the 

question "how?" This was interpreted to mean "how will we measure 

the effects of the program?" The group produced a number of ideas 

including surveying patients and staff, observing the behavior of 

patients, and measuring the amount of food eaten and the weight of 

the patients over a period of time. The large group did not discuss this 
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issue again, but it came up in the small group meeting on November 

24. Cathy reminded them of the "can of worms" of measuring 

outcomes, and Bev said, "There is no reason rehabilitation cannot get 

into the same outcome measurement stuff everyone is into." They ran 

out of time at this meeting and so did not draft a statement about 

measuring, but Bev incorporated it into the first draft of the proposal 

as a recommendation that "Resident and staff satisfaction will be 

measured by a questionnaire. . . changes in independence levels and 

quality of life of residents should also be measured." 

The other important goal of the proposal, ensuring the success 

of the program, was not discussed at all until the second meeting of 

the small writing group on November 6. At this meeting, the members 

of the small writing group tried to assemble all the ideas generated in 

the large group into a specific plan for the program. They thought that 

it would take one or two meetings at most to do this and come up with 

a first draft of the proposal to take back to the large group. However, 

they found themselves quite unable to produce a draft. This was partly 

because the large group had not arrived at a consensus about what 

exactly the program should be like, and partly because the goal of 

ensuring the success of the program had just emerged. Because this 

goal emerged in the small group discussion, the large group had not 

yet had an opportunity to discuss strategies for achieving it. Their 

ideas about getting others in on the planning of the program in order 

to get them to commit to change were as yet undeveloped. 
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The writers in the small group discovered that they were in a 

kind of Catch 22. They knew that if the program was implemented 

without changes from other groups in the facility, it would surely fail. 

On the other hand if they waited to implement the program until 

other groups were willing to change, the program would certainly 

never be implemented. This conundrum led, at the second small 

group meeting on November 6, to the most overt and potentially 

divisive conflict of the writing process. 

According to Allen et al. (1987), conflicts are inevitable in 

collaborative writing groups. They report that all the writing groups 

they studied experienced conflicts ranging from minor disagreements 

over use of particular terms to major conflicts over content. One of 

their respondents even went so far as to suggest that instead of 

collaborative writing the process should be called "collaborative 

fighting" (p. 80). Not only is resolving conflicts essential to successful 

collaboration, Allen et al. suggest that conflict itself is an important 

element of the process. Groups which do not allow for the expression 

of opposing views may make poorer decisions because they lose the 

advantage of varied perspectives. In addition, Allen et al. found that 

members of groups may have different tolerances for conflict. They 

found that "when a group can tolerate some disharmony and work 

through divergent opinion to reach a consensus, their work is 

enhanced" (p. 83). 

The collaborative writing process of the rehabilitation 

department confirms both the difficulty and the value of taking 
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opposing viewpoints into account. The conflict which took place at the 

third small group meeting made all three members of the group very 

uncomfortable. However, the resolution of this conflict paved the way 

for the group to achieve the consensus on goals and strategies they 

needed to begin drafting the, proposal. 

Cathy was unwilling to participate in any program that might fail. 

Quite reasonably, she said, "I don't get involved in anything that I 

don't think will be successful." Without commitment to the program 

from nurses, she knew that the danger of sabotage of the program was 

high. In addition, Cathy was not happy about the way patients were 

being treated by nurses and was not willing to simply become part of 

that treatment. On the one hand she acknowledged that this program 

would involve groups other than just the rehabilitation department and 

that rehabilitation would be there to "complement" nursing activities. 

On the other hand, she was not willing to complement "what is 

already going on up there," by simply helping nurses out. Unless she 

could be sure that nursing would change, she did not want to 

implement the program. 

Bev, on the other hand, knew that the breakfast program, and all 

the benefits which the department hoped would come from it, could 

not take place unless they were willing to "go it alone" to start with. 

They would not be able to model change for nurses unless the program 

actually took place. But she could not guarantee that any change would 

occur. She stuck to her position that rehabilitation could be the leader 

in bringing change to the facility and would have to be willing to take a 
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risk to "break the vicious cycle of change" in which every group says it 

won't change until others do. 

In fact, they didn't actually disagree about their goals. They both 

wanted to ensure the success of the program and they both wanted an 

opportunity to model for others. However, they did disagree about the 

best strategy to achieve those goals. In part, the conflict occurred 

because Bev and Cathy are both senior members of the department 

and therefore have equal authority. Thus, Cathy was willing to 

challenge Bev's view of the best strategy to achieve their goals. This 

conflict was instrumental not only in bringing the issues out into the 

open, but also, as Allen et al, (1987) predict, in stimulating the 

creativity of group members to find a solution to integrate two 

seemingly irreconcilable points of view. 

The conflict stimulated Bev to come up with an outline of five 

possible options for the program which the small group then 

presented to the large group. Each of the five options presented a 

general outline of a possible program rather than a specific detailed 

plan. These options ranged from an "economy" model, in which very 

little change had to happen in other departments for the program to 

be successful, to a "cadillac" model, which required major changes in 

every other department for success. The members of the small writing 

group thought that it would be a good idea to include at least three 

possible options in the final proposal to give the administration the 

feeling that it had some control over the program. 
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However, as Doheny-Farina (1986) suggests, it is not enough to 

simply find a creative solution. Resolution of conflict also requires the 

parties to the conflict to find "areas of shared understanding" (p. 181) 

and in doing so to alter their own views of the situation. At the 

meeting on November 15 Bev and Cathy did exactly this. As Bev 

presented the five options to the group, she also told them about the 

conflict betreen herself and Cathy saying, "If rehab goes in totally 

alone, what is the point?" A few minutes later, Cathy said, "I am 

coming around to seeing the economy version implemented 

regardless—the economy version may be what we start with and work 

up to the cadillac version. It is a gradual process where change will 

happen gradually or realistically." Thus they were each taking what 

had been the other's point of view in the conflict, preparing the group 

to reach a consensus that they would like to have the cadillac version 

but realistically would probably have to start with something less 

elaborate and work up to the cadillac. 

On November 20 the large group met again to discuss the 

options. They were agreed that waiting for the kind of changes the 

cadillac version required would mean putting off the program 

indefinitely. Because the members of the department had become very 

excited the about benefits the program would bring to the patients, 

they were not willing to wait. As one said, "I think we can have a lot of 

impact (on the lives of patients) with just what's available right now." 

On the other hand, they were not willing to give up their real goal of a 

cadillac program in which everyone changes. Although the economy 
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version did not demand change from other groups in the facility, it 

was clear to them that even the economy version would surely fail if 

other groups, particularly nurses but also dieticians and pharmacists, 

did not change. So they were only willing to implement the economy 

version on the condition that it was clearly presented as a stepping 

stone to the cadillac version. One group member said, "If we start with 

this economy version, in a year and a half we will be at that cadillac 

version." 

It was clear that the economy version was the only practical 

possibility. However, it required that the individual members of the 

group give up their desire to have the ideal program immediately. In 

order to achieve their goal of really changing the cultural conventions 

of the facility, to which they were strongly committed, they had to be 

willing to propose something which was "acceptable" (Allen, et al. 

1987) to them in the short term and would, they hoped, also be 

acceptable to their audience. As one person noted, "This is really 

difficult for me. I find it hard to build a stepping stone to the cadillac 

when I know I just want to be there anyway." 

The final question to be resolved was what the economy version 

would consist of. One group member suggested that since recreation 

therapy was already doing breakfast programs in another area of the 

facility, it would be easy to move these programs up to the nursing 

units, include more patients, and involve physiotherapy and 

occupational therapy in running the program. This idea was attractive 

to the whole group. It meant that the program would be similar to 
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something they were already familiar with and that immediately 

increased their level of comfort with the whole idea of the breakfast 

program. The consensus of the meeting was that they had finally hit on 

a way to design a program which could begin immediately but also act 

as a stepping stone to the cadillac. Thus, in finding a tentative solution 

which was like something which was already accepted as legitimate, 

both by themselves and by other groups in the facility, they were 

increasing the likelihood that this new program would also be 

accepted as a legitimate way to carry out the business of the facility. 

Integral to their plan to start with the economy version and 

work toward the cadillac version was the need to get other groups in 

the facility to commit to change. However, rehabilitation professionals 

know from experience with their patients that real change cannot be 

imposed from above. People will only change if they are convinced that 

the change is good for them and choose to change. They knew, 

therefore, that other groups in the facility, especially nurses, would be 

unreceptive to changes which they had had no part in planning. In 

fact, they knew that nurses might be much more than simply 

unreceptive; they had the power to sabotage the program altogether by 

refusing to cooperate. If the rehabilitation department was to be at all 

successful in changing how care is delivered, it would have to find a 

way to get others to agree to change and to do that, it would have to to 

include the others in the planning process. 

Decisions about the level of detail to be included in the proposal 

reflect the development of the related goals of getting others in on the 
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planning and getting others to commit to change. In three early 

meetings, on October 2, 16 and 30, the large group generated 

mountains of specific details about what the program could look like, 

where it could take place, who would participate, and what they would 

actually do. When Bev presented her five options on November 13, 

members of the group were dismayed to discover that all details they 

had lovingly generated had somehow disappeared from sight. The 

discussion which followed gave the first indication of the strategy they 

eventually settled on to get others in on the planning and through that 

get them to commit to change. One person suggested that too many 

details would "sort of be dictatorial to them (nurses)." Another said, 

"You want to have all the other team players to participate in 

planning." At the end of the meeting Bev suggested that the proposal 

should include a recommendation that "team discussion" with nurses 

and dieticians take place. However, the members of the group were 

still uncomfortable with what they perceived to be a complete lack of 

details in the proposed options, so Bev said that she would write up 

the options and make sure that everyone got a copy to study. They 

could then add the details they thought necessary or come up with "a 

totally new version" instead. 

At the November 20 meeting Cathy again suggested that they 

keep their discussion general rather than getting too caught up with 

specifics because she could see that another committee might be 

formed to hammer out the specific details of implementation. 

Someone else agreed that "We don't want to get too specific before we 
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present it to other departments that are going to be involved." By this 

time, the members of the group had realized that ensuring the success 

of the program by getting others in on the planning was more 

important than making sure every detail they had thought up was 

included in the proposal. They were ready now to give up much of the 

specific detail in order to increase the chances of the program 

succeeding. Although the November 20 meeting consisted mainly of 

discussion of details of the program, the outcome was a sketchy 

"conceptual outline" of a possible program rather than a specific plan. 

It was agreed that this would be followed by a recommendation that 

another committee with members drawn from the rehabilitation, 

nursing, dietary, and pharmacy departments be formed to hammer out 

the specifics of the program. 

In struggling to find a way to change the discourse communities 

of other groups in the facility, particularly nurses, the members of the 

rehabilitation department found that they themselves would have to be 

willing to change. They saw that it would not be enough for them alone 

to negotiate a new vision of the organization. They would have to be 

willing to include nurses in that process and in doing so might have to 

change their own vision of the facility. The goal negotiation of the 

collaborative writing process which they were engaging in, and which 

was changing their own community, would have to be done again, not 

just to change nurses, but to bring nursing and rehabilitation 

knowledge together by finding areas of shared understanding. 
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Program Goals 

The rehabilitation department also had a number of goals it 

hoped to achieve by implementing the breakfast program. The most 

important of these goals was securing rehabilitation's future in the 

facility. Not all members of the department, however, were willing to 

admit that this was the main goal. Instead they talked about informing 

others about rehabilitation, modelling for nurses, and promoting 

communication and a team approach to care. 

These goals were all apparent in the discussion from the 

beginning. However, in the early meetings, most of the discussion 

focused on how the program could benefit the patients by integrating 

rehabilitation into their lives. Not until the meeting on November 13 

was there any explicit mention of Bev's goal of securing rehabilitation's 

future in the facility. At this meeting she referred to the fact that 

rehabilitation no longer has the input into patient care it would like. 

"Rehab is basically being cut out of the picture and I want us back in." 

And someone else responded "Your perception is that if we can get up 

there and show we are useful, prove ourselves, we will be back in?" 

Not everyone, however, was as interested in power as Bev. In 

interviews, most members of the department rejected the word 

"power" as a description of what they hoped would happen to the 

perception of the rehabilitation department after the breakfast 

program was implemented. They used the words "recognition," 

"appreciation," "credit" and "acknowledgement." One also used the 

words "communication" and "education." And indeed, in the group 
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discussions, the word "power" was rarely mentioned. However, all 

agreed that the department needed to demonstrate that the 

rehabilitation department is, in the words of one member, 

"productive, positive, valuable and indispensable" in the facility. The 

goals they were willing to talk about, informing others about 

rehabilitation, modelling for nurses, and promoting communication 

and a team approach to care, formed an- interrelated network of sub-

goals directed at proving exactly this. 

Doing the breakfast program on the units would be what one 

member of the department called advertising for the department. "We 

are talking about it being what rehab already practices and how that is 

an advertisement for who it is we are." At present, except for 

recreation therapy programs, most rehabilitation activities take place 

off the nursing units. Nurses working on the units don't get to know 

the rehabilitation therapists and don't value their expertise because 

they never see them in action. Working on the units would give 

rehabilitation a higher profile in the facility and give the therapists a 

chance to demonstrate the value of their knowledge. 

One of the physiotherapists and several of the recreation 

therapists confirmed that this is an effective, if slow, way to get 

recognition. One talked about her experiences running a breakfast 

program for some patients on one of the nursing units. Nurses' 

attitudes toward rehabilitation did change, although it took a long 

time. "It has taken a year. . . to make some change. I can sort of see it 

because I have gone through a little example of it on (one of the 
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nursing units)." Another described her experiences of having to 

explain herself to doctors and nurses and educate them about what 

she could and couldn't do for patients. But having accomplished this, 

she found the doctors and nurses coming to her for advice about how 

to deal with certain problems. One of the physiotherapists also noted 

that if they were more visible on the nursing units they would have a 

"chance to pick up patients we may not have been aware of." Thus, 

although she saw the need to gain more recognition for the 

department, it was tied to her personal reason for being involved in 

writing the proposal, improving the lives of the patients. 

In addition, they would be working with nurses and would have 

the opportunity to model, or demonstrate, their approach to care. 

Early in the discussions, the recreation therapists reported that when 

they run breakfast programs, they don't experience any of the 

conflicts nurses say they have with patients. Patients are much more 

likely to feed themselves and behave more independently than they do 

when nurses are looking after them. This added to the conviction of 

the members of the rehabilitation department that the attitudes of 

nurses towards patients was causing patients to deteriorate and 

become dependent rather than encouraging patients to remain as 

independent as possible. The breakfast program would give them the 

opportunity to demonstrate that patients, given the right support and 

opportunity, could do more for themselves than nurses thought. They 

were optimistic that this would gradually change the attitudes of 

nurses to caring for patients and encourage them to be more flexible 
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in some of their routines. As someone said, "we could pull nursing in, 

a little at a time." And having once pulled some of the nurses in, "it 

becomes more and more difficult to opt out when everyone else is 

buying in." 

No comment about modelling for nurses or educating them 

appeared in the final version of the document, however. Although this 

was an important goal, their knowledge that their audience of nurses 

would react negatively to such a comment required that they 

submerge this goal. At the October 2 meeting, the small group 

answering the "why" question had said that one reason to do the 

program was that rehabilitation could "help the residents maintain 

transfer ability (sic) thus showing nursing what the resident was 

capable of." At the small group meeting on November 6, Cathy's 

concern for the impact of such a statement on the administrators 

(who were nurses) made her decide to leave that out of the proposal. 

As Monica said "That's almost patronizing. You have to be careful" not 

to offend nurses by calling their judgement and ability to deal with 

patients into question. Instead they wrote a rather vague statement 

that "resident behavior can be dependent on the environment 

resulting in discrepancies in their performance of activities of daily 

living." 

The final group of goals they hoped the breakfast program would 

accomplish was to promote the idea of a team approach to care, to 

encourage communication between the various members of the team 

and to show themselves as integral members of that team. With the 
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cancelling of the cardex system, the members of the rehabilitation 

department felt there was no longer a way for them to have input into 

the care of patients. As one group member said "we philosophically 

believe we could have input into nursing, but we have never had input 

into nursing because they have denied us." This was important to 

them for two reasons. First, they believed that their approach to 

patient care could improve the lives of the patients. And second, 

having more input would give them more power and therefore more 

security- in the facility. 

The first step was establishing better communication within the 

rehabilitation department itself. This they were accomplishing by 

writing this proposal together. "We are establishing communication 

links between our disciplines at home before it can happen 

elsewhere." The next step was communicating with other groups to 

produce an implementation plan for the breakfast program. This was 

dealt with in the recommendation for an interdisciplinary committee 

to be formed to plan the program. At the November 20 meeting, 

someone pointed out that this would not be enough. "There is going to 

have to be some communication method with nursing staff," referring 

to the need for some ongoing method of communication, perhaps 

something similar to the cardex, between all the groups involved in 

the breakfast program. 

Several people agreed with this statement, but there was no 

further discussion of this point until the next small group meeting on 

November 24. At that meeting the group drafted a recommendation 
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that called for a "mini steering committee on each unit" to ensure 

adequate communication between all the care givers to address the 

specific needs of the patients on each unit. 

Invention: Achieving Consensus 

Bacon (1990) says that collaboration is only effective when "team 

members achieve a shared vision, a mutual goal, and consensus" (p. 5). 

Indeed, consensus is necessary not only for successful collaboration 

but also for the writing process to influence social contexts. The 

members of the rehabilitation department arrived at a consensus not 

only for their proposal but also for a vision of a new social reality for 

the facility, and this is perhaps the most important thing that they 

accomplished in their discussions. 

Most of the members of the group felt that they were part of a 

consensus and that, in general, they were "in agreement with the 

principle of what we are trying to do." They said that although they 

might have written the document differently if they had been working 

alone, in the end, it represented the discussions that had taken place. 

However, not everyone was fully committed. One member of the 

group, the same one who had wondered whether she had been invited 

or ordered to attend the meetings, said that she felt pushed into 

something. She felt that she was being asked to take ownership of an 

idea which she had had no part in creating. "It's the difference 

between something springing up organically among a group of people, 

and here's the seed, I want you guys to develop it." She felt she was 
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being asked to "validate Bev's solution" to a problem she had not been 

aware of before they started meeting. Although this person did not 

object to the proposal ("It was something I was willing to let my name 

be attached to"), and was enthusiastic about the benefits the program 

would bring to the patients, when asked if the proposal represented a 

consensus, she said "I still feel vague about it." 

Another noted that there was a lot of "silent majority going on." 

By this she meant that people felt some pressure not to get in the way 

of the process by voicing objections. She cited as an example the 

November 13 meeting at which one person cautiously asked for a few 

more details. When Bev asked if others also wanted more details, it 

turned out that every person at the meeting was unhappy with the lack 

of details. Thus it seems that the push for resolution can leave some 

people out of the consensus. 

This writing group probably falls into what Lunsford and Ede 

(1990) call the dialogic mode of collaboration in which "the process of 

articulating goals is often as important as the goals themselves and 

sometimes even more important" (p. 133). Getting the members of 

the department to articulate values and goals was certainly one of Bev's 

aims in deciding to ask the whole department to write the proposal. 

However, as Allen et al. (1987) note, relationships in the writing group 

are influenced by the hierarchical relationships of group members 

outside the group. Thus, although Bev tried to run the group in an 

inclusive way, the fact that the idea of writing the proposal came from 

Bev and that she had the power to go ahead with the proposal with or 
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without the rest of the department was never far from the minds of 

the participants. It made them less willing to speak out or try to 

advance their ideas. To use her power in that way, however, while it 

might have resulted in a much more efficient writing process, would 

have been counter-productive, to the larger goal of achieving a 

consensus on a proposal which could bring recognition to the 

department. All the benefits of having the members of the department 

articulate their goals would have been lost. Bev trod a fine line between 

moving the writing process along as fast as she could and making sure 

that everyone felt included in the process. The only time that she 

asserted her authority as the driving force behind the proposal was on 

the day, when Cathy was sick, that she took all the bits and pieces of 

notes the small group had generated and turned them into a first 

draft. It is to her credit that she was able to conduct the group in such 

a way that most of the members of the department considered 

themselves to be a part of a consensus. 

Although most members of the group attended the meetings 

fairly regularly, as late as the November 13 meeting of the large group, 

seven weeks after the first meeting, members of the group were still 

asking for clarification about why they were writing this proposal at all 

and where the problem they were trying to solve had originated. On 

November 13, someone asked "To go back to the beginning, why was 

the whole committee started?" This sounds as though the process had 

somehow gone awry, leaving some members of the group feeling left 

out. In fact, these requests for clarification were an essential part of 
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the process of achieving consensus. They provided an opportunity for 

the group to "revisit" issues and review how they had reached the 

point they had. In this way they were able to summarize the ideas 

discussed in previous meetings, address any concerns about those 

ideas and incorporate everyone into the developing consensus. One of 

the people who asked for clarification summarized this idea. She said, 

"In playing dumb, I move things forward." 

Except for the three highest ranking employees In the group, all 

the members of the group said that they felt the proposal would carry 

more weight with the administrators of the facility because it had been 

written collaboratively. They felt that because each of them had spent 

time on the proposal and shared responsibility for it, the 

administration would would see it as a "popular movement." The three 

higher ranking employees, however, said that the collaborative nature 

of the project was of no interest to the administrators and would have 

no effect on how receptive they might be to the proposal. In fact, one 

of these three said that she thought the administration would be 

"horrified" if it knew just how much time had gone into the 

preparation of the proposal. 

This reflects the fact that the decision to involve the members of 

the department in the writing of the proposal was a strategic one, 

made to ensure the commitment of the whole department to the 

program rather than for direct rhetorical effect. As one group member 

said, if one of the administrators were to "hit you in the hallway, 

everybody-would have the same thing to say." The three higher 
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ranking members saw the potential of the program to improve the 

lives of patients by changing power relations in the facility, while the 

other members of the group saw the potential of the program to 

change the lives of patients by changing the way they did their work. 

The three higher ranking members of the group also said they thought 

the end product was a compromise rather than a consensus, an 

indication of their awareness that the rest of the group had been in 

some sense corralled into participating in the writing process. 

In the end, the proposal was something which everyone in the 

group was willing to be associated with. The success of this 

collaborative writing effort can be attributed, in part, to the fact that 

the goals which were negotiated during the invention stage of 

composing included not only the larger goals of higher ranking 

members of the group but also the personal goals of the individual 

members of the group. As long as the document addressed their 

personal goals, members of the group did not mind if it also addressed 

the goals of others in the group. The lower ranking members, in 

accordance with their professional image of themselves, were 

committed to participating in a program which might make the lives 

of the patients better. If the proposal also resulted in changes in the 

rest of the facility or to the fortunes of the rehabilitation department 

in the facility as hoped by higher ranking members, that was a good 

outcome, but secondary. As one said "I truly believe we were doing 

this because the residents deserve something better." 
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Drafting 

Except for the Current Situation section which Bev drafted on 

November 5, no other part of the proposal was written until until 

November 24. Until the decision making and consensus building of the 

invention stage was completed, the writing could not really begin. In 

fact, to the group members, the actual writing of the proposal seemed 

almost incidental to the whole process. The real work had already 

been done in the discussions. All that was left was to capture the 

essence of the discussions on paper. Of course, there was much still to 

be done. In particular, in order to draft the proposal, the small writing 

group had to create a format which would reflect the discussion that 

had taken place in the large group. 

Proposals are marketing documents. They are used to sell the 

services or ideas of one group of people to another, either inside the 

organization or outside. According to Levitt (1983), proposals are 

metaphors for the products or services being proposed, and, until the 

services are delivered, act as surrogates for reality. As Pfeiffer (1991) 

says, proposals, both in house and external, "are crucial to most 

organizations. Indeed, many companies rely on them. . . for their very 

survival" (p. 258). 

Perhaps because they are such important documents in the life 

of organizations, and also because they often call for cooperation 

between members of different departments within an organization, a 

significant portion of the literature on collaborative writing in business 

and professional settings deals with proposal writing (e.g. Samson, 
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1989; Bacon, 1990; Mclsaac & Aschauer, 1990; Malone, 1991). And as 

Samson (1989) points out, successful proposals cannot merely be 

written; they must be developed as part of a lengthy sales and 

marketing program, a process which calls for collaboration at all 

stages to be successful. In this case, the rehabilitation department was 

marketing itself to the administration by offering services which it 

hoped would be perceived as essential to the success of the facility in 

providing high quality care to the elderly. 

Most of the members of the rehabilitation department had no 

previous experience writing proposals. Those that did were not in the 

small writing group. No one, however, made any attempt to find out 

what a "real" proposal should look like. Bev thought that the facility 

had standardized forms which it makes available to employees for use 

in writing various kinds of documents, but she made no effort to get 

them. It turned out that the forms for proposals dealt only with 

proposals for medical research at the facility and would not have been 

appropriate for the department's proposal. In any case, although there 

are literally hundreds of easily available books on technical and 

business writing which give advice on how to write proposals, neither 

she nor anyone else in the group looked for information about possible 

formats. 

When asked about this, Bev said that she felt that using a 

prepared format would constrain the group in its search for a really 

good solution to the breakfast problem. "If you follow somebody else's 

idea of a format you won't think through what is specific to the 
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situation." Perhaps more importantly, she felt that using a prescribed 

format would make the proposal an "official" document and would 

reduce the degree of commitment the members of the group would 

have to the document and to the breakfast program itself. This 

commitment to the breakfast program was essential to the success of 

the program and also for the success of the proposal. Because the 

department is in a position of relatively little power and authority 

within the facility, she felt that the department had to do a delicate 

balancing act between speaking with enough authority to persuade the 

administration but not so much that it offended the administration. 

Bev felt that creating a format would allow the department to develop 

the necessary commitment to speak with authority but also leave a 

degree of informality which would make the administration more 

receptive to the idea they were proposing. 

Bev's ideas about format are very much in line with current 

thinking about the role of genre or form in organizational writing 

(Bazerman, 1988; Smart, 1993). Genres do not exist outside of social 

situations simply as forms into which writers pour information. Miller 

(1984) defines them instead as a kind of social action: "typified 

rhetorical actions based in recurrent situations" (p. 159). That is, 

genres are solutions to recurring rhetorical problems and as these 

solutions become accepted they acquire authority and institutional 

force. However, genres are not just responses to social or rhetorical 

situations. They in turn work to create or recreate those situations. A 

genre emerges as writers in a community develop ways to carry on 
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their conversation. But each time the genre is used, it changes to suit 

the rhetorical needs of the writer using it, and in doing so changes the 

conversation. Genre is central "not just in responding to the emerging 

regularities of rhetorical universe, but in helping indeed to create that 

rhetorical universe" (Bazerman, 1988, p. 48). 

Even though most members of the group did not know what a 

"real" proposal should be like, by the time the document was written, 

all of them felt that it was a proposal. The few who had written 

proposals before noted the informality, the inconsistency between 

sections, the lack of specific detail, and the lack of certain sections 

which are typically found in proposals. Some said that although they 

hadn't thought about it until I asked, they now thought that a more 

formal and polished final product might have made a better 

impression. Almost everyone told me that they had just become tired 

of working on it and that the final document seemed "good enough" at 

the time. Despite its deficiencies, everyone in the group felt that this 

format represented the discussions that had taken place and they 

accepted the document as a proposal because they had participated in 

the process which produced it. As one said, "We were talking about 

writing a proposal, so this had to be a proposal." 

Bev's idea of what a proposal should do was to act as a bridge 

between what is happening now and what should happen in the future. 

The format should include sections dealing with "what is current, 

what you think it should be and how you plan on getting there." It was 

therefore natural for her to think that the proposal should start with a 
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description of the current situation as perceived by the Food Services 

Committee. She drafted this section early in the process using 

material she had put together after the very first meeting of the 

rehabilitation department to explain the problem to members of the 

department. This was the only section of the proposal which appeared 

in anything remotely resembling a draft before the November 24 

meeting. 

Cathy's ideas about proposal format came from her experience 

writing assessments. "We do an assessment, we identify a problem, we 

come up with a treatment, we make recommendations," she said. She 

saw these steps as corresponding roughly to sections dealing with the 

current situation, the bulk of the proposal and recommendations. She 

brought the idea of a proposal summary from another proposal she 

remembered having read, rather like an abstract at the beginning of an 

academic paper, to orient readers to the main point of the proposal 

right at the beginning rather than making them wait until the end. 

During the early meetings, the group had addressed itself to 

various issues using the journalistic five Ws and an H: who, what, why, 

where, when, how. When the small writing group met to compile the 

ideas of the large group into the proposal, they used these categories 

as the basis of the format. "Why," for example became a section 

establishing rehabilitation's qualifications to propose this breakfast 

program. "What," "where" and "when" were combined to make up 

the bulk of the proposal, and "how" became a recommendation to 
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measure the outcomes of the program to justify continuing it after the 

trial period. 

Cathy also suggested including a section called "Assumptions." 

She had recently taken a masters level course in which there had been 

much discussion of the fact that unexamined assumptions can often 

interfere with successful communication. Textbook versions of 

proposals make no mention of a section with this name. However it 

was an essential element in the construction of this proposal. The 

creation of this section provided them with a way to indicate that 

although they were proposing to start with an economy version of the 

program, they expected that other groups were also committed to 

changing the facility and were willing to participate in ensuring that 

changes take place. They were able to include a statement to the effect 

that "All departments are committed to implementing changes as 

mandated by the Steering Committee Philosophy statement." This was 

their key strategy for ensuring the success of the program and 

therefore for succeeding in the larger goals of the group of changing 

the power structure of the organization. 

Thus the format of this particular proposal emerged to address 

the goals which were negotiated during the discussions of the 

invention stage of composing. Because they were not confined by a 

formula for writing proposals, the writers were able to invent the 

sections they needed and in doing so created the knowledge they 

needed to achieve their rhetorical goals. 
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Revising 

A number of scholars (e.g. Allen et al., 1987; Louth & Scott, 

1989; Bacon, 1990) claim that one of the benefits of collaborative 

writing is that it results in a better end product. Writers working in 

teams are assumed to have a broader knowledge base than individuals 

working alone. Different members of the team may also have particular 

expertise in different phases of the writing process. In addition, 

members of a writing group are thought to function as a "first line" 

audience, helping the group as a whole to focus on the needs of its 

audience and find the best way to reach that audience. These scholars 

are referring to every aspect of the document, from content and 

format to sentence structure and punctuation. 

The document written by the rehabilitation department proves 

that this is not always the case. Certainly a consensus in the 

rehabilitation department and the strong feeling of all the members of 

the group that the end product represented them could not have been 

achieved without collaboration. In addition, the key strategy they 

developed to insure the success of the program grew out of the 

discussions. But the text itself suffered because it was written 

collaboratively. It contained a number of obvious errors which could 

easily have been corrected. Some of these were quite minor, such as 

inconsistent punctuation or parentheses that did not close in the right 

place. Others were somewhat more important. A line of text intended 

as the first section heading in the proposal somehow drifted up and 

became part of the title. In another case, after much discussion, the 
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group agreed to omit the exact number of patients the program would 

serve so as not to commit themselves to something which they might 

not be able to deliver. The number nevertheless appeared in the final 

version. And one small section was omitted entirely from the final 

version because the typist did not turn the page. 

The root of the problem was that no one person was responsible 

for making sure that every i was dotted and every t crossed. Several 

times over the course of the small group discussions and at least once 

during the revising session on December 1, Cathy said that if members 

of the large group didn't like something they would change it. "This 

will be edited by the group," she said, when there was a question 

about how to phrase something. In fact, no one in the large group 

looked very closely at the proposal. They had received a copy of the 

draft late in the afternoon the day before the final meeting and most 

didn't read it until the meeting started. 

This confirms the work of Allen et al. (1987) and Mclsaac and 

Aschauer (1990) who both identify the early stages of group writing as 

the most satisfying to the participants. At the beginning of the process 

they were asked to envision how the whole world of the facility could 

change and to imagine how they could contribute to that change. This 

process was extremely exciting and empowering for the members of 

the group. For a few short weeks they felt not only that things could 

improve but also that they could take an active role in making the 

changes happen. As one member of the group said, "Can't you feel the 

driving seat? It is so exciting!" 
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As the the weeks went by and the meetings dragged on, the 

level of excitement decreased markedly. The members of the group 

identified several reasons for this. One was that they simply got tired 

of working on the problem. Rehabilitation people are doers rather 

than talkers. They were keen to implement the program, but they got 

tired of meeting to discuss what seemed to be the same old stuff and 

working endlessly on the same old document. Another was that as they 

worked out the details of their commitment they realized the much 

wider implications for themselves individually and for the department 

as a whole of participating in breakfast. They became a bit anxious 

about the whole thing and wondered if they might be letting 

themselves in for something that they were not anticipating. By the 

time the proposal appeared before them at the end of the tenth week, 

it was "good enough." The real work had already been done in the 

group discussions. Making a few changes on some important issues 

was enough to satisfy their need to feel that they did indeed have a say 

in the final product. 

Another factor affecting the quality of the final product was the 

desire of the members of the group to remain on good terms with 

each other. Some issues were important enough to warrant discussion 

regardless of the effect the discussion might have on relationships; 

others were not. Several members of the group told me that they were 

concerned that their comments might be interpreted as "criticism" 

and so they were reluctant to bring up things which were "not 

important." An example of something regarded as not important 
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enough to mention was the inconsistent style of different sections of 

the proposal: some sections were written in point form and others 

were written in complete sentences. Another member of the group 

said that she was more concerned that the proposal go forward (i.e. 

that the collaboration be successful) than that it contain any specific 

piece of information, and so was not willing to object when what she 

regarded as essential information was deleted. 

In addition, no one communicated carefully with the overworked 

typist, who took hand written drafts covered with hand written 

corrections and tried to turn them into typescript. No one compared 

the typed version to the hand written version to see that all the 

changes marked on the page had been incorporated into the typed 

copy. And no one proofread to make sure that either the writers or the 

typist hadn't made other inadvertent mistakes. 

Revision took place during two meetings, one on December 1 

when Cathy and Monica revised Bev's first draft, and one on December 

4 when the large group revised the draft Cathy and Monica had 

produced on December 1. At the first revision session, Cathy and 

Monica made 60 changes of one sort or another to Bev's draft. Monica 

was the only person in the small group who knew the "rules" and the 

lingo of writing. She changed sentences from passive to active voice 

and reduced the number of nominalizations and clumsy expressions. 

Most of the 60 changes were relatively minor ones designed to 

improve sentence structures, reduce wordiness and clarify meanings 

by eliminating ambiguous expressions. Monica, who was the recreation 
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therapist in the small group, also wanted the description of the role of 

recreation therapists to sound more "professional," so she changed it 

to include more multisyllabic words. 

The biggest change made at this meeting was the elimination of 

a page of Bev's draft which seemed to Cathy and Monica to belong in 

the Food Services Committee document rather than in the 

rehabilitation department document. This was the change with the 

most potential to cause conflict because Bev felt that without that 

section the proposal did not provide enough background information 

for readers to fully understand the rationale for the proposal. However, 

she did not object to the deletion when it was presented to her on 

December 3, the day before the final large group meeting. She said 

later that she wanted to ensure that they knew she had respect for 

their position and to demonstrate that although she was the leader she 

did not have all the power in the group. 

At the large group meeting on December 4, only 10 changes 

were made to the proposal. The most important of these changes 

reflected the group's awareness of the impact of language on its 

audience. Most of the meeting was spent discussing whether or not to 

use the word "independent," which appeared in two places in the 

draft of the proposal. 

At the large group meeting on November 13, the group had 

agreed that the economy version of the program would be very similar 

to smaller breakfast programs which recreation therapists were 

already running with patients chosen because they are independent. 



111 

The word "independent," however, is used quite differently by the 

different disciplines and by other groups in the facility. For example, 

one of the patients in the current recreation therapy breakfast 

program has multiple sclerosis and is unable to do anything for 

himself. Nevertheless he was in the breakfast program because he was 

socially adept and made a significant contribution to making the 

breakfast a pleasant and rewarding social event. Another patient was 

completely independent in looking after all her physical needs, but 

because she has dementia, would not eat unless someone she trusts 

was sitting next to her. The occupational therapists and the 

physiotherapists were concerned that if patients such as these were 

identified as "independent," the program would be vulnerable to 

sabotage by nurses. Nurses would then be able to say, "You say these 

people are independent, so I don't have to do anything for them." 

Since all the patients require some form of assistance, if nurses didn't 

do anything for them at meal time, the success of the program would 

immediately be in jeopardy. 

Underlying this discussion was the awareness of members of the 

group of how their audience might react to the word "independent" 

and that it could be used to discredit the whole proposal. If the word 

"independent" was used in the proposal to mean something other 

than what it usually means to medical people, the credibility of the 

whole department might go down. The recreation therapists 

recognized this as a valid objection and did not disagree with the 

decision to reword the sentences to eliminate it. 
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Another change made at this meeting concerned the number of 

patients the program would serve. The draft indicated that the 

program would initially include 24 patients. However, the members of 

the group felt they did not know the patients well enough to say 

exactly how many would actually be in the program to begin with. They 

agreed to delete the number 24 and not specify how many patients the 

program would serve. Unfortunately, the person making notes didn't 

cross out the number 24 on the corrected copy of the draft that was 

sent to the typist, so it still appeared in the final draft. 

The other significant change made on December 3 was the 

rewording of one of the recommendations to make a much stronger 

statement about the need for a committee consisting of 

representatives from other groups in the facility to plan the next stage 

in the implementation of the program. As this was perhaps their most 

important recommendation for ensuring the success of the program, 

there was no disagreement about this change. This goal had been 

negotiated and agreed upon and so required no further discussion. 

Because Bev was sharing her power in the creation of this 

proposal, she did not want to take responsibility for the final 

document away from the group. However, it seems that some one 

person has to take responsibility for ensuring that the final product is 

as good as possible given the constraints of the situation. A small 

amount of careful attention to surface problems in the proposal by one 

person could have improved the final product considerably. 
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Collaborative Writing Influences Social Context 

In this study, I contend that the talk which takes place during 

collaborative writing processes enables writers to influence their 

organizational contexts. In this case, although the document itself was 

far from perfect, the writing process produced important changes not 

only in the individuals who participated and in the rehabilitation 

department, but also in the facility as a whole. It is probably fair to say 

that if this document had been produced by one individual or through 

an interactive writing process many of these changes would not have 

occurred. Participation in the group writing process, with the endless 

discussion during the extremely long invention stage, produced the 

changes. 

At the individual level, a number of changes were evident. Most 

members of the group described themselves as bad writers. This may 

or may not be true, but in any case these statements indicate a lack of 

confidence in their writing abilities. All of the members of the group 

said that writing collaboratively allowed the group to generate many 

more ideas than any one individual alone could have generated, and 

allowed them to hear and integrate different points of view. They felt 

that because they had had input into the document, they had come up 

with what one participant called a "more realistic" plan. Writing 

collaboratively gave them confidence as writers and made them feel 

that what they were producing was indeed worthwhile. 

Individual members of the department also felt empowered by 

their participation in writing this proposal. Particularly at the 
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beginning of the process, they were very excited about the idea of 

initiating change in the organization and about the benefits the 

changes could bring to the lives of the patients. They were excited by 

the prospect of having more control over their work and therefore 

being able to do it better. Thus participating in the collaborative 

writing process gave them confidence as knowledge makers, as people 

who had the right to propose new ways of thinking about the 

organization and to encourage others in the organization to also think 

about changing the organization. 

The department as a whole also experienced a number of 

changes as a result of the collaborative writing of this proposal. 

Perhaps the most important change was that some of the barriers that 

keep the three disciplines apart were removed. Members of the three 

disciplines do not work together very often, so these meetings gave all 

the members of the department an opportunity to get to know each 

other better and to understand the jobs and points of view of the other 

disciplines. Respect for others increased as they got to know each 

other better, and they began to feel like a department rather than just 

three separate but related specialities located in the same area of the 

facility. They began to feel that they could work as a team to develop 

common goals for their work in the facility. They developed and 

reinforced communal perceptions of their individual and common 

strengths. As they discussed how they could participate in breakfast 

they also affirmed for each other the validity of the rehabilitation 
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approach to long-term care and its importance for the future of the 

facility. 

The discussions also helped to initiate two new members of the 

department. They provided a crash course in how things are done in 

the department and an opportunity to get to know others in the 

department quickly. This process would have taken much longer and 

would not have happened in quite the same way without participation 

in the writing group, since the department into which they were 

being initiated was changing because of the writing activity. 

The facility also changed in subtle but potentially important 

ways. The members of the department spent a lot of time thinking not 

just about doing their own jobs, but also about what the facility was 

really trying to do altogether. As a group they worked to develop a 

common vision of how they could best do their own jobs to carry out 

the business of the organization and improve the lives of the patients. 

They also strengthened some informal communication links in the 

facility. Some members of the rehabilitation department also attended 

the Food Services Committee meetings where they had the 

opportunity to talk to nurses about their concerns. This made them 

much more sympathetic to the points of view and needs of nurses, a 

sympathy which they were able to communicate to their colleagues. In 

addition, the nurses on that committee began to change their attitudes 

so that they were slightly more receptive to the ideas of the social 

model and to the activities of the rehabilitation department. 
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In all, the collaborative writing of the breakfast proposal was a 

positive experience which had the potential to change both the 

participants and the facility. The members of the department came 

together as a group because everyone in the department felt he or she 

had been included in the process and had had the opportunity to 

contribute or object to any part of the proposal. The potential of the 

collaborative writing process to change the facility resulted because 

the members of the group had had the opportunity to articulate their 

values, understand their role in long term care and agree on their 

goals for the facility. They had worked together to achieve a shared 

vision for a new social reality within the facility. 



117 

Chapter 5 

Conclusions and Implications 

I began this study with the intention of looking at how writers 

are affected by their organizational contexts. Instead I found myself in 

a situation in which I could clearly see how the collaborative writing 

process has the potential to influence organizational contexts. I found 

that the talk which occurs when people meet to write together 

provides the link between the writing process and its organizational 

context. It not only allows writers to effectively adapt their writing to 

their organizational context but also gives the writing process the 

power to affect that context. 

The Role of Talk in the Composing Process of the 

Rehabilitation Department 

The members of the rehabilitation department sat down 

together with the goal of writing a proposal to ease the tensions 

between nurses and patients at breakfast in the facility. However, 

although all of them were committed to the idea of improving the 

patients' lives by making breakfast a more pleasant meal, they found 

that their discussions often had very little to do with breakfast. They 

discovered that their larger goal was to make some significant changes 

in the social structure of the facility which would increase their 

control over the way they do their work. As they negotiated their goals 
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and achieved a consensus for their document, they were in fact 

negotiating goals and achieving a consensus for the organization itself. 

Three main conclusions about the role of talk in the composing 

process of the rehabilitation department emerge from this study: 

1. The talk of the invention stage of the collaborative writing 

process allowed the writers to define their goals and adapt their 

discourse for their audience. 

Goals and the strategies to achieve those goals emerged in 

tandem as the group's understanding of the rhetorical situation 

developed. The discussion of strategies to achieve the early goals 

caused the goals to be refined or caused new goals to emerge, for 

which new strategies were then needed. This continual adaptation and 

refinement of goals and strategies reflected the growing mutual 

understanding of their rhetorical situation which developed during the 

course of the invention stage. 

In addition, it seems that goals emerged at different stages of 

the writing process to solve particular problems associated with those 

stages. At the beginning of the process, when the group was forming, 

goals related to the development of the group were most important. As 

the group established itself and began to develop strategies for the 

proposal, goals which would allow the proposal to accomplish the 

department's aims in the organization were most important. 

Not until all goals had been negotiated could the writing proceed 

and the document be completed. The small writing group found itself 

unable to produce even a very rough first draft until the rhetorical 
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goals of the proposal and the larger social goals had been negotiated. 

The talk of the invention stage was essential for the development of a 

deeper understanding of the rhetorical situation and of strategies for 

reaching their audience. 

2. The form of the proposal emerged from the goal negotiation 

of the invention stage. In taking a recognized genre, the proposal, and 

adapting it to their rhetorical goals, they were using form to create the 

knowledge essential to their goal of restructuring their social 

environment. 

It seems that it was important for the writers to have an idea of a 

proposal as a document which suggests a change of some kind. This 

idea functioned as a general guide to the kind of information which 

should appear in the document. However, the details of proposal 

format (e.g. which sections should appear and in what order) were not 

important at all. At the detail level, the writers re-invented the 

proposal to carry out the goals which were negotiated during the 

discussions. In calling their document a proposal they invoked the 

authority of a recognized and accepted genre and created certain 

expectations in their audience. At the same time, in adapting it to 

address their own rhetorical needs, they were attempting to change 

both their own and their readers' social roles and expectations. They 

were using the power of genre to influence the social context by using 

it to produce rather than simply reproduce social structures. As Smart 

(1993) says, they were using genre as a "broad rhetorical strategy 
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enacted, collectively, by members of a community in order to create 

knowledge essential to their aims" (p. 1). 

3. The process of articulating goals and values during the 

invention stage of the collaborative writing process allowed the writers 

to achieve a consensus for a new social reality for the facility and 

through this to produce rather than simply reproduce the social and 

power relations of the facility. 

Much of the success of the collaborative writing process can be 

attributed to the fact that the members of the group had enough input 

into the process and into the document that they felt the ideas came 

from them rather than being imposed on them. The group spent a 

disproportionate amount of time in the invention stage articulating 

and refining goals, and relatively little time in the revision stage 

refining the text of the document. The effect of the writing process on 

the writers was as important as and perhaps even more important 

than the document itself or its impact on its audience. 

During the many meetings at which the document was 

discussed, members of the group negotiated a communal 

understanding of the world of the facility and of their role in it. They 

made sense of the organization through meeting to talk about it. They 

talked about their relationships with other groups within in the facility 

and acknowledged their relatively low standing in the facility 

hierarchy. Their discussions validated and reinforced existing social 

relations and reproduced the existing social structures and power 

relations of the facility. 
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At the same time, however, they also discussed and came to 

agree on how they would like the facility to change. They reinforced 

their perception of themselves as important contributors to the life of 

the facility. In doing so, they validated their beliefs about how a long-

term institution should operate and about what they would like the 

culture of the whole organization to become. In meeting to negotiate 

goals for their document and choose words for their text, they were 

negotiating a transformation of the cultural conventions and social 

relations of the organization to gain the power to improve the lives of 

the patients. Thus they were attempting to produce rather than simply 

reproduce the power relations of the organization. 

Perhaps the most important observation in this case is that this 

articulating of goals and values and coming to consensus about them 

would not have happened at all if the department had not had a 

document to write. Without the writing task, the members of the 

department would not have agreed to meet regularly and would not 

have had the opportunity to talk about the facility in such an organized 

and focused way. The impending rhetorical task drove the discussions, 

legitimated talk of change in the organization and forced them to 

consider the impact of that change on the rest of the facility. As they 

invented the material for their for their document, they were in fact 

re-inventing the social reality of the facility itself. 

In this study, because of time constraints, I was able to look only 

at the writing of the proposal and not at the success of the document 

in getting the breakfast program implemented or the impact of the 
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program on the organization. Thus, I do not know what in fact resulted 

from the rehabilitation department's proposal and whether it was 

anything like what they expected. In spite of this, I was able to observe 

that the collaborative writing process had significant effects on the 

writers and had the potential to have significant effects on the 

organization, although those effects, in the long run, may not be quite 

what the rehabilitation department expected. 

Implications for Composition Theory 

The reciprocal relationship which exists between writing and its 

social contexts is accepted by most researchers studying writing today. 

Many researchers have looked at and much is now understood about 

the ways in which. writers and writing are influenced by factors in the 

writing environment. Although researchers acknowledge the other 

half of this reciprocal relationship, very little attention has been 

devoted to how writing in turn influences its social context. 

This study demonstrates that talk provides the link between 

collaborative writing and its organizational context. A full 

understanding of the collaborative writing process can not be achieved 

without an understanding of the role of talk in the process, and an 

understanding of the interrelationship of talk and writing in the 

production of a document. When people meet to write a collaborative 

document, they talk to each other. Through this talk, they negotiate a 

common understanding of their audience and of their organizational 

and rhetorical situation. On the basis of this talk, they write a 
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document which is adapted for that audience and situation, both in 

form and content. In negotiating their understanding of the 

organization, they are constructing new knowledge about the 

organization, and in so doing are changing the organization. Thus the 

group functions not just as a "first line" audience which helps the 

writers to write more effective documents, as suggested by several 

researchers who have examined collaborative writing processes. It 

serves as a forum within which the writers construct new knowledge 

about the organization and thus it provides the means for writing to 

influence organizational context. 

Members of collaborative writing groups may arrive at the group 

with well defined goals and purposes for the document they are to 

write. However, conceptions of goals, purpose, audience and rhetorical 

situation will almost certainly vary from individual to individual and 

may be competing or even incompatible. A document written in a 

business setting may have as many agendas, as many "jobs" to do, as 

there are members in the group. The writing activities of the 

rehabilitation department illustrate the importance of attending to the 

concerns of the individual members of the group. Dismissing the goals 

of some members as not relevant to the "real" purpose of a document 

may reduce the commitment of those members to the collaborative 

process and therefore jeopardize its ability to produce an effective 

document. Successful collaboration requires the integration of 

multiple goals and agendas to produce one document which will 
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encompass all these agendas, some or many of which may not be 

apparent in the final document itself. 

Thus the key activity which takes place during collaborative 

invention is not the generating of ideas, important as that may be. The 

most important element in the invention process is the integration of 

the ideas which are generated into one document which meets the 

individual and group goals of all the participants. Negotiation of goals 

to reach a consensus is thus a necessary part of any successful 

collaborative writing project. In the course of negotiating a consensus, 

participants must reach areas of shared understanding. This requires 

not just that some participants persuade others to adopt their points 

of view, but that all participants be willing to create new points of 

view. That is, participants must be willing to create new knowledge 

together rather than trying to assert the primacy of their own 

knowledge. It is in the creation of this new knowledge through 

reaching areas of shared understanding that writers negotiate their 

knowledge of the organization itself and in doing so change the 

organization. 

This study implies that the collaborative writing process can 

only be understood in its social context. Isolating collaborative writing 

from its context, as many studies which focus on the interpersonal and 

small group processes which occur during collaborative writing have 

done, does not reveal its true nature or its role in the organizing 

process. Researchers must understand not just how writing activities 

are carried out, but also how the discourse community in which the 
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writing is being done functions and how those writing activities are 

related to the concerns of the community. Without this understanding, 

researchers cannot fully understand that collaborative writing is not 

just a way of accomplishing work in organizations. Rather, collaborative 

writing provides a reason for meetings to take place and for 

organization members to talk to each other and through this talk to 

organize their social environment. To paraphrase Schwartzman, 

writing talk is synonymous with organizational action (1989, p. 215). 

Implications for Further Research 

This research project was confined to the production of the 

breakfast proposal by the members of the rehabilitation department. 

In future studies of this nature, it would contribute much to an 

understanding of how writing influences organizations to follow a 

document as it does its job in an organization. It would be useful to 

know who reads or does not read it, how the document's immediate 

and secondary audiences respond to it, what actions result from it and 

how it influences subsequent documents. 

In particular, it would be useful to study the talk which 

surrounds a document as it makes its mark on an organization and to 

observe the influence of that talk on the organization. In my study it 

would have been useful to answer the following questions: Did 

interdisciplinary meetings which the rehabilitation department hoped 

for take place and was the program which resulted anything like the 

one the department had in mind? What kinds of changes occurred in 
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both the nurses and the rehabilitation people as a result of these 

discussions? Did the program itself, once implemented, achieve any or 

all of the multiple goals of the rehabilitation department in writing the 

proposal? Were the long-term cultural or structural changes in the 

facility, if any, what the rehabilitation department expecthd? 

Answers to these questions would further describe and explain 

the role of talk in the collaborative writing process and would 

illuminate more fully the ways in which those processes influence 

organizations. This research would require the researcher to be 

immersed in an organization for an extended period of time to be able 

to explore at length what this study only hints at: the power of writing 

to transform writers, texts and organizations themselves. 
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Postscript 

The breakfast proposal was presented to the steering committee 

of the facility on December 7. Although the members of the committee 

did not read the document at the meeting, they responded favorably to 

Bev's description of what was in it. One of the two administrators (the 

one who had attended a meeting of the Food Services Committee) was 

particularly enthusiastic about the breakfast program and suggested 

that the facility hold a "town hail meeting" to discuss the idea with all 

staff members at the facility. She also agreed to initiate talks with the 

head nurse of the nursing unit on which the rehabilitation department 

proposed to begin the program. 

The town hail meeting never took place. The meetings with the 

head nurse did occur, but unfortunately, in April, this administrator 

died. The breakfast program thus lost its strongest advocate in the 

organization. However, the members of the Food Services Committee 

felt that the administrator would have wanted the project to go ahead 

and they saw it as a way to build a lasting memorial to her. They 

continued to hold meetings, which had developed into team meetings, 

to plan the details of the program, with the head nurse, staff nurses, 

and representatives from the rehabilitation, dietary and social work 

departments attending. These meetings took place somewhat 

irregularly and were frustrating for Bev, who would have liked to move 

ahead faster with the program. After much discussion and planning, 

and with the cooperation of nursing, the breakfast project was 
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implemented in July. And as Bev said, "It is great to see the light bulbs 

going on in the nurses' heads as they see that they can participate in 

planning and how things could change." 
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Appendix 1 

Schedule of Meetings 

October 16 

October 20 

October 22 

October 30 

November 3 

November 6 

November 10 

November 10 

November 13 

November 20 

November 24 

November 24 

December 1 

December 3 

December 4 

December 7 

December 18 

Rehabilitation department 

Food services committee 

Food services committee 

Rehabilitation department 

Rehabilitation department, 

Rehabilitation department, 

Rehabilitation department, 

Food services committee 

Rehabilitation department 

Rehabilitation department 

Rehabilitation department, 

Food services committee 

Rehabilitation department, 

Rehabilitation department, 

Rehabilitation department 

Facility administration steering committee 

Food services committee 

small writing group 

small writing group 

small writing group 

small writing group 

small writing group 

small writing group 
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Appendix 2 

Interview Questions 

Purpose 

What do you perceive as the purpose of your document? 

Why are you writing it? 

What do you hope to achieve? 

Communication within organization 

Was it important to write this proposal or would a verbal report from 

Bev to the steering committee have been enough? 

What do you perceive as the role of communication in the 

organization? 

Why do "We have to show them (nursing) that they need us (rehab)?" 

What is the role of rehab department in auxilliary? 

What do you think other departments see as the role of the rehab 

department in auxiliary? 

How essential is rehab in the life of the patients? 

Do you think people in other departments agree with you, especially 

doctors and nursing administration? 

Did your work on this document change your feeling about the place of 

rehab in auxilliary? 

Relations in the rehabilitation department 

The 3 rehab disciplines don't usually work together. How would you 

describe relations between the 3 disciplines? 
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Did this writing project affect (change) your relationships with your 

colleagues in any way? 

What is the scoop on layoffs here? 

Nursing admin has its philosophy statement about changing from 

medical to social model. This is not really new stuff, but it is just 

being brought in here. Has any change like this been tried before 

to? How successful was it? 

Writing 

How much writing do you? 

How much of it is collaborative? 

Is collaborative writing easier or harder than writing alone? 

What was the hardest part? 

Most rewarding part? 

Every method has pros and cons. What are some of each of writing 

collaboratively? 

Does the fact that the proposal was written collaboratively play any role 

in the success of the document i.e. that it came from the 

department rather than from e.g. Bev?. 

Could you talk about the group dynamics? 

What is your attitude toward writing? 

How do you feel about yourself as a writer? 

What do you do best as a writer? Worst? 

How do you think you contributed to this document? 

Have you written other proposals? 

How did you know what a proposal should be like? 
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And how did that affect the outcome, i.e. the document? 

What would have made proposal better? 

Were there issues that did not get attended to? 

What were the contentious issues? e.g. Independence. 

Did my presence have any effect? 

What was the best aspect of the collaborative writing experience? 

What was the worst aspect of the collaborative writing experience? 
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Appendix 3 

Final Draft of Proposal 
Food Services Committee 
Rehabilitation Proposal  

Breakfast Pro-ject  
Proposal Summary 

Draft #2  

The Rehabilitation staff are proposing an 
expansion of the existing Recreation Therapy Breakfast 
Program. The intentions, of this expansion are two fold: 

1. To facilitate the changes alluded to in the Steering 
Committees Philosophy Statement - the desire 
to move toward a client centred social model of care. 

2. To respond positively and actively to specific issues 
identified by the Food Services Committee. 

Current Situation: 

The Food Services Committee identified a number of issues 
contributing to resident dissatisfaction with the quality of 
their meals. The breakfast meal appears to be the most 
contentious. 

Nursing and Food Services have identified that there is 
little flexibility in their current routines. As a result 
residents may wait up to 45 minutes before being served 
breakfast. This leads to resident dissatisfaction and 
increased demands to nursing staff to make fresh toast, 
rewarm coffee, etc. 

The Recreation Therapy staff servicing the floor provide 
breakfast programs to specifically selected residents once 
weekly see Appendix 1 for Program Plan. This program 
strives to create a more normalized, personalized program 
for 6 residents at each session. The meal is prepared in 
the Rehabilitation Department kitchen and is generally well 
received by those who participate. Rehabilitation and 
Nursing staff recognize tht resident behavior can be 
dependent on the environment resulting in discrepancies in 
heir performance of activities of daily living. 

Proposal: 

The Rehabilitation staff are proposing to expand 
the current Recreation Therapy breakfast program in order 
that this enriched, personalized environment may be more 
available to all residents on a regular basis. It is 
believed that if this ambience can be recreated on the 
nursing units, residents can be encouraged to maintain their 
maximum level of function and resist adopting dependent 
behavior (as nursing staff report). This would leave 
nursing staff free to concentrate on those residents who, 
require more care. 
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Conceptual Framework: 

- This program will be implemented on a trial basis for six 
months 

- Commencement targetted no later than March 1, 1993 
- To be implemented on Unit initially 
- To be conducted regularly in the dining room 
- To focus on - initially, the participants will be the 24 

residents who currently participate in the breakfast 
program Xl weekly. The other residents reguircj more 
individualized nursing care will. be integrated at Zi later 
date. 

- To complement current method of breakfast service by 
providing fresh toast and hot coffee 

- To facilitate a more intimate social atmosphere to include 
seating arrangements 

- To continue to provide opportunity for "normal 
experiences" such as reading newspaper, listening to 
music, creating a relaxing atmosphere with personalized 
touches 

- To continue to utilize and focus the expertize and 
particular strengths of Rehabilitation staff: 
- Recreation Therapy to provide opportunities for 

socialization, stimulation and to experience a 
normalized environment 

- Physiotherapy to identify physical/strengths/limitations 
of residents and to maximize their ability by 
consistently walking people to breakfast, assisting in 
transfers, encouraging physical independence 

- Occupational Therapy to assess, or reassess, needs of 
residents in specific areas such as dressing, feeding, 
and seating. The goal will be to maximize the 
residents' independence and establish programs 
compatible with LPN schedules. 

The Rehabilitation staff recognize that change cannot be 
successfully integrated without the cooperation of the total 
health care team. Residents and staff must incorporate the 
.change into their daily routines. It is apparent that this 
change is only one of many being proposed within the 

The assumptions made by the 
Rehabilitation staff when developing this framework are as 
follows: 

Assumptions: 

- Bulk food services will be implemented 
- Flexibility with Food Services Department to accommodate 
Rehabilitation proposal 

- Complaints of vocal p.tients represent the silent majority 
- All departments are committed to implementing changes as 
mandated by the Steering Committee Philosophy statement 
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- The needs of or floor residents are different 
and programs will reflect those differences 

- There will be positive "spinoffs" and these can be 
measured 

- There will be no detrimental impact on other nursing units 
- Scheduling of family conferences and Doctors' Rounds are 

flexible 
- The residents will benefit from the changes implemented in 

this breakfast project; outcomes can be measured 
- There is some money available for project equipment (e.g.) 

toaster, coffee maker, room dividers, etc. 

Conclusion: 

Rehabilitation staff recognize the need for change within 
the delivery of services to residents within the - 

- The challenge to create an environment 
that is "home like", not institutional, has been taken 
seriously. The conceptual framework outlined above is our 
expression of the desire to be a part of those changes. The 
Rehabilitation staff believe that we have specific training, 
specific skills which enable us to be key players in the 
shift from a medical model to a social model of tare. 

The following recommendations will enable movement from this 
conceptual framework to an implementation plan. 

Recommendations: 

.1. Rehabilitation supports bulk food service. 

2. Implementation of this project is dependent upon a 
working committee comprised of Dietary, Nursing, 
Rehabilitation and Pharmacy. 

3. Residents and staff satisfaction will be measured by a 
questionnaire; the working committee will develop, 
implement and summarize, this survey; changes in 
independence levels and quality of life of residents 
should also be measured. 

4. Change needs to be communicated, therefore a structure 
to address change needs to be established (e.g.) a 
steering committee consisting of members of the 
treatment team on the nursing unit will identify 
participants and discuss progress. 

JH:rnjm 
1992-12-02 
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Appendix 4 

Facility Philosophy Statement 

PHILOSOPHY AND BELIEFS 

We believe that a collaborative interdisciplinary approach 

focus care to provide an integrated continuum of services. 

can 

Development of special programs and activities that are significant 

to the residents will assist us to meet consumer expectations •and 

demands. Residents have the right and responsibility of decision 

making, and must be encouraged to be involved in the planning and 

organization of their own care. Residents must be encouraged to 

make choices thereby reinforcing our beliefs that their own 

lifestyle and wishes are important. We believe that residents have 

the right to privacy and that we must assist them to maintain their 

dignity. We believe that families play a significant role in 

providing for the well-being of the residents. We also believe 

that it is essential to foster a strong positive image internally 

as well as externally. 

GOAL OF PLANNING 

To create a home like environment for residents whióh fosters the 

right to privacy and the maintenance of dignity where residents are 

encouraged to make choices thereby reinforcing the belief that 

their lifestyles and wishes are important. 
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OBJECTIVES 

The would: 

1. Move froma functional department structure, organized around 

the internal hospital needs to a dynamic program orientated 

structure, organized around the internal and external needs of 

residents and families. 

2. Integrate departments and services together to achieve an 

interdisciplinary and a continuum of care for all the 

residents. 

3. Position the to adapt and respond 

appropriately to change and allow the organization to control 

or investigate the impact of change. 

4. Give continuous undivided attention to the residents and 

therefore be more sensitive and responsive to the residents 

individual and changing needs. 

5. Seek participation of the residents and gamily members in the 

planning and organization of the àaring services. 

6. Provide an ongoing evaluation and measurement of outcomes so 

that the collaborative efforts of the interdisciplinary team 

can be measured. 
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ASSUMPTIONS 

1. Long term care facility should become the home of the 

residents in the sense that least restrictive environment: 

should be preserved in the way that the independence and 

personal control of individuals can be promoted. 

.2. Quality of life is unique to each individual resident. 

Personal identity, dignity and respect, personal rights and 

privacy are the essential elements to be maintained in the 

provision of long term care services. 

3. Assessment is a comprehensive and continuous process in which 

individual needs of the resident is the main focus. The 

process is believed to be a multidisciplinary effort which 

includes the participation of residents, families, and other 

support individuals. 

4. The thrust of long term care services and programs that will 

be required for the resident will be based on the results of a 

coordinated assessment. 

S. Lifestyles, activities, and customs of residents before 

admission are encouraged to be maintained as long as possible. 
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6. The resident is the main focus of care services in long term 

care. Services and plans are tailored according to residents 

needs but not vice versa. Therefore, relevant contributions 

to the needs and dare of the residents are important and 

include: 

* Physician 

* Nursing 

* Recreation Therapy 

* Volunteer Services 

* Food Services 

* Physiotherapy 

* Occupational Therapy 

* Pharmacy Services 

* Social Work 

* Pastoral Care Services 

* Community Agncies 

* Family 

7. There are no sacred cows involved, and all routines and-

rituals may be examined from time to time to ensu±e quality 

services. 


