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Re-envisioning the Writing Process by Connecting Mention and Reflection

Introduction

For today's writing teachers, invention and reftathave fairly clear places as pre-draft
and post-draft thinking and activity. But our viewf each activity may be too narrow.
Invention often is ignored by focusing on the enaldoict, as is the case in current-traditional
rhetoric, or it is sequestered into the "pre-wgtistage, as is often the case in teaching the
writing process. Reflection similarly is too namly conceived in scope if we see it simply as a
post-task activity to ask students to think abobatthey learned, review what they have done,
or question what they believe. This paper propas@erging of our views on invention and
reflection by conceiving of the writing processaagrocess of inquiry, and that one of the most
significant and constant concerns of a writer'mtional inquiry throughout the writing process

is the defining, reviewing, and transforming of ater's rhetorical stance.

The Significance of Invention and Stance to Rhetoci



Irvin 2

Before charting key links between invention andeiefon, the significance of both
invention and stance for our conception of rhetageds to be explored. As Janice Lauer notes
in the beginning ofnvention in Rhetoric and Compositianvention has always been central to
the theory and practice of rhetoric. She quoteh&d Young and Alton Becker, "The strength
and worth of rhetoric seem [...] to be tied to thiecdinvention; rhetoric tends to become a
superficial and marginal concern when it is seal&tom systematic methods of inquiry and
problems of content” (gtd. in Laukrventionl). Young and Becker's focus on inquiry and
problems of content provides an excellent way afarstanding the ebb and flow of rhetoric
since the classical time, but particularly for #8% century. Lauer describes the dormant state
of rhetoric in English Studies in the mid*26entury: "Through complex historical
circumstances, rhetorical invention had been efitided into logic (Ramus), limited to finding
the known (Bacon), banished altogether from rhet@@lair), or devoted to 'finding the truth’
(Hope)" (LaueNew Perspective). Perelmen critiqued this tradition by statififhe
Cartesian ideal of universally applicable self-evitknowledge leaves no room for rhetoric and
dialectic" (1382). Writing within the current-triéidnalist composition classrooms had become
what Perelman calls "demonstration,” (1390) whereafand correctness dictated content and
kept rhetoric within the realm of management agtegtand away from invention and inquiry).
Sharon Crowley more pointedly describes this irtsiton as leading to "anti-writing." In
particular, she states, "the current-traditionabtty of invention usurps students' authority over
their discourse" (150). It is no coincidence tiia renaissance in rhetoric in English Studies and
the foundation of the discipline of Rhetoric andh@pmsition starting in the 1960s came from a
renewed interest in invention. From the sixtigstigh the nineties a "plethora of invention

studies emerged" (LaublewPerspectives) as the conception of writing as a process ghine
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currency. Richard Young's piece withiraching Composition: Twelve Bibliographic Essays
summarizing the research in invention between EuB1987, filled thirty-eight pages (and
significantly was placed first). Early in his egshe explains the important role of invention for
composition:
It is no accident that interest in the processomfgosing emerged at the same
time as the interest in invention. All arts of @mtion present either explicitly or
implicitly a conception of the composing proce&s. (
In the introduction to their 1994andmarks Essays on Rhetorical Invention in WritRghard
Young and Yameng Liu declare that developmentbeoity and research since World War |l
have "established invention as the central themakigsue of rhetoric and composition and its
study as one of the most fertile and dynamic airedsscourse studies” (xiii). This statement,
though, represented the high water mark for ineenitn recent times.

The emergence of postmodernism and its reconceio®dn of the subject challenged
invention and put it on the defensive (Atwill xviYhis attack on the unified self that knows can
be seen in this quote from FoucaulfTine Archeology of Knowledge

In the proposed analysis, instead of referring ia¢ke synthesis othe unifying
function of a subject, the various enunciative nilitida manifest his dispersion.
To the various statuses, the various sites, thewspositions that he can occupy
or be given when making positions that he can ogaugpe given when making a
discourse. To the discontinuity of the planes fiwimch he speaks. And if these
planes are linked by a system of relations, thétesy is not established by the
synthetic activity of a consciousness identicahvtiself, dumb and anterior to all

speech, but the specificity of a discursive pragticshall abandon any attempt,
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therefore, to see discourse as a phenomenon agssipn... . Thus conceived
discourse is not the majestically unfolding mandéen of a thinking, knowing,
speaking subject, but, on the contrary, a totalityyhich the dispersion of the
subject and his discontinuity with himself may leeimined. ... it must now be
recognized that it is neither by recourse to asitandental subject nor by
recourse to a psychological subjectivity that thgutation of its enunciations
should be defined. (1444-1445).
Writing, or discourse, is not created and inverfteggulated”) by the writer; instead, the writer
and his or her text are determined by discourssefooutside of the writer. In short, invention is
impossible from this postmodern position. If a n@iliographic essay on the studies in
invention were to be published today, it would laedhpressed to fill thirty-eight pages as Young
had done in 1987. Interest in invention in the@Y%&s Atwill notes, waned (x), and as Lauer
explains within the same text, "a number of eadm@phases in scholarship on invention have
either disappeared or been marginalized: the osistiip between invention and the writing
process, the heuristic function of invention asrallof thinking that stimulates new knowledge,
invention as an art or strategic practicehétorical Inventior2). Postmodernism has undercut
not just the epistemological assumptions about Wietvriter knows and is able to speak, but
also the writer's ontological position—to the grédatriment of invention and rhetoric.

This essay proposes to re-conceive what the wkitews and what the writer is doing in
the process of writing by bringing back the notadimhetorical stance. Kenneth Burke in his
Grammar of Motivepays special attention to the word "stance" andt\Wwhacalls the "Stance
family" of words: "for they all derive from a conuteof place, or placement” (1312). He focuses

his discussion on "substance" and on an importpacadox within the word. By definition,
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"substance" means what something is intrinsicallshe main, essential part of something, but if
we take the etymology of the word literally, therdi@lenotes something that is placed under
(that is, outside):
...the word "substance," used to designate whatg tki derives from a word
designating something that a thingqh. That is, though used to designate
somethingwithin the thing,ntrinsic to it, the word etymologically refers to
somethingputsidethe thingextrinsicto it. Or otherwise put: the word in its
etymological origins would refer to an attributetié thing'scontext since that
which supports or underlies a thing would be a phthe thing's context. And a
thing's context, being outside or beyond the thimgild be something that the
thing isnot...." (1314)
Postmodern rhetoric would put too much agency erxitrinsicwhile invalidating thentrinsic,
but Burke points out there is a rich ambiguity begw theextrinsicandintrinsic that cancels
neither out. Stance contains this sense of eitrargd intrinsic because it is a conceptual
metaphor used to portray the spatial relationsktprben what is inside and what is outside.
Stance communicates not jugtereone stands in context, but alsow one stands in context.
Rhetoric, as Lynette Hunter points out, has sufférem an either/or split between
seeing rhetoric as a "theory of strategy or tealmmiglone"” or as a "pursuit of truth or expression
of belief" (4). Hunter declares stance as a wagotinect the two. According to Hunter,
"rhetoric is concerned with the interface or meag{tace between human beings and the
external world" (5). Within this interface, starfta&s an important role to play:
Stance is a rhetorical term for indicating not we@meone believes,... but how

he believes. Stance enacts the meeting of a hueiag Wwith the world. Its
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activity expresses a relationship, of interactmnof alienation, or of control, or
of being controlled by and so on. In doing sccisabut the values generated by
belief. ...stance generates value in a medium;atter all realizing, making a
belief material." (5).
Stance enacts rhetoric; it is the core of rhetbactvity. The significance of stance for rhetori
was first expressed by Wayne Booth in his clas8&3larticle "Rhetorical Stance." He identifies
a common ingredient within the writing he admirdsah he calls "rhetorical stance™:
[Rhetorical stance is] a stance which depends seogiering and maintaining in
any writing situation a proper balance among thedlelements that are at work
in any communicative effort: the available argutseabout the subject itself, the
interests and peculiarities of the audience, aadrthice, the implied character, of
the speaker. | should like to suggest that ihis balance, this rhetorical stance,
difficult as it is to describe, that is our mainafjas teachers of rhetoric" (141).
Three interesting characteristics in Booth's desiom of stance are worth noting: first, that
stance is discovered; second, that it is a forimatdncing multiple constraints; and third, that the
concept is portable to any communication situation.

A number of other scholars have specifically désstirhetorical stance in terms of
invention. Both Booth and Susan Hubbach descnstances where writers are stuck and
unable to write effectively until they discover th&stance.” Hubbard calls the spatial concept of
a writer's stance a "heuristic conceit" she usdisinva writing center to help writers escape from
what she calls "intellectual vertigo." A. M. Tilkbein a 1975 article entitled "Rhetorical Stance
Revisited" believes the concept of rhetorical staisca useful teaching tool, and directly links it

to invention: "if there is anything useful in theebry of pre-writing, it also applies to rhetorical
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stance" (252). Two sentences later, he adds #isagt distinction between stance and pre-
writing: "One thing that the practice of creatingrees gives us that pre-writing does not is a
degree of control over the total writing proces25%). R. D. Walshe seems to pick up on
Tibbetts' distinction and addschniqueto the three elements afriter, subject andaudience
which Booth had described. It should be added\Weatshe prefers to call her model (where
these four elements are balanced and in rhetortationship) a "model of the writing situation”
(384). Walshe goes on to detail five heuristicHioms under each element to aid writers in
discovering this balance, and ends the article thihdeclaration about the significance of
discovering stance or one's place within the wgisituation: "The essence of writing resides in
the complex interaction of writer, audience, subjeatter, and technique—in the way content
and language come into being within the mind angawer" (386).

It may be helpful to summarize the significancéneention and rhetorical stance before
moving on to the discussion linking invention aeflection. The revival of rhetoric within
composition classrooms in the last fifty years besn accomplished largely due to the renewed
focus on invention. Although postmodern views aadividual invention into question, | believe
these views don't invalidate the lived experiencéne individual writer's quest to discover,
know, and persuade. The concept of rhetoricacstamay in fact be a way to describe the act of
writing that accommodates postmodern views sineavtsions the writer's position in

relationship with the outside world.

The Similarities Between Invention and Reflection

Definitions of Reflection and Invention
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Invention and reflection traditionally have not bdmked together directly. Invention
has its place as pre-draft thinking and activitg egflection has its place as post-draft cognition.
This separation of the terms can be seen in thiéHatin recent scholarship no articles or books
contain both terms in the title. It is my inteatshow a broader view of invention that expands
its activity and merges with that of reflection.
A good place to start comparing invention and etite is by looking at a number of
definitions of these terms. Janice Lauer provaeexcellent definition in her bodkvention in
Rhetoric and Compositigithough she is quick to acknowledge that throumgle there have
been many different views on invention:
The terminventionhas historically encompassed strategic acts tloaiqe the
discourser with direction, multiple ideas, subj@ettter, arguments, insights or
probable judgments, and understanding of the rivaliagituation. Such acts
include initiating discourse, exploring alternagy&aming and testing judgments,
interpreting texts, and analyzing audiences.

John Dewey is generally acknowledged as initiatimgmodern understanding of reflection.

Jennifer Moon in her comprehensive bd®dflection in Learning and Professional

Developmentpieces together his definition of reflection fréms bookHow We Think
...reflective thinking for Dewey is "Active, persisiteand careful consideration of
any belief or supposed form of knowledge in thétligf the grounds that support
it and further conclusions to which is leads... tludes a conscious and
voluntary effort to establish belief upon a firmsksaof evidence and rationality

(Dewey, 1933)." (Moon 12)
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These two definitions reveal a tension each sheiwden being conceived as discursive or non-
discursive acts. Notice how Lauer's definitionmfention places emphasis on "strategic acts"
which commonly are discursive in form such as frei@ng, listing, clustering, outlining, or
responding to a set of "invention questions.” Ydtews also "invent" by thinking about a topic

in their head or talking it over with other peopgimilarly, Dewey defines reflection as a type
of thinking or "careful consideration” which imphlly is non-discursive, but reflection is also
something that includes "conscious and voluntaiyef Each, then, is seen as a form on

thinking that benefits by being prompted throughristic activities.

Reflection and Invention are both Heuristics
Both invention and reflection may occur in a wrgdread, but teachers of writing believe
these ways of thinking can be stimulated and guiiezligh heuristics. Heuristics, as it
emerged in the 1960s, is "the study of the proseskdiscovery":
...heuristic strategies work in tandem with intuitigmompt conscious activity,
and guide the creative act but never determin@tbeome. Heuristic procedures
are series of questions, operations, and perspsatised to guide inquiry. ...
they prompt investigators to take multiple perspeston the questions they are
pursuing, to break out of conceptual ruts, ancbtgd new associations in order to
trigger possible new understanding. (Lalmvention8-9)
| don't think it is going too far to say that f@diay's writing classroom, invention is exclusively
perceived and practiced as a heuristic activityerfg composition textbook and handbook
contains a chapter on "Pre-writing" that detaikssihvarious activities. Kathleen Blake Yancey,

in her bookReflection in the Writing Classrogrikewise talks about reflection as a heuristic
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activity. She expresses some anxiety about tleeéonature of prompted reflection, but she
believes the classroom is a place "to make possible
...I'm not designing it [the student's learningin prompting it. I'm asking them
to design it based on the prompt. The promptgpesed to constrain what
would be complete freedom otherwise, to effectlarze between freedom and
constraint that leads to insight and surprise aadtwity. (20)
Invention and reflection, then, share this promg@ed guided nature as heuristics for discovery.
They also share the belief that the act of writengjlitates this discovery. The notion of the
significance of writing versus "inner speech” (miseursive thought) appeared most famously
in Janet Emig's 1977 article "Writing as a Modé.eérning" where she expressed the idea that
writing itself is form of invention and a unique dwof learning. As Yancey points out, Dewey
much earlier placed a similar importance on langudigcursively expressed for reflection:
"Since language '‘connects and organizes meaningslbas selects and fixes them," (245) it
follows that reflection is language specific" (Yay®). That is, reflection—like invention—is

best done in and through language.

Internal Motivation for Productive Invention and Reflection

A second similarity between invention and reflectexists in the internal motivation that
generates productive results. Although teachargpoampt students externally with heuristics to
invent or reflect, the writer must also bring sohnag internally to the activity. In fact, good
heuristics for both invention and reflection stiatel a similar kind of inner disposition to solve
some ambiguity. Dewey believed it is perplexitgttdrives reflection: "crucial for him [Dewey]

is the initiation of reflective thinking in a stadé doubt, uncertainty, or difficulty. It is theead
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to solve the 'perplexity' that guides the procébsion 12). Also, a key part of Jennifer Moon's
own comprehensive definition of reflection is tkeane ambiguity: "[Reflection] is applied in
situations where material is ill-structured or utam in that it has no obvious solutions"” (5).
Jack Mezirow condenses a simple but powerful didimiof reflection from Deweyreflection is
validity testing(101). He believes that reflection leads to "sfarmation” through validity
testing: “Reflective learning becomes transformatishenever assumptions or premises are
found to be distorting, inauthentic, or otherwisealid” (6). It is the perplexity generated by an
awareness of distorting, inauthentic, or invalidrpises of thought that motivates a learner
toward what Donna Qualley calls "earned insighs8)(

As we turn to look at invention, we can see somikisy similarities. Janice Lauer in
"Toward a Metatheory of Heuristic Procedures"” dssas thedenerative capacityof invention
heuristics and labels them as "triggers of insigk69). Richard Young and Alton Becker in a
1965 article "Toward a Modern Theory of Rhetoriesdribe two different but related kinds of
heuristics, one of which they call an "epistemoatagjheuristic”: "an epistemological heuristic
[is]... a method of inquiry based on assumptions ahow we come to know something" (gtd.
in Lauerinvention9). Lauer summarizes Young's thoughts: "Youngdemed the process of
inquiry as beginning with an awareness and formanadf a felt difficulty followed by an
exploration of that unknown, then proceeding thfoageriod of subconscious incubation to
illumination and verification" (9). If heuristicguch as Aristotle's topics generate a "taxonomy of
arguments already known," epistemological heusstnelp writers go beyond the known"
(LauerInvention80). This type of invention, which they reseacthader the term "Tagemetric
Invention," initiates inquiry "with puzzlements ahg framing questions" and uses this

"cognitive dissonance as a major catalyst for geminquiry" (Lauer 80). A significant part of
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both invention and reflection, then, is a questifigight stirred by an awareness of "perplexity"
and "cognitive dissonance." These heuristics &sning questions that are truly questions push

writers to seek answers that they might not othesiiave found.

Liberating Invention from Pre-Writing

The third similarity between invention and reflectiemerges once we unbind invention
from only occurring during the "pre-writing" stagéthe writing process. When the entire
writing process is viewed as a process of inquingre knowledge and learning develop in the
act of writing, then reflection becomes a contimuabf the inventional act of inquiry. Despite
almost every textbook labeling the writing procassrecursive,” the model of "pre-write, write,
revise" persists. This view of pre-writing was eegsed in Janet Emig's 1971 study of the
composing process of twelfth graders. In this lyighfluential article, she defined prewriting as
"that part of the composing process that exterms the time a writer begins to perceive
selectively certain features of his inner and/deoenvironment with a view to writing about
them—usually at the instigation of a stimulus—te time when he first puts words or phrases
on paper elucidating that perception” (39). Suelew places all invention and inquibgfore
the draft. The rest of the writing process—draftamd revision—deal with managing and
shaping the delivery of the product of this inventpersuasively to the audience. As Flowers
and Hayes note, this stage view of the writing psscseparates the act of writing from thinking
(from inquiry) (32). Although Flowers and Hayesew instrumental in documenting the
recursive nature of the writing process, their ¢tigg and then socio-cognitive rewrite of the

writing process did not unseat the linear repres@nt of the writing process.
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The writing process, however, has been viewed hyysaholars as a process of inquiry.
Lee Odell in his 1980 "Teaching Writing by Teachthg Process of Discover" recommends that
"we think of writing as a process of discovery,ragess of exploration, a process of creating,
testing, and refining hypotheses" (140). | thinisimportant to note how Odell includes testing
and refining as parts of the discovery processh&it Hughes in his 1965 article "The
Contemporaneity of Classical Rhetoric" voices #psstemic nature to the writing process. He
describes rhetoric as "an art of moving an idemfemnbryo to reality ... an art which rests not at
the end of the intellectual process, but an attliba within the process" (qtd in Laukewvention
75). George Hillocks, Jr. in his 1982 article "limy and the Composing Process: Theory and

Research" presents a diagram of this inquiry poeslved in writing:

A Model of Basic Inquiry

¥

Observation

- Description
ISTEIEMENTS '.j'-'_1|.'l'.=[ p;l.|T1|."|=|.|r'|_|

= Comparison Contrast

Checks of relinhilaty and validity
|

L 4
- Eiimerative generalizalions
(staiements about commonalities)

: l

- Definitlons Hypotheses
{nlatements ahout commonalities (slztements of
and différences invalving explanntiony
the use of criléna) J

Figure 1: Model of Basic Inquiry (Hillocks 666)
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Significantly, Hillocks places checks of reliabjliand validity throughout the process of inquiry
which is exactly the chief function Mezirow des@ubas the function of reflection. Inquiry
requires reflection to move the process forward.

Hillocks' portrayal of the inquiry process has ase connection to two models of
reflection: David Kolb's Experiential Learning Cgand Jennifer Moon's “Map of Learning and
Representation of Learning.” Using ideas from lrésvmodel of Action Research, Kolb
envisions a four-stage learning cycle: "ImmedadBcrete experience is the basis for
observation and reflection. These observationgssenilated into a ‘theory' from which new

hypotheses then serve as guides in acting to cneateexperiences” (Kolb 21).

Lewin’s Cycle

Conarets
Ecperlenas

Raflaa tve
Dbaarvalon

abntract
Concept-
ualiraicon
Figure 2: The Experiential Learning Cycle. Graptaiken from Atherton "The
Experiential Learning Cycle.".

Each experience is subject to review via reflegttbns generating new realizations to guide the

next try at the experience. If we view the writiigpcess as a multi-draft process (as | believe
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we should), each draft represents one cycle irkpareential learning cycle where this
continuous inquiry leads to learning and improvedgmance in the experience (i.e. the
writing). Jennifer Moon's picture of learning antlere reflection fits, then, is significant. Her
model is surprisingly comprehensive, and posits atteflection as locations for what she calls

the "upgrade" of learning:

Figure 3: Map of Learning and Representation ofrhieg. (Moon 154)

Moon links her portrayal of the learning processhi® experiential learning cycle by stating,
"Action is the outcome in the experiential learnaygle. Acting will normally by underpinned
by understanding. ...The learner is, by implicatidrawn through the stages of “noticing” and
“making sense” to “making meaning” and “working witheaning” in order to fulfill the action
required” (160). As a writer proceeds throughwinging process from draft to draft toward a
final product, inquiry—learning—is in a dynamic psss of creation. The recursive nature of

the writing process, in fact, matches what shertl@=ss as the recursive nature of the learning
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process. She states, “in reality, the [learningcpss is ‘messy,’ with stages re-cycling and
interweaving as meaning is created and recreaB&%)’ (Rather than limiting inquiry (and thus
invention) to the birth of writing, the developmaitinsights and knowledge occurs throughout
the writing process. It is deeply important, thiensee that the concerns of invention continue
throughout the writing process, and that reflecsra heuristic reactivates and reviews

invention.

Re-envisioning Inquiry

If we are to claim that inquiry persists throughthe writing process, a close look at
what is meant by "inquiry" (and thus invention aslvas its persistence in reflection) must be
done. What are the concerns of invention? Whas dlee process of inquiry discover? The
nature of inquiry for invention has been the créixantroversy within rhetoric for many years.
Invention’s nature as inquiry has been characténwéhin the history of rhetoric by two
competing views: between the “discovery model” #ral“creation model” of invention. Liu
clarifies the distinction between these two moaélmvention: “Semantically speaking, to
‘discover’ is to make visible or known somethingththough hidden and unknown previously,
has always been “out there”.... To ‘create,’ on thieeohand, suggests bringing into being
something that has never existed” (54). Hawhes tieeverbs “grasp” and “find” to describe
invention as discovery and the verbs “generate” arehte” for invention as creation. Carolyn
Miller suggests that for ancient rhetoric the distion between these two views of invention
were not so clear: “In both Latin and Greek, teexfor ‘invent’ heuriskein, invenire
ambiguously include what are now two senses: thedbiming upon what already exists

(discovery) and that of contriving something thever existed before (invention) [i.e. creation]”
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(130). Miller points to the renaissance as thetmen these two senses of invention began to
differ, and says that they became more fixed withrise of modernism. This differentiation
was prominently made by Francis Bacon:
The invention of speech or argument is not propanlynvention: for to invent is
to discover that we know not, and not to recoveresummon that which we
already know: and the use of this invention iotieer but, out of the knowledge
whereof our mind is already possessed, to drava farcall before us that which
may be pertinent to the purpose ... . So to spe#&Kitris no invention, but a
remembrance or suggestion.... (740).
True invention (which Bacon confusingly calls “tscbver”) means to create something new,
while rhetorical invention in this view, as Liu pt$ out, “should be understood as a shadow of
the ‘real’ invention because it at best ‘recove@nething already existent within a known
enclosure and does not lead to any genuine ‘disgtiy&6).

Hawhee and Liu both describe how postmodern vidvgsilgjectivity and discourse
challenge these two competing views of inventidithough the discovery model and the
creation model hinge on issues of interiority art&gority, Hawhee describes how postmodern
thinking questions the assumptions behind each:Viesth the 'grasping’ and the 'generating’
models of invention posit an active, sovereign sayvho sets out either to ‘'find’ or 'create’
discursive 'stuff' (16). In similar terms, Liu fia fault in the creation and invention models:
"both set as the object of this search somethiniglwis unambiguously authentic or true. ...
Both share... what Stephen Toulmin identifies assffigt of modernist mode of discourse, that

is, the belief in the possibility and the necessitia clean slate and a fresh start' for our
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discursive practices" (56). Hawhee and Liu eaddranteresting alternative ways to envision
invention that don't share these limited viewsuddjsctivity and knowledge.

Liu believes that a persistent merging of the theesss—invention, discovery,
creation—continues to occur. He looks to Derrmanake the point that invention can not be

reduced to either "'discovery,' as the ‘unveilihtyath," or ‘creation’ as [fictional or fabulous]
imagination of a thing" (58). Freeing ourselvemira tendency to reduce invention to either

"creation" or "discover," Liu believes would be leénial and more in line with postmodern

thinking:
With a heightened awareness that to invent, contcawhat Bacon teaches,nst
merely to "discover,"” we would be more wary of tbky of pre-supposing a
"deer" or some other sort of prior existence inaeleat of the will or intent of the
"discoverer" when we talk about invention.

and

Similarly, a heightened awareness that to invemtfary to what Coleridge
suggests we should all strive foristto "create” would make a difference in
both our conceptions and practices of rhetoricchSan awareness would suggest,
for example, that we think twice before we focus @fifiorts only on the

cultivation of "real insights," or "original persgeves,” "unconventional
thinking,"... or authentic "inner voices.... [We woulé aware that] what is
"new" is always saturated with "traces" of the althat is "unique" saturated with
"traces" of the common, what is "different” satechwvith traces of the same."

(59-60)
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If we consider Liu's views in terms of Aristotléfsee kinds of knowledgespistemer
theoretical/logicalphronesisor practicaltechneor productive), we can see that he focuses his
postmodern critique on modernist notiongpfsteme He believes that we should promote what
he calls "inventiveness" as a way to avoid reduaingntion too narrowly to "creation” or
"discovery": "To promote inventiveness is to ingfsdt it is as important to 'recover or
resummon that which we already know' as it is igctver that [which] we know not.' There is
not, nor can there be, any fundamental differeratevéen 'creation’ and ‘formation’ or
‘construction™(60). Here we see how he expandgetitiveness" to consider not j@giisteme

but phronesisandtechneas well. This larger view of invention's focugends as well to the
focus for reflection, for reflection deals not jugth the epistemological but also the practical
and productive.

Debra Hawhee offers a similar expansion of tradéloziews on invention and inquiry.
Hawhee suggests "invention-in-the middle" as sed#ifit way of seeing the mode of rhetorical
invention than one that hinges on the singular soge subject. She sees invention-in-the-
middle as a "kairotic encounter” that occurs "assponse to the forces at work in a particular
encounter” (18). She describes this encounkairbs, then, enables a consideration of
'invention-in-the-middle," a space-time which mattks emergence of a pro-visional 'subject,’
one that work®n—and it worked orby—the situation" (18). She re-envisions a dynaratber
than a static view of the subject: "In the middiee invents and is invented, one writes and is
written, constitutes and is constituted" (17-18)milar to the notion of inquiry occurring
throughout the writing process, Hawhee believesdbaing rhetoric within the framework of
Kairosleads to a broader view of invention within thetuag process: "Rather than the five-step

program (‘invention, then style, then arrangemeptthé canons would cluster around 'ands,’'
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held in tension, and enacted only ...through theioaial specificity of particular encounters”
(32). Invention, as she says, happens on manislewaultaneously. She concludes by stating:
"It is only through the timelkairotic encounter that 'turns' happen, differetitoiemerge, and
logosbecomes action--...words make themselves deeds" @2yhee's revised view of
invention, then, remarkably resembles Hunters state that "Stance enacts the meeting of a
human being with the world." Defining inventiontearms ofKairos means that the writer must
define their inquiry and discourse as a stance, ratationship with a situation.

Two other scholars elaborate on Hawhee's viewkeibrical invention with interesting
implications on our views of stance. James Faergilains the significance of what he calls
"norms of propriety" which are only developed witlihe context of others (or what he calls the
“rhetorical forum™) (91). Within his descriptiori @ropriety," we see the dynamic context
within which a writer develops good or appropristance (i.e. the balance wofriter, subject
andaudienceg: "rhetorical practice enacts the norms of propriet}i@boratively with interested
collective othersin the rhetorical forum, rhetoric is both theraated and the animator. This is
because the very conditions of propriety are caliy being reindividuated and renewed with
every specific case" (91). If finding "the apprape"” is a crucial part of invention, | would add
that this quest for the appropriate extends througthe writing process, and it is reflection's
important role of testing and confirming that ereehihe evolution of "appropriate” stance.
Michael Leff presents a similar idea with his us¢he term "decorum:

Decorum is the term that best describes the praxfesediation and balance
connected with qualitative judgment. It is thenpiple of decorum that allows us

to comprehend a situation as a whole, to locat@e&aning within a context, and
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to translate this understanding into a discursorent.. . [It] mediates between

internal sense and external reference in a cektathof discursive product. (62)
Decorum, like "the norms of the appropriate," dé®s the quest for balance and alignment
encompassed by the concept of stance. The indbewy, of invention is about more than simply
"finding something to say." It involves not jubetsovereign self searching for truth, but a
writer entering into a process of inquiry whereithieoughts and discourse shape and are shaped
by all the elements of the writing situation. Rimgithese objects of invention--decorum, kairos,
and norms of appropriateness—are the essencenceséad the enactment of rhetoric. Most

importantly, these concerns of inquiry relatedtemse persist through the entire writing process.

Conclusion

This paper has sought to link invention and reftecas heuristic activities in the writing
process. The desire to make this connectionra@igd from the results of a case study on
student post-draft reflections which revealed ewgdethat developing rhetorical stance was the
most prominent feature within these reflective iwgtpieces. The study suggested that
invention and reflection should not be seen asragpavents in the writing process but rather as
a continuation of the same recursive mental process

This paper has provided the grounds for makingdbmection between invention and

reflection. Specifically it has shown

that invention and reflection are both heuristitguided inquiry

that productive invention and reflection both requgimilar states of ambiguity

that invention as an act of inquiry persists thioaug the writing process, and thus the

concerns of inventional inquiry continue within thet of reflection
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that a significant interest of inquiry shared byeantion and reflection concerns rhetorical
stance.
It is time we re-envisioned the writing processpogviding a prominent place for reflection—on
the same level as invention. The discovery, nea@nce, and transformation of rhetorical
stance is the most significant concern that inwenéind reflection share throughout the writing

process.
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Notes Page

1. The reasons for the dismissal of Flowers andeslayork are complex, as Cindy Johanek
explores in her bookKomposing Researchihe empirical and quantitative nature of their
research was rejected as too positivist in naagécognitive reductionism” and as stripped of

the important element of context (31). The growftfeminist scholarship also viewed this kind

of scientific-based knowledge as male-oriented, tAnd inadequate for a true representation of
the writing process. | believe it is time to rezsssthe work of Flowers and Hayes and appreciate

the detailed exploration of the writing processytheovided.
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Theories of Invention
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Re-envisioning the Writing Process by Connecting Mention and Reflection

Introduction

For today's writing teachers, invention and reftathave fairly clear places as pre-draft
and post-draft thinking and activity. But our viewf each activity may be too narrow.
Invention often is ignored by focusing on the enaldoict, as is the case in current-traditional
rhetoric, or it is sequestered into the "pre-wgtistage, as is often the case in teaching the
writing process. Reflection similarly is too namly conceived in scope if we see it simply as a
post-task activity to ask students to think abobatthey learned, review what they have done,
or question what they believe. This paper propas@erging of our views on invention and
reflection by conceiving of the writing processaagrocess of inquiry, and that one of the most
significant and constant concerns of a writer'mtional inquiry throughout the writing process

is the defining, reviewing, and transforming of ater's rhetorical stance.

The Significance of Invention and Stance to Rhetoci
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Before charting key links between invention andeiefon, the significance of both
invention and stance for our conception of rhetageds to be explored. As Janice Lauer notes
in the beginning ofnvention in Rhetoric and Compositianvention has always been central to
the theory and practice of rhetoric. She quoteh&d Young and Alton Becker, "The strength
and worth of rhetoric seem [...] to be tied to thiecdinvention; rhetoric tends to become a
superficial and marginal concern when it is seal&tom systematic methods of inquiry and
problems of content” (gtd. in Laukrventionl). Young and Becker's focus on inquiry and
problems of content provides an excellent way afarstanding the ebb and flow of rhetoric
since the classical time, but particularly for #8% century. Lauer describes the dormant state
of rhetoric in English Studies in the mid*26entury: "Through complex historical
circumstances, rhetorical invention had been efitided into logic (Ramus), limited to finding
the known (Bacon), banished altogether from rhet@@lair), or devoted to 'finding the truth’
(Hope)" (LaueNew Perspective). Perelmen critiqued this tradition by statififhe
Cartesian ideal of universally applicable self-evitknowledge leaves no room for rhetoric and
dialectic" (1382). Writing within the current-triéidnalist composition classrooms had become
what Perelman calls "demonstration,” (1390) whereafand correctness dictated content and
kept rhetoric within the realm of management agtegtand away from invention and inquiry).
Sharon Crowley more pointedly describes this irtsiton as leading to "anti-writing." In
particular, she states, "the current-traditionabtty of invention usurps students' authority over
their discourse" (150). It is no coincidence tiia renaissance in rhetoric in English Studies and
the foundation of the discipline of Rhetoric andh@pmsition starting in the 1960s came from a
renewed interest in invention. From the sixtigstigh the nineties a "plethora of invention

studies emerged" (LaublewPerspectives) as the conception of writing as a process ghine
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currency. Richard Young's piece withiraching Composition: Twelve Bibliographic Essays
summarizing the research in invention between EuB1987, filled thirty-eight pages (and
significantly was placed first). Early in his egshe explains the important role of invention for
composition:
It is no accident that interest in the processomfgosing emerged at the same
time as the interest in invention. All arts of @mtion present either explicitly or
implicitly a conception of the composing proce&s. (
In the introduction to their 1994andmarks Essays on Rhetorical Invention in WritRghard
Young and Yameng Liu declare that developmentbeoity and research since World War |l
have "established invention as the central themakigsue of rhetoric and composition and its
study as one of the most fertile and dynamic airedsscourse studies” (xiii). This statement,
though, represented the high water mark for ineenitn recent times.

The emergence of postmodernism and its reconceio®dn of the subject challenged
invention and put it on the defensive (Atwill xviYhis attack on the unified self that knows can
be seen in this quote from FoucaulfTine Archeology of Knowledge

In the proposed analysis, instead of referring ia¢ke synthesis othe unifying
function of a subject, the various enunciative nilitida manifest his dispersion.
To the various statuses, the various sites, thewspositions that he can occupy
or be given when making positions that he can ogaugpe given when making a
discourse. To the discontinuity of the planes fiwimch he speaks. And if these
planes are linked by a system of relations, thétesy is not established by the
synthetic activity of a consciousness identicahvtiself, dumb and anterior to all

speech, but the specificity of a discursive pragticshall abandon any attempt,
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therefore, to see discourse as a phenomenon agssipn... . Thus conceived
discourse is not the majestically unfolding mandéen of a thinking, knowing,
speaking subject, but, on the contrary, a totalityyhich the dispersion of the
subject and his discontinuity with himself may leeimined. ... it must now be
recognized that it is neither by recourse to asitandental subject nor by
recourse to a psychological subjectivity that thgutation of its enunciations
should be defined. (1444-1445).
Writing, or discourse, is not created and inverfteggulated”) by the writer; instead, the writer
and his or her text are determined by discourssefooutside of the writer. In short, invention is
impossible from this postmodern position. If a n@iliographic essay on the studies in
invention were to be published today, it would laedhpressed to fill thirty-eight pages as Young
had done in 1987. Interest in invention in the@Y%&s Atwill notes, waned (x), and as Lauer
explains within the same text, "a number of eadm@phases in scholarship on invention have
either disappeared or been marginalized: the osistiip between invention and the writing
process, the heuristic function of invention asrallof thinking that stimulates new knowledge,
invention as an art or strategic practicehétorical Inventior2). Postmodernism has undercut
not just the epistemological assumptions about Wietvriter knows and is able to speak, but
also the writer's ontological position—to the grédatriment of invention and rhetoric.

This essay proposes to re-conceive what the wkitews and what the writer is doing in
the process of writing by bringing back the notadimhetorical stance. Kenneth Burke in his
Grammar of Motivepays special attention to the word "stance" andt\Wwhacalls the "Stance
family" of words: "for they all derive from a conuteof place, or placement” (1312). He focuses

his discussion on "substance" and on an importpacadox within the word. By definition,
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"substance" means what something is intrinsicallshe main, essential part of something, but if
we take the etymology of the word literally, therdi@lenotes something that is placed under
(that is, outside):
...the word "substance," used to designate whatg tki derives from a word
designating something that a thingqh. That is, though used to designate
somethingwithin the thing,ntrinsic to it, the word etymologically refers to
somethingputsidethe thingextrinsicto it. Or otherwise put: the word in its
etymological origins would refer to an attributetié thing'scontext since that
which supports or underlies a thing would be a phthe thing's context. And a
thing's context, being outside or beyond the thimgild be something that the
thing isnot...." (1314)
Postmodern rhetoric would put too much agency erxitrinsicwhile invalidating thentrinsic,
but Burke points out there is a rich ambiguity begw theextrinsicandintrinsic that cancels
neither out. Stance contains this sense of eitrargd intrinsic because it is a conceptual
metaphor used to portray the spatial relationsktprben what is inside and what is outside.
Stance communicates not jugtereone stands in context, but alsow one stands in context.
Rhetoric, as Lynette Hunter points out, has sufférem an either/or split between
seeing rhetoric as a "theory of strategy or tealmmiglone"” or as a "pursuit of truth or expression
of belief" (4). Hunter declares stance as a wagotinect the two. According to Hunter,
"rhetoric is concerned with the interface or meag{tace between human beings and the
external world" (5). Within this interface, starfta&s an important role to play:
Stance is a rhetorical term for indicating not we@meone believes,... but how

he believes. Stance enacts the meeting of a hueiag Wwith the world. Its
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activity expresses a relationship, of interactmnof alienation, or of control, or
of being controlled by and so on. In doing sccisabut the values generated by
belief. ...stance generates value in a medium;atter all realizing, making a
belief material." (5).
Stance enacts rhetoric; it is the core of rhetbactvity. The significance of stance for rhetori
was first expressed by Wayne Booth in his clas8&3larticle "Rhetorical Stance." He identifies
a common ingredient within the writing he admirdsah he calls "rhetorical stance™:
[Rhetorical stance is] a stance which depends seogiering and maintaining in
any writing situation a proper balance among thedlelements that are at work
in any communicative effort: the available argutseabout the subject itself, the
interests and peculiarities of the audience, aadrthice, the implied character, of
the speaker. | should like to suggest that ihis balance, this rhetorical stance,
difficult as it is to describe, that is our mainafjas teachers of rhetoric" (141).
Three interesting characteristics in Booth's desiom of stance are worth noting: first, that
stance is discovered; second, that it is a forimatdncing multiple constraints; and third, that the
concept is portable to any communication situation.

A number of other scholars have specifically désstirhetorical stance in terms of
invention. Both Booth and Susan Hubbach descnstances where writers are stuck and
unable to write effectively until they discover th&stance.” Hubbard calls the spatial concept of
a writer's stance a "heuristic conceit" she usdisinva writing center to help writers escape from
what she calls "intellectual vertigo." A. M. Tilkbein a 1975 article entitled "Rhetorical Stance
Revisited" believes the concept of rhetorical staisca useful teaching tool, and directly links it

to invention: "if there is anything useful in theebry of pre-writing, it also applies to rhetorical



Irvin 7

stance" (252). Two sentences later, he adds #isagt distinction between stance and pre-
writing: "One thing that the practice of creatingrees gives us that pre-writing does not is a
degree of control over the total writing proces25%). R. D. Walshe seems to pick up on
Tibbetts' distinction and addschniqueto the three elements afriter, subject andaudience
which Booth had described. It should be added\Weatshe prefers to call her model (where
these four elements are balanced and in rhetortationship) a "model of the writing situation”
(384). Walshe goes on to detail five heuristicHioms under each element to aid writers in
discovering this balance, and ends the article thihdeclaration about the significance of
discovering stance or one's place within the wgisituation: "The essence of writing resides in
the complex interaction of writer, audience, subjeatter, and technique—in the way content
and language come into being within the mind angawer" (386).

It may be helpful to summarize the significancéneention and rhetorical stance before
moving on to the discussion linking invention aeflection. The revival of rhetoric within
composition classrooms in the last fifty years besn accomplished largely due to the renewed
focus on invention. Although postmodern views aadividual invention into question, | believe
these views don't invalidate the lived experiencéne individual writer's quest to discover,
know, and persuade. The concept of rhetoricacstamay in fact be a way to describe the act of
writing that accommodates postmodern views sineavtsions the writer's position in

relationship with the outside world.

The Similarities Between Invention and Reflection

Definitions of Reflection and Invention
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Invention and reflection traditionally have not bdmked together directly. Invention
has its place as pre-draft thinking and activitg egflection has its place as post-draft cognition.
This separation of the terms can be seen in thiéHatin recent scholarship no articles or books
contain both terms in the title. It is my inteatshow a broader view of invention that expands
its activity and merges with that of reflection.
A good place to start comparing invention and etite is by looking at a number of
definitions of these terms. Janice Lauer provaeexcellent definition in her bodkvention in
Rhetoric and Compositigithough she is quick to acknowledge that throumgle there have
been many different views on invention:
The terminventionhas historically encompassed strategic acts tloaiqe the
discourser with direction, multiple ideas, subj@ettter, arguments, insights or
probable judgments, and understanding of the rivaliagituation. Such acts
include initiating discourse, exploring alternagy&aming and testing judgments,
interpreting texts, and analyzing audiences.

John Dewey is generally acknowledged as initiatimgmodern understanding of reflection.

Jennifer Moon in her comprehensive bd®dflection in Learning and Professional

Developmentpieces together his definition of reflection fréms bookHow We Think
...reflective thinking for Dewey is "Active, persisiteand careful consideration of
any belief or supposed form of knowledge in thétligf the grounds that support
it and further conclusions to which is leads... tludes a conscious and
voluntary effort to establish belief upon a firmsksaof evidence and rationality

(Dewey, 1933)." (Moon 12)
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These two definitions reveal a tension each sheiwden being conceived as discursive or non-
discursive acts. Notice how Lauer's definitionmfention places emphasis on "strategic acts"
which commonly are discursive in form such as frei@ng, listing, clustering, outlining, or
responding to a set of "invention questions.” Ydtews also "invent" by thinking about a topic

in their head or talking it over with other peopgimilarly, Dewey defines reflection as a type
of thinking or "careful consideration” which imphlly is non-discursive, but reflection is also
something that includes "conscious and voluntaiyef Each, then, is seen as a form on

thinking that benefits by being prompted throughristic activities.

Reflection and Invention are both Heuristics
Both invention and reflection may occur in a wrgdread, but teachers of writing believe
these ways of thinking can be stimulated and guiiezligh heuristics. Heuristics, as it
emerged in the 1960s, is "the study of the proseskdiscovery":
...heuristic strategies work in tandem with intuitigmompt conscious activity,
and guide the creative act but never determin@tbeome. Heuristic procedures
are series of questions, operations, and perspsatised to guide inquiry. ...
they prompt investigators to take multiple perspeston the questions they are
pursuing, to break out of conceptual ruts, ancbtgd new associations in order to
trigger possible new understanding. (Lalmvention8-9)
| don't think it is going too far to say that f@diay's writing classroom, invention is exclusively
perceived and practiced as a heuristic activityerfg composition textbook and handbook
contains a chapter on "Pre-writing" that detaikssihvarious activities. Kathleen Blake Yancey,

in her bookReflection in the Writing Classrogrikewise talks about reflection as a heuristic
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activity. She expresses some anxiety about tleeéonature of prompted reflection, but she
believes the classroom is a place "to make possible
...I'm not designing it [the student's learningin prompting it. I'm asking them
to design it based on the prompt. The promptgpesed to constrain what
would be complete freedom otherwise, to effectlarze between freedom and
constraint that leads to insight and surprise aadtwity. (20)
Invention and reflection, then, share this promg@ed guided nature as heuristics for discovery.
They also share the belief that the act of writengjlitates this discovery. The notion of the
significance of writing versus "inner speech” (miseursive thought) appeared most famously
in Janet Emig's 1977 article "Writing as a Modé.eérning" where she expressed the idea that
writing itself is form of invention and a unique dwof learning. As Yancey points out, Dewey
much earlier placed a similar importance on langudigcursively expressed for reflection:
"Since language '‘connects and organizes meaningslbas selects and fixes them," (245) it
follows that reflection is language specific" (Yay®). That is, reflection—like invention—is

best done in and through language.

Internal Motivation for Productive Invention and Reflection

A second similarity between invention and reflectexists in the internal motivation that
generates productive results. Although teachargpoampt students externally with heuristics to
invent or reflect, the writer must also bring sohnag internally to the activity. In fact, good
heuristics for both invention and reflection stiatel a similar kind of inner disposition to solve
some ambiguity. Dewey believed it is perplexitgttdrives reflection: "crucial for him [Dewey]

is the initiation of reflective thinking in a stadé doubt, uncertainty, or difficulty. It is theead
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to solve the 'perplexity' that guides the procébsion 12). Also, a key part of Jennifer Moon's
own comprehensive definition of reflection is tkeane ambiguity: "[Reflection] is applied in
situations where material is ill-structured or utam in that it has no obvious solutions"” (5).
Jack Mezirow condenses a simple but powerful didimiof reflection from Deweyreflection is
validity testing(101). He believes that reflection leads to "sfarmation” through validity
testing: “Reflective learning becomes transformatishenever assumptions or premises are
found to be distorting, inauthentic, or otherwisealid” (6). It is the perplexity generated by an
awareness of distorting, inauthentic, or invalidrpises of thought that motivates a learner
toward what Donna Qualley calls "earned insighs8)(

As we turn to look at invention, we can see somikisy similarities. Janice Lauer in
"Toward a Metatheory of Heuristic Procedures"” dssas thedenerative capacityof invention
heuristics and labels them as "triggers of insigk69). Richard Young and Alton Becker in a
1965 article "Toward a Modern Theory of Rhetoriesdribe two different but related kinds of
heuristics, one of which they call an "epistemoatagjheuristic”: "an epistemological heuristic
[is]... a method of inquiry based on assumptions ahow we come to know something" (gtd.
in Lauerinvention9). Lauer summarizes Young's thoughts: "Youngdemed the process of
inquiry as beginning with an awareness and formanadf a felt difficulty followed by an
exploration of that unknown, then proceeding thfoageriod of subconscious incubation to
illumination and verification" (9). If heuristicguch as Aristotle's topics generate a "taxonomy of
arguments already known," epistemological heusstnelp writers go beyond the known"
(LauerInvention80). This type of invention, which they reseacthader the term "Tagemetric
Invention," initiates inquiry "with puzzlements ahg framing questions" and uses this

"cognitive dissonance as a major catalyst for geminquiry" (Lauer 80). A significant part of
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both invention and reflection, then, is a questifigight stirred by an awareness of "perplexity"
and "cognitive dissonance." These heuristics &sning questions that are truly questions push

writers to seek answers that they might not othesiiave found.

Liberating Invention from Pre-Writing

The third similarity between invention and reflectiemerges once we unbind invention
from only occurring during the "pre-writing" stagéthe writing process. When the entire
writing process is viewed as a process of inquingre knowledge and learning develop in the
act of writing, then reflection becomes a contimuabf the inventional act of inquiry. Despite
almost every textbook labeling the writing procassrecursive,” the model of "pre-write, write,
revise" persists. This view of pre-writing was eegsed in Janet Emig's 1971 study of the
composing process of twelfth graders. In this lyighfluential article, she defined prewriting as
"that part of the composing process that exterms the time a writer begins to perceive
selectively certain features of his inner and/deoenvironment with a view to writing about
them—usually at the instigation of a stimulus—te time when he first puts words or phrases
on paper elucidating that perception” (39). Suelew places all invention and inquibgfore
the draft. The rest of the writing process—draftamd revision—deal with managing and
shaping the delivery of the product of this inventpersuasively to the audience. As Flowers
and Hayes note, this stage view of the writing psscseparates the act of writing from thinking
(from inquiry) (32). Although Flowers and Hayesew instrumental in documenting the
recursive nature of the writing process, their ¢tigg and then socio-cognitive rewrite of the

writing process did not unseat the linear repres@nt of the writing process.
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The writing process, however, has been viewed hyysaholars as a process of inquiry.
Lee Odell in his 1980 "Teaching Writing by Teachthg Process of Discover" recommends that
"we think of writing as a process of discovery,ragess of exploration, a process of creating,
testing, and refining hypotheses” (140). | thihisiimportant to note how Odell includes testing
and refining as parts of the discovery processh&it Hughes in his 1965 article "The
Contemporaneity of Classical Rhetoric" voices #pgstemic nature to the writing process. He
describes rhetoric as "an art of moving an idemfemnbryo to reality ... an art which rests not at
the end of the intellectual process, but an attliba within the process" (qtd in Laukewvention
75). George Hillocks, Jr. in his 1982 article "limy and the Composing Process: Theory and

Research" presents a diagram of this inquiry poeslved in writing:

Figure 1: Model of Basic Inquiry (Hillocks 666)
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Significantly, Hillocks places checks of reliabjliand validity throughout the process of inquiry
which is exactly the chief function Mezirow des@ubas the function of reflection. Inquiry
requires reflection to move the process forward.

Hillocks' portrayal of the inquiry process has ase connection to two models of
reflection: David Kolb's Experiential Learning Cgand Jennifer Moon's “Map of Learning and
Representation of Learning.” Using ideas from lrésvmodel of Action Research, Kolb
envisions a four-stage learning cycle: "ImmedadBcrete experience is the basis for
observation and reflection. These observationgssenilated into a ‘theory' from which new

hypotheses then serve as guides in acting to cneateexperiences” (Kolb 21).

Lewin’s Cycle

Conarets
Ecperlenas

Raflaa tve
Dbaarvalon

abntract
Concept-
ualiraicon
Figure 2: The Experiential Learning Cycle. Graptaiken from Atherton "The
Experiential Learning Cycle.".

Each experience is subject to review via reflegttbns generating new realizations to guide the

next try at the experience. If we view the writiigpcess as a multi-draft process (as | believe
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we should), each draft represents one cycle irkpareential learning cycle where this
continuous inquiry leads to learning and improvedgmance in the experience (i.e. the
writing). Jennifer Moon's picture of learning antlere reflection fits, then, is significant. Her
model is surprisingly comprehensive, and posits atteflection as locations for what she calls

the "upgrade" of learning:

Figure 3: Map of Learning and Representation ofrhieg. (Moon 154)

Moon links her portrayal of the learning processhi® experiential learning cycle by stating,
"Action is the outcome in the experiential learnaygle. Acting will normally by underpinned
by understanding. ...The learner is, by implicatidrawn through the stages of “noticing” and
“making sense” to “making meaning” and “working witheaning” in order to fulfill the action
required” (160). As a writer proceeds throughwinging process from draft to draft toward a
final product, inquiry—learning—is in a dynamic psss of creation. The recursive nature of

the writing process, in fact, matches what shertl@=ss as the recursive nature of the learning
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process. She states, “in reality, the [learningcpss is ‘messy,’ with stages re-cycling and
interweaving as meaning is created and recreaB&%)’ (Rather than limiting inquiry (and thus
invention) to the birth of writing, the developmaitinsights and knowledge occurs throughout
the writing process. It is deeply important, thiensee that the concerns of invention continue
throughout the writing process, and that reflecsra heuristic reactivates and reviews

invention.

Re-envisioning Inquiry

If we are to claim that inquiry persists throughthe writing process, a close look at
what is meant by "inquiry" (and thus invention aslvas its persistence in reflection) must be
done. What are the concerns of invention? Whas dlee process of inquiry discover? The
nature of inquiry for invention has been the créixantroversy within rhetoric for many years.
Invention’s nature as inquiry has been characténwéhin the history of rhetoric by two
competing views: between the “discovery model” #ral“creation model” of invention. Liu
clarifies the distinction between these two moaélmvention: “Semantically speaking, to
‘discover’ is to make visible or known somethingththough hidden and unknown previously,
has always been “out there”.... To ‘create,’ on thieeohand, suggests bringing into being
something that has never existed” (54). Hawhes tieeverbs “grasp” and “find” to describe
invention as discovery and the verbs “generate” arehte” for invention as creation. Carolyn
Miller suggests that for ancient rhetoric the distion between these two views of invention
were not so clear: “In both Latin and Greek, teexfor ‘invent’ heuriskein, invenire
ambiguously include what are now two senses: thedbiming upon what already exists

(discovery) and that of contriving something thever existed before (invention) [i.e. creation]”
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(130). Miller points to the renaissance as thetmen these two senses of invention began to
differ, and says that they became more fixed withrise of modernism. This differentiation
was prominently made by Francis Bacon:
The invention of speech or argument is not propanlynvention: for to invent is
to discover that we know not, and not to recoveresummon that which we
already know: and the use of this invention iotieer but, out of the knowledge
whereof our mind is already possessed, to drava farcall before us that which
may be pertinent to the purpose ... . So to spe#&Kitris no invention, but a
remembrance or suggestion.... (740).
True invention (which Bacon confusingly calls “tscbver”) means to create something new,
while rhetorical invention in this view, as Liu pt$ out, “should be understood as a shadow of
the ‘real’ invention because it at best ‘recove@nething already existent within a known
enclosure and does not lead to any genuine ‘disgtiy&6).

Hawhee and Liu both describe how postmodern vidvgsilgjectivity and discourse
challenge these two competing views of inventidithough the discovery model and the
creation model hinge on issues of interiority art&gority, Hawhee describes how postmodern
thinking questions the assumptions behind each:Viesth the 'grasping’ and the 'generating’
models of invention posit an active, sovereign sayvho sets out either to ‘'find’ or 'create’
discursive 'stuff' (16). In similar terms, Liu fia fault in the creation and invention models:
"both set as the object of this search somethiniglwis unambiguously authentic or true. ...
Both share... what Stephen Toulmin identifies assffigt of modernist mode of discourse, that

is, the belief in the possibility and the necessitia clean slate and a fresh start' for our
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discursive practices" (56). Hawhee and Liu eaddranteresting alternative ways to envision
invention that don't share these limited viewsuddjsctivity and knowledge.

Liu believes that a persistent merging of the theesss—invention, discovery,
creation—continues to occur. He looks to Derrmanake the point that invention can not be

reduced to either "'discovery,' as the ‘unveilihtyath," or ‘creation’ as [fictional or fabulous]
imagination of a thing" (58). Freeing ourselvemira tendency to reduce invention to either

"creation" or "discover," Liu believes would be leénial and more in line with postmodern

thinking:
With a heightened awareness that to invent, contcawhat Bacon teaches,nst
merely to "discover,"” we would be more wary of tbky of pre-supposing a
"deer" or some other sort of prior existence inaeleat of the will or intent of the
"discoverer" when we talk about invention.

and

Similarly, a heightened awareness that to invemtfary to what Coleridge
suggests we should all strive foristto "create” would make a difference in
both our conceptions and practices of rhetoricchSan awareness would suggest,
for example, that we think twice before we focus @fifiorts only on the

cultivation of "real insights," or "original persgeves,” "unconventional
thinking,"... or authentic "inner voices.... [We woulé aware that] what is
"new" is always saturated with "traces" of the althat is "unique" saturated with
"traces" of the common, what is "different” satechwvith traces of the same."

(59-60)
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If we consider Liu's views in terms of Aristotléfsee kinds of knowledgespistemer
theoretical/logicalphronesisor practicaltechneor productive), we can see that he focuses his
postmodern critique on modernist notiongpfsteme He believes that we should promote what
he calls "inventiveness" as a way to avoid reduaingntion too narrowly to "creation” or
"discovery": "To promote inventiveness is to ingfsdt it is as important to 'recover or
resummon that which we already know' as it is igctver that [which] we know not.' There is
not, nor can there be, any fundamental differeratevéen 'creation’ and ‘formation’ or
‘construction™(60). Here we see how he expandgetitiveness" to consider not j@giisteme

but phronesisandtechneas well. This larger view of invention's focugends as well to the
focus for reflection, for reflection deals not jugth the epistemological but also the practical
and productive.

Debra Hawhee offers a similar expansion of tradéloziews on invention and inquiry.
Hawhee suggests "invention-in-the middle" as sed#ifit way of seeing the mode of rhetorical
invention than one that hinges on the singular soge subject. She sees invention-in-the-
middle as a "kairotic encounter” that occurs "assponse to the forces at work in a particular
encounter” (18). She describes this encounkairbs, then, enables a consideration of
'invention-in-the-middle," a space-time which mattks emergence of a pro-visional 'subject,’
one that work®n—and it worked orby—the situation" (18). She re-envisions a dynaratber
than a static view of the subject: "In the middiee invents and is invented, one writes and is
written, constitutes and is constituted" (17-18)milar to the notion of inquiry occurring
throughout the writing process, Hawhee believesdbaing rhetoric within the framework of
Kairosleads to a broader view of invention within thetuag process: "Rather than the five-step

program (‘invention, then style, then arrangemeptthé canons would cluster around 'ands,’'
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held in tension, and enacted only ...through theioaial specificity of particular encounters”
(32). Invention, as she says, happens on manislewaultaneously. She concludes by stating:
"It is only through the timelkairotic encounter that 'turns' happen, differetitoiemerge, and
logosbecomes action--...words make themselves deeds" @2yhee's revised view of
invention, then, remarkably resembles Hunters state that "Stance enacts the meeting of a
human being with the world." Defining inventiontearms ofKairos means that the writer must
define their inquiry and discourse as a stance, ratationship with a situation.

Two other scholars elaborate on Hawhee's viewkeibrical invention with interesting
implications on our views of stance. James Faergilains the significance of what he calls
"norms of propriety" which are only developed witlihe context of others (or what he calls the
“rhetorical forum™) (91). Within his descriptiori @ropriety," we see the dynamic context
within which a writer develops good or appropristance (i.e. the balance wofriter, subject
andaudienceg: "rhetorical practice enacts the norms of propriet}i@boratively with interested
collective othersin the rhetorical forum, rhetoric is both theraated and the animator. This is
because the very conditions of propriety are caliy being reindividuated and renewed with
every specific case" (91). If finding "the apprape"” is a crucial part of invention, | would add
that this quest for the appropriate extends througthe writing process, and it is reflection's
important role of testing and confirming that ereehihe evolution of "appropriate” stance.
Michael Leff presents a similar idea with his us¢he term "decorum:

Decorum is the term that best describes the praxfesediation and balance
connected with qualitative judgment. It is thenpiple of decorum that allows us

to comprehend a situation as a whole, to locat@e&aning within a context, and
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to translate this understanding into a discursorent.. . [It] mediates between

internal sense and external reference in a cektathof discursive product. (62)
Decorum, like "the norms of the appropriate," dé®s the quest for balance and alignment
encompassed by the concept of stance. The indbewy, of invention is about more than simply
"finding something to say." It involves not jubetsovereign self searching for truth, but a
writer entering into a process of inquiry whereithieoughts and discourse shape and are shaped
by all the elements of the writing situation. Rimgithese objects of invention--decorum, kairos,
and norms of appropriateness—are the essencenceséad the enactment of rhetoric. Most

importantly, these concerns of inquiry relatedtemse persist through the entire writing process.

Conclusion

This paper has sought to link invention and reftecas heuristic activities in the writing
process. The desire to make this connectionra@igd from the results of a case study on
student post-draft reflections which revealed ewgdethat developing rhetorical stance was the
most prominent feature within these reflective iwgtpieces. The study suggested that
invention and reflection should not be seen asragpavents in the writing process but rather as
a continuation of the same recursive mental process

This paper has provided the grounds for makingdbmection between invention and

reflection. Specifically it has shown

that invention and reflection are both heuristitguided inquiry

that productive invention and reflection both requgimilar states of ambiguity

that invention as an act of inquiry persists thioaug the writing process, and thus the

concerns of inventional inquiry continue within thet of reflection
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that a significant interest of inquiry shared byeantion and reflection concerns rhetorical
stance.
It is time we re-envisioned the writing processpogviding a prominent place for reflection—on
the same level as invention. The discovery, nea@nce, and transformation of rhetorical
stance is the most significant concern that inwenéind reflection share throughout the writing

process.
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Notes Page

1. The reasons for the dismissal of Flowers andeslayork are complex, as Cindy Johanek
explores in her bookKomposing Researchihe empirical and quantitative nature of their
research was rejected as too positivist in naagécognitive reductionism” and as stripped of

the important element of context (31). The growftfeminist scholarship also viewed this kind

of scientific-based knowledge as male-oriented, tAnd inadequate for a true representation of
the writing process. | believe it is time to rezsssthe work of Flowers and Hayes and appreciate

the detailed exploration of the writing processytheovided.
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English 5361-270
Theories of Invention

November 16, 2005

Re-envisioning the Writing Process by Connecting Mention and Reflection

Introduction

For today's writing teachers, invention and reftathave fairly clear places as pre-draft
and post-draft thinking and activity. But our viewf each activity may be too narrow.
Invention often is ignored by focusing on the enaldoict, as is the case in current-traditional
rhetoric, or it is sequestered into the "pre-wgtistage, as is often the case in teaching the
writing process. Reflection similarly is too namly conceived in scope if we see it simply as a
post-task activity to ask students to think abobatthey learned, review what they have done,
or question what they believe. This paper propas@erging of our views on invention and
reflection by conceiving of the writing processaagrocess of inquiry, and that one of the most
significant and constant concerns of a writer'mtional inquiry throughout the writing process

is the defining, reviewing, and transforming of ater's rhetorical stance.

The Significance of Invention and Stance to Rhetoci
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Before charting key links between invention andeiefon, the significance of both
invention and stance for our conception of rhetageds to be explored. As Janice Lauer notes
in the beginning ofnvention in Rhetoric and Compositianvention has always been central to
the theory and practice of rhetoric. She quoteh&d Young and Alton Becker, "The strength
and worth of rhetoric seem [...] to be tied to thiecdinvention; rhetoric tends to become a
superficial and marginal concern when it is seal&tom systematic methods of inquiry and
problems of content” (gtd. in Laukrventionl). Young and Becker's focus on inquiry and
problems of content provides an excellent way afarstanding the ebb and flow of rhetoric
since the classical time, but particularly for #8% century. Lauer describes the dormant state
of rhetoric in English Studies in the mid*26entury: "Through complex historical
circumstances, rhetorical invention had been efitided into logic (Ramus), limited to finding
the known (Bacon), banished altogether from rhet@@lair), or devoted to 'finding the truth’
(Hope)" (LaueNew Perspective). Perelmen critiqued this tradition by statififhe
Cartesian ideal of universally applicable self-evitknowledge leaves no room for rhetoric and
dialectic" (1382). Writing within the current-triéidnalist composition classrooms had become
what Perelman calls "demonstration,” (1390) whereafand correctness dictated content and
kept rhetoric within the realm of management agtegtand away from invention and inquiry).
Sharon Crowley more pointedly describes this irtsiton as leading to "anti-writing." In
particular, she states, "the current-traditionabtty of invention usurps students' authority over
their discourse" (150). It is no coincidence tiia renaissance in rhetoric in English Studies and
the foundation of the discipline of Rhetoric andh@pmsition starting in the 1960s came from a
renewed interest in invention. From the sixtigstigh the nineties a "plethora of invention

studies emerged" (LaublewPerspectives) as the conception of writing as a process ghine
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currency. Richard Young's piece withiraching Composition: Twelve Bibliographic Essays
summarizing the research in invention between EuB1987, filled thirty-eight pages (and
significantly was placed first). Early in his egshe explains the important role of invention for
composition:
It is no accident that interest in the processomfgosing emerged at the same
time as the interest in invention. All arts of @mtion present either explicitly or
implicitly a conception of the composing proce&s. (
In the introduction to their 1994andmarks Essays on Rhetorical Invention in WritRghard
Young and Yameng Liu declare that developmentbeoity and research since World War |l
have "established invention as the central themakigsue of rhetoric and composition and its
study as one of the most fertile and dynamic airedsscourse studies” (xiii). This statement,
though, represented the high water mark for ineenitn recent times.

The emergence of postmodernism and its reconceio®dn of the subject challenged
invention and put it on the defensive (Atwill xviYhis attack on the unified self that knows can
be seen in this quote from FoucaulfTine Archeology of Knowledge

In the proposed analysis, instead of referring ia¢ke synthesis othe unifying
function of a subject, the various enunciative nilitida manifest his dispersion.
To the various statuses, the various sites, thewspositions that he can occupy
or be given when making positions that he can ogaugpe given when making a
discourse. To the discontinuity of the planes fiwimch he speaks. And if these
planes are linked by a system of relations, thétesy is not established by the
synthetic activity of a consciousness identicahvtiself, dumb and anterior to all

speech, but the specificity of a discursive pragticshall abandon any attempt,
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therefore, to see discourse as a phenomenon agssipn... . Thus conceived
discourse is not the majestically unfolding mandéen of a thinking, knowing,
speaking subject, but, on the contrary, a totalityyhich the dispersion of the
subject and his discontinuity with himself may leeimined. ... it must now be
recognized that it is neither by recourse to asitandental subject nor by
recourse to a psychological subjectivity that thgutation of its enunciations
should be defined. (1444-1445).
Writing, or discourse, is not created and inverfteggulated”) by the writer; instead, the writer
and his or her text are determined by discourssefooutside of the writer. In short, invention is
impossible from this postmodern position. If a n@iliographic essay on the studies in
invention were to be published today, it would laedhpressed to fill thirty-eight pages as Young
had done in 1987. Interest in invention in the@Y%&s Atwill notes, waned (x), and as Lauer
explains within the same text, "a number of eadm@phases in scholarship on invention have
either disappeared or been marginalized: the osistiip between invention and the writing
process, the heuristic function of invention asrallof thinking that stimulates new knowledge,
invention as an art or strategic practicehétorical Inventior2). Postmodernism has undercut
not just the epistemological assumptions about Wietvriter knows and is able to speak, but
also the writer's ontological position—to the grédatriment of invention and rhetoric.

This essay proposes to re-conceive what the wkitews and what the writer is doing in
the process of writing by bringing back the notadimhetorical stance. Kenneth Burke in his
Grammar of Motivepays special attention to the word "stance" andt\Wwhacalls the "Stance
family" of words: "for they all derive from a conuteof place, or placement” (1312). He focuses

his discussion on "substance" and on an importpacadox within the word. By definition,
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"substance" means what something is intrinsicallshe main, essential part of something, but if
we take the etymology of the word literally, therdi@lenotes something that is placed under
(that is, outside):
...the word "substance," used to designate whatg tki derives from a word
designating something that a thingqh. That is, though used to designate
somethingwithin the thing,ntrinsic to it, the word etymologically refers to
somethingputsidethe thingextrinsicto it. Or otherwise put: the word in its
etymological origins would refer to an attributetié thing'scontext since that
which supports or underlies a thing would be a phthe thing's context. And a
thing's context, being outside or beyond the thimgild be something that the
thing isnot...." (1314)
Postmodern rhetoric would put too much agency erxitrinsicwhile invalidating thentrinsic,
but Burke points out there is a rich ambiguity begw theextrinsicandintrinsic that cancels
neither out. Stance contains this sense of eitrargd intrinsic because it is a conceptual
metaphor used to portray the spatial relationsktprben what is inside and what is outside.
Stance communicates not jugtereone stands in context, but alsow one stands in context.
Rhetoric, as Lynette Hunter points out, has sufférem an either/or split between
seeing rhetoric as a "theory of strategy or tealmmiglone"” or as a "pursuit of truth or expression
of belief" (4). Hunter declares stance as a wagotinect the two. According to Hunter,
"rhetoric is concerned with the interface or meag{tace between human beings and the
external world" (5). Within this interface, starfta&s an important role to play:
Stance is a rhetorical term for indicating not we@meone believes,... but how

he believes. Stance enacts the meeting of a hueiag Wwith the world. Its
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activity expresses a relationship, of interactmnof alienation, or of control, or
of being controlled by and so on. In doing sccisabut the values generated by
belief. ...stance generates value in a medium;atter all realizing, making a
belief material." (5).
Stance enacts rhetoric; it is the core of rhetbactvity. The significance of stance for rhetori
was first expressed by Wayne Booth in his clas8&3larticle "Rhetorical Stance." He identifies
a common ingredient within the writing he admirdsah he calls "rhetorical stance™:
[Rhetorical stance is] a stance which depends seogiering and maintaining in
any writing situation a proper balance among thedlelements that are at work
in any communicative effort: the available argutseabout the subject itself, the
interests and peculiarities of the audience, aadrthice, the implied character, of
the speaker. | should like to suggest that ihis balance, this rhetorical stance,
difficult as it is to describe, that is our mainafjas teachers of rhetoric" (141).
Three interesting characteristics in Booth's desiom of stance are worth noting: first, that
stance is discovered; second, that it is a forimatdncing multiple constraints; and third, that the
concept is portable to any communication situation.

A number of other scholars have specifically désstirhetorical stance in terms of
invention. Both Booth and Susan Hubbach descnstances where writers are stuck and
unable to write effectively until they discover th&stance.” Hubbard calls the spatial concept of
a writer's stance a "heuristic conceit" she usdisinva writing center to help writers escape from
what she calls "intellectual vertigo." A. M. Tilkbein a 1975 article entitled "Rhetorical Stance
Revisited" believes the concept of rhetorical staisca useful teaching tool, and directly links it

to invention: "if there is anything useful in theebry of pre-writing, it also applies to rhetorical
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stance" (252). Two sentences later, he adds #isagt distinction between stance and pre-
writing: "One thing that the practice of creatingrees gives us that pre-writing does not is a
degree of control over the total writing proces25%). R. D. Walshe seems to pick up on
Tibbetts' distinction and addschniqueto the three elements afriter, subject andaudience
which Booth had described. It should be added\Weatshe prefers to call her model (where
these four elements are balanced and in rhetortationship) a "model of the writing situation”
(384). Walshe goes on to detail five heuristicHioms under each element to aid writers in
discovering this balance, and ends the article thihdeclaration about the significance of
discovering stance or one's place within the wgisituation: "The essence of writing resides in
the complex interaction of writer, audience, subjeatter, and technique—in the way content
and language come into being within the mind angawer" (386).

It may be helpful to summarize the significancéneention and rhetorical stance before
moving on to the discussion linking invention aeflection. The revival of rhetoric within
composition classrooms in the last fifty years besn accomplished largely due to the renewed
focus on invention. Although postmodern views aadividual invention into question, | believe
these views don't invalidate the lived experiencéne individual writer's quest to discover,
know, and persuade. The concept of rhetoricacstamay in fact be a way to describe the act of
writing that accommodates postmodern views sineavtsions the writer's position in

relationship with the outside world.

The Similarities Between Invention and Reflection

Definitions of Reflection and Invention
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Invention and reflection traditionally have not bdmked together directly. Invention
has its place as pre-draft thinking and activitg egflection has its place as post-draft cognition.
This separation of the terms can be seen in thiéHatin recent scholarship no articles or books
contain both terms in the title. It is my inteatshow a broader view of invention that expands
its activity and merges with that of reflection.
A good place to start comparing invention and etite is by looking at a number of
definitions of these terms. Janice Lauer provaeexcellent definition in her bodkvention in
Rhetoric and Compositigithough she is quick to acknowledge that throumgle there have
been many different views on invention:
The terminventionhas historically encompassed strategic acts tloaiqe the
discourser with direction, multiple ideas, subj@ettter, arguments, insights or
probable judgments, and understanding of the rivaliagituation. Such acts
include initiating discourse, exploring alternagy&aming and testing judgments,
interpreting texts, and analyzing audiences.

John Dewey is generally acknowledged as initiatimgmodern understanding of reflection.

Jennifer Moon in her comprehensive bd®dflection in Learning and Professional

Developmentpieces together his definition of reflection fréms bookHow We Think
...reflective thinking for Dewey is "Active, persisiteand careful consideration of
any belief or supposed form of knowledge in thétligf the grounds that support
it and further conclusions to which is leads... tludes a conscious and
voluntary effort to establish belief upon a firmsksaof evidence and rationality

(Dewey, 1933)." (Moon 12)
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These two definitions reveal a tension each sheiwden being conceived as discursive or non-
discursive acts. Notice how Lauer's definitionmfention places emphasis on "strategic acts"
which commonly are discursive in form such as frei@ng, listing, clustering, outlining, or
responding to a set of "invention questions.” Ydtews also "invent" by thinking about a topic

in their head or talking it over with other peopgimilarly, Dewey defines reflection as a type
of thinking or "careful consideration” which imphlly is non-discursive, but reflection is also
something that includes "conscious and voluntaiyef Each, then, is seen as a form on

thinking that benefits by being prompted throughristic activities.

Reflection and Invention are both Heuristics
Both invention and reflection may occur in a wrgdread, but teachers of writing believe
these ways of thinking can be stimulated and guiiezligh heuristics. Heuristics, as it
emerged in the 1960s, is "the study of the proseskdiscovery":
...heuristic strategies work in tandem with intuitigmompt conscious activity,
and guide the creative act but never determin@tbeome. Heuristic procedures
are series of questions, operations, and perspsatised to guide inquiry. ...
they prompt investigators to take multiple perspeston the questions they are
pursuing, to break out of conceptual ruts, ancbtgd new associations in order to
trigger possible new understanding. (Lalmvention8-9)
| don't think it is going too far to say that f@diay's writing classroom, invention is exclusively
perceived and practiced as a heuristic activityerfg composition textbook and handbook
contains a chapter on "Pre-writing" that detaikssihvarious activities. Kathleen Blake Yancey,

in her bookReflection in the Writing Classrogrikewise talks about reflection as a heuristic
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activity. She expresses some anxiety about tleeéonature of prompted reflection, but she
believes the classroom is a place "to make possible
...I'm not designing it [the student's learningin prompting it. I'm asking them
to design it based on the prompt. The promptgpesed to constrain what
would be complete freedom otherwise, to effectlarze between freedom and
constraint that leads to insight and surprise aadtwity. (20)
Invention and reflection, then, share this promg@ed guided nature as heuristics for discovery.
They also share the belief that the act of writengjlitates this discovery. The notion of the
significance of writing versus "inner speech” (miseursive thought) appeared most famously
in Janet Emig's 1977 article "Writing as a Modé.eérning" where she expressed the idea that
writing itself is form of invention and a unique dwof learning. As Yancey points out, Dewey
much earlier placed a similar importance on langudigcursively expressed for reflection:
"Since language '‘connects and organizes meaningslbas selects and fixes them," (245) it
follows that reflection is language specific" (Yay®). That is, reflection—like invention—is

best done in and through language.

Internal Motivation for Productive Invention and Reflection

A second similarity between invention and reflectexists in the internal motivation that
generates productive results. Although teachargpoampt students externally with heuristics to
invent or reflect, the writer must also bring sohnag internally to the activity. In fact, good
heuristics for both invention and reflection stiatel a similar kind of inner disposition to solve
some ambiguity. Dewey believed it is perplexitgttdrives reflection: "crucial for him [Dewey]

is the initiation of reflective thinking in a stadé doubt, uncertainty, or difficulty. It is theead
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to solve the 'perplexity' that guides the procébsion 12). Also, a key part of Jennifer Moon's
own comprehensive definition of reflection is tkeane ambiguity: "[Reflection] is applied in
situations where material is ill-structured or utam in that it has no obvious solutions"” (5).
Jack Mezirow condenses a simple but powerful didimiof reflection from Deweyreflection is
validity testing(101). He believes that reflection leads to "sfarmation” through validity
testing: “Reflective learning becomes transformatishenever assumptions or premises are
found to be distorting, inauthentic, or otherwisealid” (6). It is the perplexity generated by an
awareness of distorting, inauthentic, or invalidrpises of thought that motivates a learner
toward what Donna Qualley calls "earned insighs8)(

As we turn to look at invention, we can see somikisy similarities. Janice Lauer in
"Toward a Metatheory of Heuristic Procedures"” dssas thedenerative capacityof invention
heuristics and labels them as "triggers of insigk69). Richard Young and Alton Becker in a
1965 article "Toward a Modern Theory of Rhetoriesdribe two different but related kinds of
heuristics, one of which they call an "epistemoatagjheuristic”: "an epistemological heuristic
[is]... a method of inquiry based on assumptions ahow we come to know something" (gtd.
in Lauerinvention9). Lauer summarizes Young's thoughts: "Youngdemed the process of
inquiry as beginning with an awareness and formanadf a felt difficulty followed by an
exploration of that unknown, then proceeding thfoageriod of subconscious incubation to
illumination and verification" (9). If heuristicguch as Aristotle's topics generate a "taxonomy of
arguments already known," epistemological heusstnelp writers go beyond the known"
(LauerInvention80). This type of invention, which they reseacthader the term "Tagemetric
Invention," initiates inquiry "with puzzlements ahg framing questions" and uses this

"cognitive dissonance as a major catalyst for geminquiry" (Lauer 80). A significant part of
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both invention and reflection, then, is a questifigight stirred by an awareness of "perplexity"
and "cognitive dissonance." These heuristics &sning questions that are truly questions push

writers to seek answers that they might not othesiiave found.

Liberating Invention from Pre-Writing

The third similarity between invention and reflectiemerges once we unbind invention
from only occurring during the "pre-writing" stagéthe writing process. When the entire
writing process is viewed as a process of inquingre knowledge and learning develop in the
act of writing, then reflection becomes a contimuabf the inventional act of inquiry. Despite
almost every textbook labeling the writing procassrecursive,” the model of "pre-write, write,
revise" persists. This view of pre-writing was eegsed in Janet Emig's 1971 study of the
composing process of twelfth graders. In this lyighfluential article, she defined prewriting as
"that part of the composing process that exterms the time a writer begins to perceive
selectively certain features of his inner and/deoenvironment with a view to writing about
them—usually at the instigation of a stimulus—te time when he first puts words or phrases
on paper elucidating that perception” (39). Suelew places all invention and inquibgfore
the draft. The rest of the writing process—draftamd revision—deal with managing and
shaping the delivery of the product of this inventpersuasively to the audience. As Flowers
and Hayes note, this stage view of the writing psscseparates the act of writing from thinking
(from inquiry) (32). Although Flowers and Hayesew instrumental in documenting the
recursive nature of the writing process, their ¢tigg and then socio-cognitive rewrite of the

writing process did not unseat the linear repres@nt of the writing process.
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The writing process, however, has been viewed hyysaholars as a process of inquiry.
Lee Odell in his 1980 "Teaching Writing by Teachthg Process of Discover" recommends that
"we think of writing as a process of discovery,ragess of exploration, a process of creating,
testing, and refining hypotheses” (140). | thihisiimportant to note how Odell includes testing
and refining as parts of the discovery processh&it Hughes in his 1965 article "The
Contemporaneity of Classical Rhetoric" voices #pgstemic nature to the writing process. He
describes rhetoric as "an art of moving an idemfemnbryo to reality ... an art which rests not at
the end of the intellectual process, but an attliba within the process" (qtd in Laukewvention
75). George Hillocks, Jr. in his 1982 article "limy and the Composing Process: Theory and

Research" presents a diagram of this inquiry poeslved in writing:

Figure 1: Model of Basic Inquiry (Hillocks 666)
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Significantly, Hillocks places checks of reliabjliand validity throughout the process of inquiry
which is exactly the chief function Mezirow des@ubas the function of reflection. Inquiry
requires reflection to move the process forward.

Hillocks' portrayal of the inquiry process has ase connection to two models of
reflection: David Kolb's Experiential Learning Cgand Jennifer Moon's “Map of Learning and
Representation of Learning.” Using ideas from lrésvmodel of Action Research, Kolb
envisions a four-stage learning cycle: "ImmedadBcrete experience is the basis for
observation and reflection. These observationgssenilated into a ‘theory' from which new

hypotheses then serve as guides in acting to cneateexperiences” (Kolb 21).

Lewin’s Cycle

Conarets
Ecperlenas

Raflaa tve
Dbaarvalon

abntract
Concept-
ualiraicon
Figure 2: The Experiential Learning Cycle. Graptaiken from Atherton "The
Experiential Learning Cycle.".

Each experience is subject to review via reflegttbns generating new realizations to guide the

next try at the experience. If we view the writiigpcess as a multi-draft process (as | believe
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we should), each draft represents one cycle irkpareential learning cycle where this
continuous inquiry leads to learning and improvedgmance in the experience (i.e. the
writing). Jennifer Moon's picture of learning antlere reflection fits, then, is significant. Her
model is surprisingly comprehensive, and posits atteflection as locations for what she calls

the "upgrade" of learning:

Figure 3: Map of Learning and Representation ofrhieg. (Moon 154)

Moon links her portrayal of the learning processhi® experiential learning cycle by stating,
"Action is the outcome in the experiential learnaygle. Acting will normally by underpinned
by understanding. ...The learner is, by implicatidrawn through the stages of “noticing” and
“making sense” to “making meaning” and “working witheaning” in order to fulfill the action
required” (160). As a writer proceeds throughwinging process from draft to draft toward a
final product, inquiry—learning—is in a dynamic psss of creation. The recursive nature of

the writing process, in fact, matches what shertl@=ss as the recursive nature of the learning
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process. She states, “in reality, the [learningcpss is ‘messy,’ with stages re-cycling and
interweaving as meaning is created and recreaB&%)’ (Rather than limiting inquiry (and thus
invention) to the birth of writing, the developmaitinsights and knowledge occurs throughout
the writing process. It is deeply important, thiensee that the concerns of invention continue
throughout the writing process, and that reflecsra heuristic reactivates and reviews

invention.

Re-envisioning Inquiry

If we are to claim that inquiry persists throughthe writing process, a close look at
what is meant by "inquiry" (and thus invention aslvas its persistence in reflection) must be
done. What are the concerns of invention? Whas dlee process of inquiry discover? The
nature of inquiry for invention has been the créixantroversy within rhetoric for many years.
Invention’s nature as inquiry has been characténwéhin the history of rhetoric by two
competing views: between the “discovery model” #ral“creation model” of invention. Liu
clarifies the distinction between these two moaélmvention: “Semantically speaking, to
‘discover’ is to make visible or known somethingththough hidden and unknown previously,
has always been “out there”.... To ‘create,’ on thieeohand, suggests bringing into being
something that has never existed” (54). Hawhes tieeverbs “grasp” and “find” to describe
invention as discovery and the verbs “generate” arehte” for invention as creation. Carolyn
Miller suggests that for ancient rhetoric the distion between these two views of invention
were not so clear: “In both Latin and Greek, teexfor ‘invent’ heuriskein, invenire
ambiguously include what are now two senses: thedbiming upon what already exists

(discovery) and that of contriving something thever existed before (invention) [i.e. creation]”
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(130). Miller points to the renaissance as thetmen these two senses of invention began to
differ, and says that they became more fixed withrise of modernism. This differentiation
was prominently made by Francis Bacon:
The invention of speech or argument is not propanlynvention: for to invent is
to discover that we know not, and not to recoveresummon that which we
already know: and the use of this invention iotieer but, out of the knowledge
whereof our mind is already possessed, to drava farcall before us that which
may be pertinent to the purpose ... . So to spe#&Kitris no invention, but a
remembrance or suggestion.... (740).
True invention (which Bacon confusingly calls “tscbver”) means to create something new,
while rhetorical invention in this view, as Liu pt$ out, “should be understood as a shadow of
the ‘real’ invention because it at best ‘recove@nething already existent within a known
enclosure and does not lead to any genuine ‘disgtiy&6).

Hawhee and Liu both describe how postmodern vidvgsilgjectivity and discourse
challenge these two competing views of inventidithough the discovery model and the
creation model hinge on issues of interiority art&gority, Hawhee describes how postmodern
thinking questions the assumptions behind each:Viesth the 'grasping’ and the 'generating’
models of invention posit an active, sovereign sayvho sets out either to ‘'find’ or 'create’
discursive 'stuff' (16). In similar terms, Liu fia fault in the creation and invention models:
"both set as the object of this search somethiniglwis unambiguously authentic or true. ...
Both share... what Stephen Toulmin identifies assffigt of modernist mode of discourse, that

is, the belief in the possibility and the necessitia clean slate and a fresh start' for our
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discursive practices" (56). Hawhee and Liu eaddranteresting alternative ways to envision
invention that don't share these limited viewsuddjsctivity and knowledge.

Liu believes that a persistent merging of the theesss—invention, discovery,
creation—continues to occur. He looks to Derrmanake the point that invention can not be

reduced to either "'discovery,' as the ‘unveilihtyath," or ‘creation’ as [fictional or fabulous]
imagination of a thing" (58). Freeing ourselvemira tendency to reduce invention to either

"creation" or "discover," Liu believes would be leénial and more in line with postmodern

thinking:
With a heightened awareness that to invent, contcawhat Bacon teaches,nst
merely to "discover,"” we would be more wary of tbky of pre-supposing a
"deer" or some other sort of prior existence inaeleat of the will or intent of the
"discoverer" when we talk about invention.

and

Similarly, a heightened awareness that to invemtfary to what Coleridge
suggests we should all strive foristto "create” would make a difference in
both our conceptions and practices of rhetoricchSan awareness would suggest,
for example, that we think twice before we focus @fifiorts only on the

cultivation of "real insights," or "original persgeves,” "unconventional
thinking,"... or authentic "inner voices.... [We woulé aware that] what is
"new" is always saturated with "traces" of the althat is "unique" saturated with
"traces" of the common, what is "different” satechwvith traces of the same."

(59-60)
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If we consider Liu's views in terms of Aristotléfsee kinds of knowledgespistemer
theoretical/logicalphronesisor practicaltechneor productive), we can see that he focuses his
postmodern critique on modernist notiongpfsteme He believes that we should promote what
he calls "inventiveness" as a way to avoid reduaingntion too narrowly to "creation” or
"discovery": "To promote inventiveness is to ingfsdt it is as important to 'recover or
resummon that which we already know' as it is igctver that [which] we know not.' There is
not, nor can there be, any fundamental differeratevéen 'creation’ and ‘formation’ or
‘construction™(60). Here we see how he expandgetitiveness" to consider not j@giisteme

but phronesisandtechneas well. This larger view of invention's focugends as well to the
focus for reflection, for reflection deals not jugth the epistemological but also the practical
and productive.

Debra Hawhee offers a similar expansion of tradéloziews on invention and inquiry.
Hawhee suggests "invention-in-the middle" as sed#ifit way of seeing the mode of rhetorical
invention than one that hinges on the singular soge subject. She sees invention-in-the-
middle as a "kairotic encounter” that occurs "assponse to the forces at work in a particular
encounter” (18). She describes this encounkairbs, then, enables a consideration of
'invention-in-the-middle," a space-time which mattks emergence of a pro-visional 'subject,’
one that work®n—and it worked orby—the situation" (18). She re-envisions a dynaratber
than a static view of the subject: "In the middiee invents and is invented, one writes and is
written, constitutes and is constituted" (17-18)milar to the notion of inquiry occurring
throughout the writing process, Hawhee believesdbaing rhetoric within the framework of
Kairosleads to a broader view of invention within thetuag process: "Rather than the five-step

program (‘invention, then style, then arrangemeptthé canons would cluster around 'ands,’'



Irvin 20

held in tension, and enacted only ...through theioaial specificity of particular encounters”
(32). Invention, as she says, happens on manislewaultaneously. She concludes by stating:
"It is only through the timelkairotic encounter that 'turns' happen, differetitoiemerge, and
logosbecomes action--...words make themselves deeds" @2yhee's revised view of
invention, then, remarkably resembles Hunters state that "Stance enacts the meeting of a
human being with the world." Defining inventiontearms ofKairos means that the writer must
define their inquiry and discourse as a stance, ratationship with a situation.

Two other scholars elaborate on Hawhee's viewkeibrical invention with interesting
implications on our views of stance. James Faergilains the significance of what he calls
"norms of propriety" which are only developed witlihe context of others (or what he calls the
“rhetorical forum™) (91). Within his descriptiori @ropriety," we see the dynamic context
within which a writer develops good or appropristance (i.e. the balance wofriter, subject
andaudienceg: "rhetorical practice enacts the norms of propriet}i@boratively with interested
collective othersin the rhetorical forum, rhetoric is both theraated and the animator. This is
because the very conditions of propriety are caliy being reindividuated and renewed with
every specific case" (91). If finding "the apprape"” is a crucial part of invention, | would add
that this quest for the appropriate extends througthe writing process, and it is reflection's
important role of testing and confirming that ereehihe evolution of "appropriate” stance.
Michael Leff presents a similar idea with his us¢he term "decorum:

Decorum is the term that best describes the praxfesediation and balance
connected with qualitative judgment. It is thenpiple of decorum that allows us

to comprehend a situation as a whole, to locat@e&aning within a context, and



Irvin 21

to translate this understanding into a discursorent.. . [It] mediates between

internal sense and external reference in a cektathof discursive product. (62)
Decorum, like "the norms of the appropriate," dé®s the quest for balance and alignment
encompassed by the concept of stance. The indbewy, of invention is about more than simply
"finding something to say." It involves not jubetsovereign self searching for truth, but a
writer entering into a process of inquiry whereithieoughts and discourse shape and are shaped
by all the elements of the writing situation. Rimgithese objects of invention--decorum, kairos,
and norms of appropriateness—are the essencenceséad the enactment of rhetoric. Most

importantly, these concerns of inquiry relatedtemse persist through the entire writing process.

Conclusion

This paper has sought to link invention and reftecas heuristic activities in the writing
process. The desire to make this connectionra@igd from the results of a case study on
student post-draft reflections which revealed ewgdethat developing rhetorical stance was the
most prominent feature within these reflective iwgtpieces. The study suggested that
invention and reflection should not be seen asragpavents in the writing process but rather as
a continuation of the same recursive mental process

This paper has provided the grounds for makingdbmection between invention and

reflection. Specifically it has shown

that invention and reflection are both heuristitguided inquiry

that productive invention and reflection both requgimilar states of ambiguity

that invention as an act of inquiry persists thioaug the writing process, and thus the

concerns of inventional inquiry continue within thet of reflection
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that a significant interest of inquiry shared byeantion and reflection concerns rhetorical
stance.
It is time we re-envisioned the writing processpogviding a prominent place for reflection—on
the same level as invention. The discovery, nea@nce, and transformation of rhetorical
stance is the most significant concern that inwenéind reflection share throughout the writing

process.
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Notes Page

1. The reasons for the dismissal of Flowers andeslayork are complex, as Cindy Johanek
explores in her bookKomposing Researchihe empirical and quantitative nature of their
research was rejected as too positivist in naagécognitive reductionism” and as stripped of

the important element of context (31). The growftfeminist scholarship also viewed this kind

of scientific-based knowledge as male-oriented, tAnd inadequate for a true representation of
the writing process. | believe it is time to rezsssthe work of Flowers and Hayes and appreciate

the detailed exploration of the writing processytheovided.
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Re-envisioning the Writing Process by Connecting Mention and Reflection

Introduction

For today's writing teachers, invention and reftathave fairly clear places as pre-draft
and post-draft thinking and activity. But our viewf each activity may be too narrow.
Invention often is ignored by focusing on the enaldoict, as is the case in current-traditional
rhetoric, or it is sequestered into the "pre-wgtistage, as is often the case in teaching the
writing process. Reflection similarly is too namly conceived in scope if we see it simply as a
post-task activity to ask students to think abobatthey learned, review what they have done,
or question what they believe. This paper propas@erging of our views on invention and
reflection by conceiving of the writing processaagrocess of inquiry, and that one of the most
significant and constant concerns of a writer'mtional inquiry throughout the writing process

is the defining, reviewing, and transforming of ater's rhetorical stance.

The Significance of Invention and Stance to Rhetoci
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Before charting key links between invention andeiefon, the significance of both
invention and stance for our conception of rhetageds to be explored. As Janice Lauer notes
in the beginning ofnvention in Rhetoric and Compositianvention has always been central to
the theory and practice of rhetoric. She quoteh&d Young and Alton Becker, "The strength
and worth of rhetoric seem [...] to be tied to thiecdinvention; rhetoric tends to become a
superficial and marginal concern when it is seal&tom systematic methods of inquiry and
problems of content” (gtd. in Laukrventionl). Young and Becker's focus on inquiry and
problems of content provides an excellent way afarstanding the ebb and flow of rhetoric
since the classical time, but particularly for #8% century. Lauer describes the dormant state
of rhetoric in English Studies in the mid*26entury: "Through complex historical
circumstances, rhetorical invention had been efitided into logic (Ramus), limited to finding
the known (Bacon), banished altogether from rhet@@lair), or devoted to 'finding the truth’
(Hope)" (LaueNew Perspective). Perelmen critiqued this tradition by statififhe
Cartesian ideal of universally applicable self-evitknowledge leaves no room for rhetoric and
dialectic" (1382). Writing within the current-triéidnalist composition classrooms had become
what Perelman calls "demonstration,” (1390) whereafand correctness dictated content and
kept rhetoric within the realm of management agtegtand away from invention and inquiry).
Sharon Crowley more pointedly describes this irtsiton as leading to "anti-writing." In
particular, she states, "the current-traditionabtty of invention usurps students' authority over
their discourse" (150). It is no coincidence tiia renaissance in rhetoric in English Studies and
the foundation of the discipline of Rhetoric andh@pmsition starting in the 1960s came from a
renewed interest in invention. From the sixtigstigh the nineties a "plethora of invention

studies emerged" (LaublewPerspectives) as the conception of writing as a process ghine
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currency. Richard Young's piece withiraching Composition: Twelve Bibliographic Essays
summarizing the research in invention between EuB1987, filled thirty-eight pages (and
significantly was placed first). Early in his egshe explains the important role of invention for
composition:
It is no accident that interest in the processomfgosing emerged at the same
time as the interest in invention. All arts of @mtion present either explicitly or
implicitly a conception of the composing proce&s. (
In the introduction to their 1994andmarks Essays on Rhetorical Invention in WritRghard
Young and Yameng Liu declare that developmentbeoity and research since World War |l
have "established invention as the central themakigsue of rhetoric and composition and its
study as one of the most fertile and dynamic airedsscourse studies” (xiii). This statement,
though, represented the high water mark for ineenitn recent times.

The emergence of postmodernism and its reconceio®dn of the subject challenged
invention and put it on the defensive (Atwill xviYhis attack on the unified self that knows can
be seen in this quote from FoucaulfTine Archeology of Knowledge

In the proposed analysis, instead of referring ia¢ke synthesis othe unifying
function of a subject, the various enunciative nilitida manifest his dispersion.
To the various statuses, the various sites, thewspositions that he can occupy
or be given when making positions that he can ogaugpe given when making a
discourse. To the discontinuity of the planes fiwimch he speaks. And if these
planes are linked by a system of relations, thétesy is not established by the
synthetic activity of a consciousness identicahvtiself, dumb and anterior to all

speech, but the specificity of a discursive pragticshall abandon any attempt,
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therefore, to see discourse as a phenomenon agssipn... . Thus conceived
discourse is not the majestically unfolding mandéen of a thinking, knowing,
speaking subject, but, on the contrary, a totalityyhich the dispersion of the
subject and his discontinuity with himself may leeimined. ... it must now be
recognized that it is neither by recourse to asitandental subject nor by
recourse to a psychological subjectivity that thgutation of its enunciations
should be defined. (1444-1445).
Writing, or discourse, is not created and inverfteggulated”) by the writer; instead, the writer
and his or her text are determined by discourssefooutside of the writer. In short, invention is
impossible from this postmodern position. If a n@iliographic essay on the studies in
invention were to be published today, it would laedhpressed to fill thirty-eight pages as Young
had done in 1987. Interest in invention in the@Y%&s Atwill notes, waned (x), and as Lauer
explains within the same text, "a number of eadm@phases in scholarship on invention have
either disappeared or been marginalized: the osistiip between invention and the writing
process, the heuristic function of invention asrallof thinking that stimulates new knowledge,
invention as an art or strategic practicehétorical Inventior2). Postmodernism has undercut
not just the epistemological assumptions about Wietvriter knows and is able to speak, but
also the writer's ontological position—to the grédatriment of invention and rhetoric.

This essay proposes to re-conceive what the wkitews and what the writer is doing in
the process of writing by bringing back the notadimhetorical stance. Kenneth Burke in his
Grammar of Motivepays special attention to the word "stance" andt\Wwhacalls the "Stance
family" of words: "for they all derive from a conuteof place, or placement” (1312). He focuses

his discussion on "substance" and on an importpacadox within the word. By definition,
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"substance" means what something is intrinsicallshe main, essential part of something, but if
we take the etymology of the word literally, therdi@lenotes something that is placed under
(that is, outside):
...the word "substance," used to designate whatg tki derives from a word
designating something that a thingqh. That is, though used to designate
somethingwithin the thing,ntrinsic to it, the word etymologically refers to
somethingputsidethe thingextrinsicto it. Or otherwise put: the word in its
etymological origins would refer to an attributetié thing'scontext since that
which supports or underlies a thing would be a phthe thing's context. And a
thing's context, being outside or beyond the thimgild be something that the
thing isnot...." (1314)
Postmodern rhetoric would put too much agency erxitrinsicwhile invalidating thentrinsic,
but Burke points out there is a rich ambiguity begw theextrinsicandintrinsic that cancels
neither out. Stance contains this sense of eitrargd intrinsic because it is a conceptual
metaphor used to portray the spatial relationsktprben what is inside and what is outside.
Stance communicates not jugtereone stands in context, but alsow one stands in context.
Rhetoric, as Lynette Hunter points out, has sufférem an either/or split between
seeing rhetoric as a "theory of strategy or tealmmiglone"” or as a "pursuit of truth or expression
of belief" (4). Hunter declares stance as a wagotinect the two. According to Hunter,
"rhetoric is concerned with the interface or meag{tace between human beings and the
external world" (5). Within this interface, starfta&s an important role to play:
Stance is a rhetorical term for indicating not we@meone believes,... but how

he believes. Stance enacts the meeting of a hueiag Wwith the world. Its
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activity expresses a relationship, of interactmnof alienation, or of control, or
of being controlled by and so on. In doing sccisabut the values generated by
belief. ...stance generates value in a medium;atter all realizing, making a
belief material." (5).
Stance enacts rhetoric; it is the core of rhetbactvity. The significance of stance for rhetori
was first expressed by Wayne Booth in his clas8&3larticle "Rhetorical Stance." He identifies
a common ingredient within the writing he admirdsah he calls "rhetorical stance™:
[Rhetorical stance is] a stance which depends seogiering and maintaining in
any writing situation a proper balance among thedlelements that are at work
in any communicative effort: the available argutseabout the subject itself, the
interests and peculiarities of the audience, aadrthice, the implied character, of
the speaker. | should like to suggest that ihis balance, this rhetorical stance,
difficult as it is to describe, that is our mainafjas teachers of rhetoric" (141).
Three interesting characteristics in Booth's desiom of stance are worth noting: first, that
stance is discovered; second, that it is a forimatdncing multiple constraints; and third, that the
concept is portable to any communication situation.

A number of other scholars have specifically désstirhetorical stance in terms of
invention. Both Booth and Susan Hubbach descnstances where writers are stuck and
unable to write effectively until they discover th&stance.” Hubbard calls the spatial concept of
a writer's stance a "heuristic conceit" she usdisinva writing center to help writers escape from
what she calls "intellectual vertigo." A. M. Tilkbein a 1975 article entitled "Rhetorical Stance
Revisited" believes the concept of rhetorical staisca useful teaching tool, and directly links it

to invention: "if there is anything useful in theebry of pre-writing, it also applies to rhetorical
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stance" (252). Two sentences later, he adds #isagt distinction between stance and pre-
writing: "One thing that the practice of creatingrees gives us that pre-writing does not is a
degree of control over the total writing proces25%). R. D. Walshe seems to pick up on
Tibbetts' distinction and addschniqueto the three elements afriter, subject andaudience
which Booth had described. It should be added\Weatshe prefers to call her model (where
these four elements are balanced and in rhetortationship) a "model of the writing situation”
(384). Walshe goes on to detail five heuristicHioms under each element to aid writers in
discovering this balance, and ends the article thihdeclaration about the significance of
discovering stance or one's place within the wgisituation: "The essence of writing resides in
the complex interaction of writer, audience, subjeatter, and technique—in the way content
and language come into being within the mind angawer" (386).

It may be helpful to summarize the significancéneention and rhetorical stance before
moving on to the discussion linking invention aeflection. The revival of rhetoric within
composition classrooms in the last fifty years besn accomplished largely due to the renewed
focus on invention. Although postmodern views aadividual invention into question, | believe
these views don't invalidate the lived experiencéne individual writer's quest to discover,
know, and persuade. The concept of rhetoricacstamay in fact be a way to describe the act of
writing that accommodates postmodern views sineavtsions the writer's position in

relationship with the outside world.

The Similarities Between Invention and Reflection

Definitions of Reflection and Invention
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Invention and reflection traditionally have not bdmked together directly. Invention
has its place as pre-draft thinking and activitg egflection has its place as post-draft cognition.
This separation of the terms can be seen in thiéHatin recent scholarship no articles or books
contain both terms in the title. It is my inteatshow a broader view of invention that expands
its activity and merges with that of reflection.
A good place to start comparing invention and etite is by looking at a number of
definitions of these terms. Janice Lauer provaeexcellent definition in her bodkvention in
Rhetoric and Compositigithough she is quick to acknowledge that throumgle there have
been many different views on invention:
The terminventionhas historically encompassed strategic acts tloaiqe the
discourser with direction, multiple ideas, subj@ettter, arguments, insights or
probable judgments, and understanding of the rivaliagituation. Such acts
include initiating discourse, exploring alternagy&aming and testing judgments,
interpreting texts, and analyzing audiences.

John Dewey is generally acknowledged as initiatimgmodern understanding of reflection.

Jennifer Moon in her comprehensive bd®dflection in Learning and Professional

Developmentpieces together his definition of reflection fréms bookHow We Think
...reflective thinking for Dewey is "Active, persisiteand careful consideration of
any belief or supposed form of knowledge in thétligf the grounds that support
it and further conclusions to which is leads... tludes a conscious and
voluntary effort to establish belief upon a firmsksaof evidence and rationality

(Dewey, 1933)." (Moon 12)
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These two definitions reveal a tension each sheiwden being conceived as discursive or non-
discursive acts. Notice how Lauer's definitionmfention places emphasis on "strategic acts"
which commonly are discursive in form such as frei@ng, listing, clustering, outlining, or
responding to a set of "invention questions.” Ydtews also "invent" by thinking about a topic

in their head or talking it over with other peopgimilarly, Dewey defines reflection as a type
of thinking or "careful consideration” which imphlly is non-discursive, but reflection is also
something that includes "conscious and voluntaiyef Each, then, is seen as a form on

thinking that benefits by being prompted throughristic activities.

Reflection and Invention are both Heuristics
Both invention and reflection may occur in a wrgdread, but teachers of writing believe
these ways of thinking can be stimulated and guiiezligh heuristics. Heuristics, as it
emerged in the 1960s, is "the study of the proseskdiscovery":
...heuristic strategies work in tandem with intuitigmompt conscious activity,
and guide the creative act but never determin@tbeome. Heuristic procedures
are series of questions, operations, and perspsatised to guide inquiry. ...
they prompt investigators to take multiple perspeston the questions they are
pursuing, to break out of conceptual ruts, ancbtgd new associations in order to
trigger possible new understanding. (Lalmvention8-9)
| don't think it is going too far to say that f@diay's writing classroom, invention is exclusively
perceived and practiced as a heuristic activityerfg composition textbook and handbook
contains a chapter on "Pre-writing" that detaikssihvarious activities. Kathleen Blake Yancey,

in her bookReflection in the Writing Classrogrikewise talks about reflection as a heuristic
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activity. She expresses some anxiety about tleeéonature of prompted reflection, but she
believes the classroom is a place "to make possible
...I'm not designing it [the student's learningin prompting it. I'm asking them
to design it based on the prompt. The promptgpesed to constrain what
would be complete freedom otherwise, to effectlarze between freedom and
constraint that leads to insight and surprise aadtwity. (20)
Invention and reflection, then, share this promg@ed guided nature as heuristics for discovery.
They also share the belief that the act of writengjlitates this discovery. The notion of the
significance of writing versus "inner speech” (miseursive thought) appeared most famously
in Janet Emig's 1977 article "Writing as a Modé.eérning" where she expressed the idea that
writing itself is form of invention and a unique dwof learning. As Yancey points out, Dewey
much earlier placed a similar importance on langudigcursively expressed for reflection:
"Since language '‘connects and organizes meaningslbas selects and fixes them," (245) it
follows that reflection is language specific" (Yay®). That is, reflection—like invention—is

best done in and through language.

Internal Motivation for Productive Invention and Reflection

A second similarity between invention and reflectexists in the internal motivation that
generates productive results. Although teachargpoampt students externally with heuristics to
invent or reflect, the writer must also bring sohnag internally to the activity. In fact, good
heuristics for both invention and reflection stiatel a similar kind of inner disposition to solve
some ambiguity. Dewey believed it is perplexitgttdrives reflection: "crucial for him [Dewey]

is the initiation of reflective thinking in a stadé doubt, uncertainty, or difficulty. It is theead
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to solve the 'perplexity' that guides the procébsion 12). Also, a key part of Jennifer Moon's
own comprehensive definition of reflection is tkeane ambiguity: "[Reflection] is applied in
situations where material is ill-structured or utam in that it has no obvious solutions"” (5).
Jack Mezirow condenses a simple but powerful didimiof reflection from Deweyreflection is
validity testing(101). He believes that reflection leads to "sfarmation” through validity
testing: “Reflective learning becomes transformatishenever assumptions or premises are
found to be distorting, inauthentic, or otherwisealid” (6). It is the perplexity generated by an
awareness of distorting, inauthentic, or invalidrpises of thought that motivates a learner
toward what Donna Qualley calls "earned insighs8)(

As we turn to look at invention, we can see somikisy similarities. Janice Lauer in
"Toward a Metatheory of Heuristic Procedures"” dssas thedenerative capacityof invention
heuristics and labels them as "triggers of insigk69). Richard Young and Alton Becker in a
1965 article "Toward a Modern Theory of Rhetoriesdribe two different but related kinds of
heuristics, one of which they call an "epistemoatagjheuristic”: "an epistemological heuristic
[is]... a method of inquiry based on assumptions ahow we come to know something" (gtd.
in Lauerinvention9). Lauer summarizes Young's thoughts: "Youngdemed the process of
inquiry as beginning with an awareness and formanadf a felt difficulty followed by an
exploration of that unknown, then proceeding thfoageriod of subconscious incubation to
illumination and verification" (9). If heuristicguch as Aristotle's topics generate a "taxonomy of
arguments already known," epistemological heusstnelp writers go beyond the known"
(LauerInvention80). This type of invention, which they reseacthader the term "Tagemetric
Invention," initiates inquiry "with puzzlements ahg framing questions" and uses this

"cognitive dissonance as a major catalyst for geminquiry" (Lauer 80). A significant part of
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both invention and reflection, then, is a questifigight stirred by an awareness of "perplexity"
and "cognitive dissonance." These heuristics &sning questions that are truly questions push

writers to seek answers that they might not othesiiave found.

Liberating Invention from Pre-Writing

The third similarity between invention and reflectiemerges once we unbind invention
from only occurring during the "pre-writing" stagéthe writing process. When the entire
writing process is viewed as a process of inquingre knowledge and learning develop in the
act of writing, then reflection becomes a contimuabf the inventional act of inquiry. Despite
almost every textbook labeling the writing procassrecursive,” the model of "pre-write, write,
revise" persists. This view of pre-writing was eegsed in Janet Emig's 1971 study of the
composing process of twelfth graders. In this lyighfluential article, she defined prewriting as
"that part of the composing process that exterms the time a writer begins to perceive
selectively certain features of his inner and/deoenvironment with a view to writing about
them—usually at the instigation of a stimulus—te time when he first puts words or phrases
on paper elucidating that perception” (39). Suelew places all invention and inquibgfore
the draft. The rest of the writing process—draftamd revision—deal with managing and
shaping the delivery of the product of this inventpersuasively to the audience. As Flowers
and Hayes note, this stage view of the writing psscseparates the act of writing from thinking
(from inquiry) (32). Although Flowers and Hayesew instrumental in documenting the
recursive nature of the writing process, their ¢tigg and then socio-cognitive rewrite of the

writing process did not unseat the linear repres@nt of the writing process.
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The writing process, however, has been viewed hyysaholars as a process of inquiry.
Lee Odell in his 1980 "Teaching Writing by Teachthg Process of Discover" recommends that
"we think of writing as a process of discovery,ragess of exploration, a process of creating,
testing, and refining hypotheses” (140). | thihisiimportant to note how Odell includes testing
and refining as parts of the discovery processh&it Hughes in his 1965 article "The
Contemporaneity of Classical Rhetoric" voices #pgstemic nature to the writing process. He
describes rhetoric as "an art of moving an idemfemnbryo to reality ... an art which rests not at
the end of the intellectual process, but an attliba within the process" (qtd in Laukewvention
75). George Hillocks, Jr. in his 1982 article "limy and the Composing Process: Theory and

Research" presents a diagram of this inquiry poeslved in writing:

Figure 1: Model of Basic Inquiry (Hillocks 666)
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Significantly, Hillocks places checks of reliabjliand validity throughout the process of inquiry
which is exactly the chief function Mezirow des@ubas the function of reflection. Inquiry
requires reflection to move the process forward.

Hillocks' portrayal of the inquiry process has ase connection to two models of
reflection: David Kolb's Experiential Learning Cgand Jennifer Moon's “Map of Learning and
Representation of Learning.” Using ideas from lrésvmodel of Action Research, Kolb
envisions a four-stage learning cycle: "ImmedadBcrete experience is the basis for
observation and reflection. These observationgssenilated into a ‘theory' from which new

hypotheses then serve as guides in acting to cneateexperiences” (Kolb 21).

Lewin’s Cycle

Conarets
Ecperlenas

Raflaa tve
Dbaarvalon

abntract
Concept-
ualiraicon
Figure 2: The Experiential Learning Cycle. Graptaiken from Atherton "The
Experiential Learning Cycle.".

Each experience is subject to review via reflegttbns generating new realizations to guide the

next try at the experience. If we view the writiigpcess as a multi-draft process (as | believe
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we should), each draft represents one cycle irkpareential learning cycle where this
continuous inquiry leads to learning and improvedgmance in the experience (i.e. the
writing). Jennifer Moon's picture of learning antlere reflection fits, then, is significant. Her
model is surprisingly comprehensive, and posits atteflection as locations for what she calls

the "upgrade" of learning:

Figure 3: Map of Learning and Representation ofrhieg. (Moon 154)

Moon links her portrayal of the learning processhi® experiential learning cycle by stating,
"Action is the outcome in the experiential learnaygle. Acting will normally by underpinned
by understanding. ...The learner is, by implicatidrawn through the stages of “noticing” and
“making sense” to “making meaning” and “working witheaning” in order to fulfill the action
required” (160). As a writer proceeds throughwinging process from draft to draft toward a
final product, inquiry—learning—is in a dynamic psss of creation. The recursive nature of

the writing process, in fact, matches what shertl@=ss as the recursive nature of the learning
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process. She states, “in reality, the [learningcpss is ‘messy,’ with stages re-cycling and
interweaving as meaning is created and recreaB&%)’ (Rather than limiting inquiry (and thus
invention) to the birth of writing, the developmaitinsights and knowledge occurs throughout
the writing process. It is deeply important, thiensee that the concerns of invention continue
throughout the writing process, and that reflecsra heuristic reactivates and reviews

invention.

Re-envisioning Inquiry

If we are to claim that inquiry persists throughthe writing process, a close look at
what is meant by "inquiry" (and thus invention aslvas its persistence in reflection) must be
done. What are the concerns of invention? Whas dlee process of inquiry discover? The
nature of inquiry for invention has been the créixantroversy within rhetoric for many years.
Invention’s nature as inquiry has been characténwéhin the history of rhetoric by two
competing views: between the “discovery model” #ral“creation model” of invention. Liu
clarifies the distinction between these two moaélmvention: “Semantically speaking, to
‘discover’ is to make visible or known somethingththough hidden and unknown previously,
has always been “out there”.... To ‘create,’ on thieeohand, suggests bringing into being
something that has never existed” (54). Hawhes tieeverbs “grasp” and “find” to describe
invention as discovery and the verbs “generate” arehte” for invention as creation. Carolyn
Miller suggests that for ancient rhetoric the distion between these two views of invention
were not so clear: “In both Latin and Greek, teexfor ‘invent’ heuriskein, invenire
ambiguously include what are now two senses: thedbiming upon what already exists

(discovery) and that of contriving something thever existed before (invention) [i.e. creation]”
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(130). Miller points to the renaissance as thetmen these two senses of invention began to
differ, and says that they became more fixed withrise of modernism. This differentiation
was prominently made by Francis Bacon:
The invention of speech or argument is not propanlynvention: for to invent is
to discover that we know not, and not to recoveresummon that which we
already know: and the use of this invention iotieer but, out of the knowledge
whereof our mind is already possessed, to drava farcall before us that which
may be pertinent to the purpose ... . So to spe#&Kitris no invention, but a
remembrance or suggestion.... (740).
True invention (which Bacon confusingly calls “tscbver”) means to create something new,
while rhetorical invention in this view, as Liu pt$ out, “should be understood as a shadow of
the ‘real’ invention because it at best ‘recove@nething already existent within a known
enclosure and does not lead to any genuine ‘disgtiy&6).

Hawhee and Liu both describe how postmodern vidvgsilgjectivity and discourse
challenge these two competing views of inventidithough the discovery model and the
creation model hinge on issues of interiority art&gority, Hawhee describes how postmodern
thinking questions the assumptions behind each:Viesth the 'grasping’ and the 'generating’
models of invention posit an active, sovereign sayvho sets out either to ‘'find’ or 'create’
discursive 'stuff' (16). In similar terms, Liu fia fault in the creation and invention models:
"both set as the object of this search somethiniglwis unambiguously authentic or true. ...
Both share... what Stephen Toulmin identifies assffigt of modernist mode of discourse, that

is, the belief in the possibility and the necessitia clean slate and a fresh start' for our
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discursive practices" (56). Hawhee and Liu eaddranteresting alternative ways to envision
invention that don't share these limited viewsuddjsctivity and knowledge.

Liu believes that a persistent merging of the theesss—invention, discovery,
creation—continues to occur. He looks to Derrmanake the point that invention can not be

reduced to either "'discovery,' as the ‘unveilihtyath," or ‘creation’ as [fictional or fabulous]
imagination of a thing" (58). Freeing ourselvemira tendency to reduce invention to either

"creation" or "discover," Liu believes would be leénial and more in line with postmodern

thinking:
With a heightened awareness that to invent, contcawhat Bacon teaches,nst
merely to "discover,"” we would be more wary of tbky of pre-supposing a
"deer" or some other sort of prior existence inaeleat of the will or intent of the
"discoverer" when we talk about invention.

and

Similarly, a heightened awareness that to invemtfary to what Coleridge
suggests we should all strive foristto "create” would make a difference in
both our conceptions and practices of rhetoricchSan awareness would suggest,
for example, that we think twice before we focus @fifiorts only on the

cultivation of "real insights," or "original persgeves,” "unconventional
thinking,"... or authentic "inner voices.... [We woulé aware that] what is
"new" is always saturated with "traces" of the althat is "unique" saturated with
"traces" of the common, what is "different” satechwvith traces of the same."

(59-60)
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If we consider Liu's views in terms of Aristotléfsee kinds of knowledgespistemer
theoretical/logicalphronesisor practicaltechneor productive), we can see that he focuses his
postmodern critique on modernist notiongpfsteme He believes that we should promote what
he calls "inventiveness" as a way to avoid reduaingntion too narrowly to "creation” or
"discovery": "To promote inventiveness is to ingfsdt it is as important to 'recover or
resummon that which we already know' as it is igctver that [which] we know not.' There is
not, nor can there be, any fundamental differeratevéen 'creation’ and ‘formation’ or
‘construction™(60). Here we see how he expandgetitiveness" to consider not j@giisteme

but phronesisandtechneas well. This larger view of invention's focugends as well to the
focus for reflection, for reflection deals not jugth the epistemological but also the practical
and productive.

Debra Hawhee offers a similar expansion of tradéloziews on invention and inquiry.
Hawhee suggests "invention-in-the middle" as sed#ifit way of seeing the mode of rhetorical
invention than one that hinges on the singular soge subject. She sees invention-in-the-
middle as a "kairotic encounter” that occurs "assponse to the forces at work in a particular
encounter” (18). She describes this encounkairbs, then, enables a consideration of
'invention-in-the-middle," a space-time which mattks emergence of a pro-visional 'subject,’
one that work®n—and it worked orby—the situation" (18). She re-envisions a dynaratber
than a static view of the subject: "In the middiee invents and is invented, one writes and is
written, constitutes and is constituted" (17-18)milar to the notion of inquiry occurring
throughout the writing process, Hawhee believesdbaing rhetoric within the framework of
Kairosleads to a broader view of invention within thetuag process: "Rather than the five-step

program (‘invention, then style, then arrangemeptthé canons would cluster around 'ands,’'
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held in tension, and enacted only ...through theioaial specificity of particular encounters”
(32). Invention, as she says, happens on manislewaultaneously. She concludes by stating:
"It is only through the timelkairotic encounter that 'turns' happen, differetitoiemerge, and
logosbecomes action--...words make themselves deeds" @2yhee's revised view of
invention, then, remarkably resembles Hunters state that "Stance enacts the meeting of a
human being with the world." Defining inventiontearms ofKairos means that the writer must
define their inquiry and discourse as a stance, ratationship with a situation.

Two other scholars elaborate on Hawhee's viewkeibrical invention with interesting
implications on our views of stance. James Faergilains the significance of what he calls
"norms of propriety" which are only developed witlihe context of others (or what he calls the
“rhetorical forum™) (91). Within his descriptiori @ropriety," we see the dynamic context
within which a writer develops good or appropristance (i.e. the balance wofriter, subject
andaudienceg: "rhetorical practice enacts the norms of propriet}i@boratively with interested
collective othersin the rhetorical forum, rhetoric is both theraated and the animator. This is
because the very conditions of propriety are caliy being reindividuated and renewed with
every specific case" (91). If finding "the apprape"” is a crucial part of invention, | would add
that this quest for the appropriate extends througthe writing process, and it is reflection's
important role of testing and confirming that ereehihe evolution of "appropriate” stance.
Michael Leff presents a similar idea with his us¢he term "decorum:

Decorum is the term that best describes the praxfesediation and balance
connected with qualitative judgment. It is thenpiple of decorum that allows us

to comprehend a situation as a whole, to locat@e&aning within a context, and
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to translate this understanding into a discursorent.. . [It] mediates between

internal sense and external reference in a cektathof discursive product. (62)
Decorum, like "the norms of the appropriate," dé®s the quest for balance and alignment
encompassed by the concept of stance. The indbewy, of invention is about more than simply
"finding something to say." It involves not jubetsovereign self searching for truth, but a
writer entering into a process of inquiry whereithieoughts and discourse shape and are shaped
by all the elements of the writing situation. Rimgithese objects of invention--decorum, kairos,
and norms of appropriateness—are the essencenceséad the enactment of rhetoric. Most

importantly, these concerns of inquiry relatedtemse persist through the entire writing process.

Conclusion

This paper has sought to link invention and reftecas heuristic activities in the writing
process. The desire to make this connectionra@igd from the results of a case study on
student post-draft reflections which revealed ewgdethat developing rhetorical stance was the
most prominent feature within these reflective iwgtpieces. The study suggested that
invention and reflection should not be seen asragpavents in the writing process but rather as
a continuation of the same recursive mental process

This paper has provided the grounds for makingdbmection between invention and

reflection. Specifically it has shown

that invention and reflection are both heuristitguided inquiry

that productive invention and reflection both requgimilar states of ambiguity

that invention as an act of inquiry persists thioaug the writing process, and thus the

concerns of inventional inquiry continue within thet of reflection
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that a significant interest of inquiry shared byeantion and reflection concerns rhetorical
stance.
It is time we re-envisioned the writing processpogviding a prominent place for reflection—on
the same level as invention. The discovery, nea@nce, and transformation of rhetorical
stance is the most significant concern that inwenéind reflection share throughout the writing

process.
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Notes Page

1. The reasons for the dismissal of Flowers andeslayork are complex, as Cindy Johanek
explores in her bookKomposing Researchihe empirical and quantitative nature of their
research was rejected as too positivist in naagécognitive reductionism” and as stripped of

the important element of context (31). The growftfeminist scholarship also viewed this kind

of scientific-based knowledge as male-oriented, tAnd inadequate for a true representation of
the writing process. | believe it is time to rezsssthe work of Flowers and Hayes and appreciate

the detailed exploration of the writing processytheovided.
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