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a b s t r a c t 

Process writing is one of the most popular writing methods in education, but the early stages of the 

writing process have received little attention in previous writing research. This article adds to a so-called 

post-process movement in writing research by asking: What becomes possible when thinking of brain- 

storming in a collaborative writing assemblage as becoming and rhizomatic? A rhizoanalysis of three 

events was conducted using data from upper-secondary school students’ collaborative brainstorming ses- 

sions to write a musical script. The analysis showcases that brainstorming in collaborative writing is 

messy and crowded, and that a rhizomatic understanding of brainstorming in collaborative writing is 

allowing, explorative, and unexpected. Nevertheless, the concept of brainstormin g can be misleading in 

response to what the doings in brainstorming can be(come). Therefore, this article proposes a re-thinking 

of brainstorming as otherwise, asking whether the notions of idea-ing and becoming ideas might be more 

generative . 

© 2023 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Inc. 
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. Introduction 

This article presents a re-thinking of brainstorming in collabora- 

ive writing by analyzing upper-secondary school students’ brain- 

torming sessions to write a musical script. Writing research his- 

orically has paid much attention to the product of writing—more 

pecifically to rhetorical form and accurate grammar in the written 

roduct—but since the 1980s, the research focus has shifted toward 

he process of writing ( Leggette et al., 2015 ). Today, process writing 

s one of the most popular writing methods in education ( Graham 

 Sandmel, 2011 ); however, a comprehensive and universal defini- 

ion of process writing remains lacking. Roughly, it comprises plan- 

ing by setting goals, generating and organizing ideas, translating 

y putting the writing plan into action, and reviewing through 

valuating, editing, and revising text ( Graham & Sandmel, 2011 ). 

owry et al. (2004) adapted these stages of collaborative writing 

CW) and added others, suggesting that CW activities comprise 

rainstorming, outlining, drafting, reviewing, editing, and revising. 

 recent scoping review of CW in first language (L1) school con- 

exts indicated that extant research primarily has focused on draft- 

ng. However, the early and late stages of writing have not received 

qual attention ( Svenlin & Sørhaug, 2022 ). Osborn (1953) popu- 

arized the concept of brainstorming in the 1950s, defining it as 
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sing the brain to “storm,” i.e., tackle a problem. Adapted to CW, 

rainstorming is a pre-writing activity and a spontaneous way of 

enerating ideas before a writing assignment ( Dhanya & Alamelu, 

020 ; Rao, 2007 ). Writing researchers have stressed the impor- 

ance of brainstorming and planning for several decades, and have 

oticed that students engage in only limited planning before draft- 

ng ( Daiute, 1986 ; Storch, 2005 ; Svenlin & Sørhaug, 2022 ). Thus,

rainstorming in CW is an understudied area, and this study strives 

o address this research gap. 

At the end of the 1990s, researchers criticized process the- 

ry in writing and composition studies during the so-called post- 

rocess movement ( Dobrin et al., 2011 ; Kastman Breuch, 2002 ; 

ent, 1999 ). Originally, the process models in writing were com- 

lex, but over time, they have been criticized for being oversim- 

lified and viewed as something that can be “taught in one or 

wo in-service sessions” ( Ede, 1994 , pp. 35–36). This post-process 

ovement arose in relation to this critique, arguing that regard- 

ess of how complex and specific a writing model can present it- 

elf, it remains an unsubstantial and/or unobservable model be- 

ause it tries to depict interior processes ( Hardin, 2011 ). Neverthe- 

ess, we still need a vocabulary to talk about doings in writing. 

herefore, the post-process movement is united by its attempt to 

uild on, as well as move beyond, process theory. However, the 

ovement lacks a shared ontological and philosophical foundation. 

his study aligns with this postprocess movement and builds on 
nder the CC BY license ( http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/ ) 
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his body of research by thinking with post-approaches 1 to litera- 

ies and education (e.g., Kuby, 2017 ; Unrau et al., 2018 ). Although 

his research field has been growing, insight has been limited so 

ar on what such theoretical approaches can contribute to under- 

tanding (and moving beyond) process theory in CW ( Svenlin & 

ørhaug, 2022 ). Although post-approaches include various philo- 

ophical and theoretical approaches, they are united by a de- 

ire to move beyond a human-centric perspective to account for 

nowledge-production in human-and-more-than-human relations 

 Gunnarsson & Bodén, 2021 ; Jusslin et al., 2022 ). More attention 

s being paid to CW in writing research, which primarily has been 

ositioned within a social paradigm, e.g., social constructionism 

nd sociocultural theories ( Svenlin & Sørhaug, 2022 ). To some ex- 

ent, these theories include more-than-human elements—e.g., pa- 

er, pens, and computers—but they focus on human subjects’ ac- 

ivities, thereby overlooking material and relational aspects. As CW 

rocesses include a multiplicity of human-and-more-than-human 

elations (e.g., students, texts, computers, pens, and paper), we 

aintain that post-approaches offer possibilities to understand var- 

ous connections, multiplicities, and unpredictabilities of CW in ed- 

cational practices, which have been overlooked in previous re- 

earch ( Svenlin & Sørhaug, 2022 ). This paper’s research aims to ad- 

ress this research gap. 

Although most writing researchers have acknowledged that 

rocess-oriented writing is not linear, but rather iterative and 

yclical ( Lowry et al., 2004 ), we propose that CW might be 

ther/else/more in terms of how writing and brainstorming move 

n unpredictable ways. In this study, we think with the philosophy 

f immanence by Deleuze and Guattari (1987/ 2013 ) to problema- 

ize brainstorming in CW processes. Some of Deleuze and Guat- 

ari’s core ideas include non-representational perspectives (e.g., 

here is no “reality” that language is trying to represent) and a 

ecentering of the human, which is not to be viewed as a value, 

ut rather as an inclusive thought of humans and more-than- 

umans coming to know through our being with / in the world. Fur- 

hermore, Deleuze and Guattari (1987/ 2013 ) dismantled Cartesian 

ualist thinking (i.e., the division between mind and body, and 

ichotomies in general). Instead, they presented the idea of the 

lane of immanence, suggesting that humans, materialities, and 

anguages exist on the same ontologically flattened plane, in which 

othing is superior in relation to anything else. Another core idea 

f importance in this study is the renunciation of chronological 

hinking. These ontological assumptions challenge us to view CW 

n new ways, as well as move beyond linear thinking about the 

riting process and include more-than-human aspects in writing 

 Hein, 2019 ). 

The present study aimed to explore brainstorming in CW 

hrough a Deleuzoguattarian approach within the context of upper- 

econdary students writing a school musical script. Drawing on 

his theoretical approach, we performed a rhizoanalysis in which 

e zoomed in on when the students were instructed to brain- 

torm, as understood from a process writing perspective ( Lowry 

t al., 2004 ). The notion of the rhizome is a way of disrupting

ausality and linearity to emphasize the unexpected and unpre- 

ictable (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987/ 2013 ). The school musical in- 

olved multiple relations and materialities—e.g., actors, musicians, 

cript, songs, stage, and props—that created relations and moved 

n (un)expected and (un)predictable ways during CW processes. 

hese participants formed assemblages in which bodies came to 

e, to do, and to know ( Lenters et al., 2022 ). Another important

oncept is the notion of becoming (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987/ 2013 ), 
1 We use post-approaches as an umbrella term for different philosophical ramifi- 

ations, e.g., new materialism, post-structuralism, posthumanism, agential realism, 

tc. (e.g., Jusslin et al., 2022 ). 

(

c

w

i

2 
hich helps problematize a process-oriented approach to writ- 

ng because although emphasizing the process, the process ulti- 

ately entails producing an end-product (the text) and not neces- 

arily in the ontological becoming in-between human-and-more- 

han-human relations. Our thinking is fueled by research that sug- 

ests writing and literacies are rhizomatic, i.e., in a constant state 

f becoming, and are not projected toward a textual endpoint (e.g., 

uby & Zhao, 2021 ; Leander & Boldt, 2012 ; Rubin, 2022 ). There-

ore, we ask: What becomes possible when thinking of brainstorming 

n a collaborative writing assemblage as becoming and rhizomatic? 

In the next section, we unfold the theoretical framework and 

eview previous research. We then present the research context 

nd analytical approach. Finally, we present the analysis and dis- 

uss implications for writing research. 

. Writing as relational and rhizomatic becomings 

.1. Unfolding the philosophy of immanence 

We think with Deleuze and Guattari’s (1987/ 2013 ) philosophy 

f immanence to understand writing as rhizomatic and becom- 

ng. The concept of rhizome stems from the biological context, in 

hich it refers to arborescent trees’ irregular root systems (Deleuze 

 Guattari (1987/ 2013 ). The rhizome constantly is expanding and 

rowing in new, unpredicted ways, and even if broken, it finds new 

ays to grow and develop. Furthermore, a rhizome has no clear 

ntry or exit points—only middles. The rhizome concept will be 

laborated further in Section 3.1 . 

From a Deleuzoguattarian perspective, the human is decen- 

ered and viewed as a relational becoming. The notion of becoming 

oves away from stability, stressing that it “is the effect of expe- 

ience that connects and intersects on different planes that fold, 

nfold, and enfold in time and space” ( Masny, 2006 , p. 150). All 

ssemblages and relations within them are shifting constantly be- 

ause “participants in an assemblage are always becoming, ever- 

merging, continually transforming in response to each new set 

f relations or associations” ( Lenters, 2016 , p. 284). For example, 

o problematize a process-writing approach with high school stu- 

ents, Rubin (2022) asked what becomes possible when the teach- 

ng of writing emphasizes becoming, rather than just a product 

r process. Such a shift in thinking opens the possibility to think 

bout writing as making—as following energies and making affec- 

ive connections. Rubin (2022) encourages teachers to view writing 

s something more—as a becoming in which students “experience 

he electricity and joy of being present and in-relation with others”

p. 9). 

Human bodies come into being through relations with other 

uman-and-more-than-human bodies ( Kuby & Zhao, 2021 ). In this 

ontext, bodies refer not only to humans’ bodies, but also to all 

rganic and nonorganic materials that are part of a relational as- 

emblage comprising human-and-more-than-human entities. As- 

emblage is a way of encompassing the diverse and multiple bodies 

hat affect and are affected by each other. Assemblages are con- 

tantly formed and developed. A territory is stable and consistent, 

hereas deterritorialization entails the “undoing” and reconfigur- 

ng of this territory, which then is reterritorialized. This indicates 

hat territories are established, mutated, transformed, and broken 

own constantly ( Müller, 2015 ). Furthermore, assemblages do not 

xist on their own, but are relational becomings ( Gunnarsson & 

odén, 2021 ), e.g., the assemblages examined comprise the venue, 

tudents, computers, furniture in the room, researcher, and teacher 

to mention a few). 

These theoretical notions shape our thinking of CW in three 

entral ways. First, as mentioned in the introduction, thinking of 

riting as rhizomatic—and deterritorializing... and reterritorializ- 

ng... and as an assemblage—encourages us to move beyond a lin- 
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2 The project, called Research and Development at Björneborgs Svenska Samskola, 

or “Case BSS,” is a collaboration between Åbo Akademi University and BSS, funded 

by Svenska Kulturfonden i Björneborg. 
3 All school names were published with permission. 
ar way of considering writing processes. In this paradigm, writ- 

ng has no starting or ending points, but rather multiple middles. 

econd, we view writing as becoming (e.g., Masny, 2006 ; Rubin, 

022 ). As Leander and Boldt (2012) suggested, literacy-related ac- 

ivities cannot be understood as moving toward an end product, 

ut rather “as living its life in the ongoing present, forming rela- 

ions and connections across signs, objects, and bodies in often un- 

xpected ways” (p. 22). Third, a rhizomatic re-thinking of the CW 

rocess involves human-and-more-than-human bodies. By decen- 

ering the human and instead considering human-and-more-than- 

uman relations in an assemblage, we move away from stability 

oward openings and possibilities ( Burnett & Merchant, 2020 ). 

.2. Unfolding brainstorming and collaborative writing 

Brainstorming is an activity that groups can use prior to a writ- 

ng assignment ( Lowry et al., 2004 ). Its purpose in writing is to

enerate as many ideas for the draft as possible. These ideas are 

ollated by the group, sometimes by a designated scribe, and the 

roup democratically decides which ideas to pursue in the writ- 

en text ( Dhanya & Alamelu, 2020 ). Invented by Osborn (1953) , 

he term brainstorming originally was used in a marketing con- 

ext to encompass the social process of “storming” a creative prob- 

em, i.e., generating new and creative advertising ideas. As such, 

rainstorming is collaborative, as it allows group members to voice 

deas without fear of rejection. It also enables the group to “create 

deas and organize raw materials in a logical order” ( Rao, 2007 , 

. 104). According to Osborn (1953) , brainstorming initially can be 

onducted in a group from start to finish or individually, in which 

ach person writes down ideas and thoughts. However, ideas ulti- 

ately are processed and discussed in a group, making it a foun- 

ationally collaborative activity. In writing, brainstorming focuses 

ore on the writing process, rather than the end product ( Dhanya 

 Alamelu, 2020 ). Brainstorming is one of the first activities in 

W ( Lowry et al., 2004 ), but teachers tend to focus more on the

ritten product than on the process behind the writing, thereby 

eglecting pre-writing activities (cf. Rao, 2007 ; Svenlin & Sørhaug, 

022 ). 

Traditionally, writing has been perceived as a solitary activity 

 Storch, 2019 ), but CW in schools and in the research realm has in-

reased since the beginning of the 21st century ( Svenlin & Sørhaug, 

022 ). CW has been conceptualized in different ways. Lowry et al. 

2004) offered a narrow definition, stating that CW “is an iterative 

nd social process that involves a team focused on a common ob- 

ective that negotiates, coordinates, and communicates during the 

reation of a common document” (p. 72). This definition empha- 

izes multiple humans and one document. Sharples (1999) pre- 

ented another understanding of CW, maintaining that ”all writ- 

ng is collaborative. It has to be. Writers are in constant dialogue 

ith the surrounding world, and that world includes other people”

p. 168). Our understanding of CW resembles that of Sharples, but 

hinking with the Deleuzoguattarian (1987/2013) approach, we add 

hat writers are in constant relation with the world and that the 

orld includes human-and-more-than-human relations. We view 

riting as an assemblage, i.e., all writing is collaborative, even if 

 single person writes a specific text, because we constantly are 

lugged in (cf. Jackson & Mazzei, 2013 ) and simultaneously affect 

nd are affected in relation to other human-and-more-than-human 

elations within different assemblages. As Deleuze and Guattari 

1987/ 2013 ) put it in the opening words of A Thousand Plateaus : 

The two of us wrote Anti-Oedipus together. Since each of us was 

everal, there was already quite a crowd” (p. 3). Deleuze and Guat- 

ari did not specifically write about CW, but this quote indicates 

hat they were well-acquainted with it. Although acknowledging 

hat all writing is collaborative, we understand that in the present 

tudy, the students’ writing was collaborative in the sense that 
3 
ultiple people were writing a shared document in a specific so- 

iomaterial environment (i.e., the school musical). 

Writing from a more-than-human perspective involves writing 

ith, which suggests that the human is included, but decentered 

 Hawk, 2011 ), e.g., researchers have studied writing as walking 

 Springgay & Truman, 2018 ; Wargo, 2018 ), writing with wearables 

 Wargo, 2018 ), and writing as crafting ( Kuby et al., 2015 ; Kuby &

ucker, 2016 ), thereby challenging traditional perspectives on writ- 

ng. In a study of children’s literacy desirings in a multimodal liter- 

cy workshop, Kuby et al. (2015) experienced that the researchers 

eeded to ask themselves what writing really is. When second- 

raders were instructed to “go be a writer,” the researchers and 

eachers were surprised that the children started crafting with var- 

ous materials, e.g., yarn and craft sticks. This raised several ques- 

ions: Can crafting be understood as writing? How will it be as- 

essed? How does it fit with the curriculum? Moreover, the re- 

earchers also asked, “Does one ever write alone?” ( Rucker & Kuby, 

020 , p. 25). Furthermore, Lenters (2016) found that seemingly off- 

ask, mundane, and overlooked literacy activities (e.g., doodling in 

extbooks) could be considered as “de/reterritorializing practices as 

pportunities for becoming-other” (p. 309). 

When writing, we do not simply put our thoughts and words 

n paper. Writing is an act of becoming with/in the world ( Rubin, 

022 ), and this be(com)ing is relational: We constantly affect and 

re affected ( Burnett & Merchant, 2020 ) by human-and-more-than- 

uman entities. The process of becoming involves several human- 

nd-more-than-human actors, and in CW, this is particularly ev- 

dent. We understand becoming in writing as an unpredictable 

ovement in unexpected ways. For example, in his dissertation 

n different actors in CW with lower-secondary students in Nor- 

ay, Sørhaug (2022) found that digital actors (search engines and 

exts on websites) seemed to make the most significant impact on 

he writing situation. Furthermore, becoming in writing turns away 

rom the end product (i.e., the “finished text”) and focuses instead 

n the process. Wyatt et al. (2011) explored CW and stated that 

collaborative writing through a Deleuzian lens seeks to cultivate 

he in-between, not the points or the ends” (p. 26). Wyatt and Gale 

2018) similarly suggested that writing is a way of “clouding, as a 

rocess of gathering and moving and dispersing and travelling and 

oing so in response to and ‘intra-acting’ with the winds, currents, 

nd forces with/in/into which clouds are embrangled” (p. 124). This 

howcases how post-approaches to writing are more interested in 

hat is becoming than what is. 

. Methodological engagements 

.1. A collaborative writing assemblage: research context and data 

This study builds on a school musical project between two 

pper-secondary school classes in Finland, which has two national 

anguages (Finnish and Swedish) with parallel and equal school 

ystems. The school musical project was part of a larger project 2 

hat aimed to strengthen the Swedish language in the school of 

jörneborgs Svenska Samskola (BSS). 3 Unlike the situation in the 

ity of Vasa Övningsskola (VÖS), Swedish is not visible in the lin- 

uistic landscape outside of BSS. Thus, one reason for the musical 

ollaboration was to strengthen the Swedish language in the BSS 

chool. Unlike the BSS class, all students in the VÖS class attended 

 music program, i.e., aside from a regular upper-secondary cur- 

iculum, the students’ curriculum included music-related courses 
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nd activities. The VÖS students knew from day one in upper- 

econdary school that they would participate in a school musical, 

hereas the BSS students did not know until the middle of their 

econd year. All students received credits for their participation, 

nd although all BSS students participated in the first stages of the 

usical production, participation was not mandatory. 

When the project began, the students were at the end of 

heir second year and the beginning of their third and final year 

n upper-secondary school. In both schools, Swedish is the lan- 

uage of instruction and the language used with the school mu- 

ical project and the CW (with occasional and naturally occurring 

ranslanguaging in Finnish or English). The language-strengthening 

roject in BSS was framed as an action research project, but 

he present study was conducted methodologically within a post- 

ualitative paradigm, with the research foci on doings and becom- 

ngs, rather than “being” ( Jackson & Mazzei, 2023 ; Østern et al., 

023 ; St. Pierre, 2019 ). In line with this, we cannot assume that we

an represent and capture the school musical project’s pedagog- 

cal reality. Instead, we considered all bodies (human-and-more- 

han-human) on the same, flattened plane and moved away from 

he human-centric “I” and toward a collective “we” ( Østern et al., 

023 ; Wargo, 2018 ). Thus, we did not merely study human activity 

n the CW assemblage, e.g., the students and other humans’ dia- 

ogue and actions. Instead, we attended to all relations and doings 

n-between human (i.e., the students’ words and actions as indi- 

iduals and as a group) and more-than-human (e.g., the devices 

resent, activity on screens, sounds and actions in the room, the 

oom’s interior, etc.) bodies. By broadening our perspective to en- 

ompass more-than-human relations, we believed that collabora- 

ive brainstorming and writing could be studied in a more nuanced 

nd complex manner. 

The human participants came from two participating schools: 

SS and VÖS. The two classes, totaling 31 students, participated 

n a school musical project in which they collaboratively planned, 

roduced, and performed their own jukebox musical, 4 DÖMD 

 CONVICTED in English) . The musical focused on four senior citi- 

ens falsely convicted of robbing a bank. Played out in prison, the 

usical revolved around how the seniors plan their prison escape. 

n a dramatic final scene, they escape and return to their lives in 

reedom. The musical project took place during a whole academic 

ear, and due to geographical distance, the project was workshop- 

ased, i.e., the students and their respective teachers worked to- 

ether for two to three consecutive days on six different occasions 

uring the year. 

Mindy participated in and followed the project from start to 

nish, following eight students—four from each school. Together 

ith their teachers and a director, who was hired to direct the 

chool musical, the 31 students collaboratively created the main 

heme and synopsis for the musical. No specific training on pro- 

ess (or rhizomatic) CW or instruction on how to write together 

as conducted within the school musical project prior to the writ- 

ng of the musical script. All students accessed a shared online 

older in which all documents for the musical (e.g., the synop- 

is, list of characters, musical scores, script) were co-authored. In 

he synopsis, each scene was described in a few sentences with- 

ut specifying the dialogue and details. When the synopsis was 

reated, the students worked in smaller writing groups of four 

o five each to write individual scenes. The eight students that 

indy followed were divided into two writing groups (compris- 

ng two students from each school). The students were instructed 

o brainstorm and write the scenes using guidelines from the syn- 

psis. During these small group writing sessions, the eight stu- 
4 A jukebox musical uses preexisting songs sung by characters within an overar- 

hing plot (see Byrne & Fuchs, 2022 ). In DÖMD, some songs’ lyrics were changed. 
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ents’ dialogues were audio-recorded, and their computer screens 

n each writing group were screen-recorded. Mindy interviewed 

he eight students in school-based groups throughout the year (12 

nterviews total) and kept a research diary throughout the project, 

ournaling about memories, sensations, feelings, and thoughts that 

merged. Sofia engaged with the project by facilitating a dance- 

nd-text-based workshop focusing on working with themes from 

yrics when the students were instructed to brainstorm together. 

hus, our data also encompassed our embodied data from engag- 

ng in the project ( Ellingson & Sotirin, 2020 ). Our embodied par- 

icipation and presence in the project provided us with other in- 

ights into the students’ CW processes. Furthermore, the two of us 

ave previous personal experience with CW of scripts for the stage. 

hese various data were plugged into one another in the rhizoanal- 

sis. 

.2. Thinking with theory and working with rhizoanalysis 

Our analysis was fueled by thinking with theory ( Jackson & 

azzei, 2023 ), which is an approach (not a method) that refuses 

ystematic coding and identification of themes, and instead puts 

heories and concepts to work in/with the data ( Jackson & Mazzei, 

023 ). This approach is a way of resisting “sameness, represen- 

ationalism, and the all-knowing ‘I’ that (the) traditional method 

rivileges” ( Jackson & Mazzei, 2023 , p. xi) and instead turning at- 

ention toward differences. 

Our way of thinking with theory entails perfoming a rhizoanal- 

sis , which, as both an analytical product and process, can be con- 

ucted in several ways (cf. Leander & Rowe, 2006 ; Masny, 2016 ; 

ellers, 2015 ), yet there is no set way of conducting one. Instead, 

he rhizoanalysis is an entangled becoming with/in different re- 

earch assemblages and is adaptable to every unique context. How- 

ver, the rhizome’s core ideas (i.e., no entry or exit points but only 

iddles; constant growth and development; and an emphasis on 

ifferences rather than similarities) are present in most rhizoanal- 

ses. 

Being intertwined and engaged full-time in the project, Mindy 

erformed the rhizoanalysis in close dialogue with Sofia. Together, 

he rhizoanalysis was discussed, revised, and updated during the 

nalytical process, which started in the middle (cf. Jackson & 

azzei, 2013 ; Jackson, 2017 ; Sellers, 2015 ), entailing immersion 

ith data, theory, bodies, and concepts. Following Jackson and 

azzei (2023) , we activated “a circuit […] that sparks, jolts, and 

uts thought in motion” (p. 3). From the middle, three episodes 

rom the data regarding the question that this study explored 

aught our attention (or, to allude to MacLure, 2013 , started to 

limmer and glow). We could not pinpoint what exactly caught our 

ttention (and we agreed with MacLure, 2010 , that we did not rec- 

gnize the example at the point of emergence); however, it was an 

ffective experience that inspired us to explore it further. Mindy, 

ho conducted the initial analysis, showed the particular events 5 

rom the data to Sofia, who also experienced the same “glow.” In 

lose collaboration, through discussions and collaborative experi- 

enting, we tried to encompass and unpack the “glow” that we 

xperienced. The analysis was (re)conducted collaboratively multi- 

le times, each time resulting in a new aspect or perspective. Thus, 

he analysis itself was becoming in-between the researchers. 

These events, presented in Figs. 1–3 , comprise transcripts, pic- 

ures, screenshots from the synopsis or other documents, and 

he researchers’ notes. We performed a rhizoanalysis on these 
5 Contrary to event as in a literacy event, a term used, e.g., within New Literacy 

tudies, we use the concept of event here as a way to highlight the “relational on- 

ology that holds that entities and individuals or their attributes do not pre-exist or 

re not prior to relationships, but come into being through relationships” ( Bozalek 

 Taylor, 2021 , p. 66). 
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vents, which included mappings and tracings ( Deleuze & Guattari, 

987/ 2013 ; Masny, 2016 ). Mappings are “experimentations in con- 

act with the real” (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987/ 2013 , p. 13), in which 

ifferent lines are produced—both fixed and rigid lines, i.e., lines 

f flight, which become something else/new/other. Tracings are the 

ertical lines that spread in infinite directions and identify deep 

tructures within the map (pp. 12–13). Both mappings and tracings 

re needed to study multiplicities. Performing the rhizoanalysis be- 

ame a rhizomatic process in that it could start only in the middle 

ecause there were no entry or exit points, and it continually grew 

n new directions. 

The analysis did not search for conformity or causality, but 

ather paid attention to differences, the unpredictable, and the sur- 

rising ( Leander & Rowe, 2006 ). After the initial tracing of lines, 

indy noticed some thresholds within every event. The concept of 

he threshold in architecture does not have a function in itself, but 

ather connects one space with another ( Jackson & Mazzei, 2023 ). 

rom a threshold, one can move on lines of flight toward different 

paces, thoughts, and encounters (e.g., St. Pierre, 2019 ). Threshold- 

ng involves opening up to the unthought and is “an activity of 

ithness , allowing the something else to show itself and flourish”

 Jackson & Mazzei, 2023 , p. 6). In our rhizoanalysis, the thresholds 

ncompassed both entry and exit points, and were plateaus from 

hich new movements or lines of flight emerged. In this way, the 

hresholds indicated how stable territories constantly were deter- 

itorialized. 

At first glance, a rhizomap might look like a regular “mindmap”

ith some keywords from which different associations and conno- 

ations are drawn. However, our rhizomap differed from this ap- 

roach in (at least) two important ways. First, in line with a non- 

epresentational view, we did not view our rhizomaps as repre- 

enting reality and/or what data “are.” We understood the data 

s an assemblage—as complex, ever-expanding, and impossible to 

apture and represent. Second, no hierarchy exists in the rhi- 

omaps, i.e., nothing comes first, nothing comes second, and no 

spect is superior to others because everything is on the same, flat- 

ened, ontological plane. 

Next, we present three events from the data. We chose the 

vents by reading and re-reading the data from the middle. Mindy 

ranslated the events from Swedish to English. If other languages 

ere used, they are indicated in the event within brackets. All 

ames used in the events are pseudonyms. We experimented with 

nd juxtaposed different texts in the event to problematize and 

raw attention to the events’ messiness (cf. Jusslin, 2022 ; Kuby 

t al., 2015 ; Sellers, 2015 ; Wargo, 2018 ). We also used different

onts and styles to present certain aspects of the data ( Fig. 1 ). 

In the events, the various fonts showcase how different materi- 

lities (words, actions, and sounds) are related to the students and 

heir dialogues, and how the different aspects are nonhierarchical, 
i

Fig. 1. Typographic ele

5 
lthough lined up on top of each other. The language of instruc- 

ion in the project was Swedish, so the students’ dialogue in the 

ata is in Swedish unless another language is mentioned in the 

vents. We used one indent per student to showcase how the di- 

logue moved in-between students. In addition to different fonts 

nd indents, screenshots from the shared document (the synop- 

is and script font is Times New Roman) were used during the 

vents. These screenshots were placed within lined boxes. Photos 

rom the CW assemblages also were included. Screenshots from 

he students’ shared documents and the first author’s research di- 

ry coincided: one picture from the original writings (in Swedish) 

nd one with an English translation. In the rhizomaps, we used 

ashed lines (as opposed to solid lines) to showcase that the lines 

ere not definite and steady, but rather irrupt-able and fluid. The 

hresholds in the rhizoanalysis are presented within boxes. Using 

ifferent fonts and indents in this way, we tried to encompass the 

any coinciding rhizomatic and relational happenings. Next, we 

resent the events and the rhizomaps, then unfold them analyti- 

ally. 

. Analyzing collaborative writing assemblages 

In this section, we present and analyze three events: Writing 

ith Code Words and With Others; Fallen Off the Writing Wagon; 

nd Whose Scene Is It Anyway? In these events, different constella- 

ions of human-and-more-than-human bodies and relations were 

resent and analyzed. Each event is preceded by a short presenta- 

ion of the particular constellation. 

.1. Writing with code words and with others 

The first event in Fig. 2 showcases the becoming of the first 

cene in the musical, which starts with a phone call from a 

oss-type character who delegates a mission to four robbers. The 

uman-and-more-than-human bodies comprised students Celine, 

ax, and Marie; a laptop (which Celine wrote on); a keyboard; a 

hared synopsis; and the first scene in the script. 

During the CW process, a discussion took place using a code 

ord instead of using the word money . In this event, many things 

appen almost simultaneously in a short sequence. CW is con- 

tantly at thresholds, jumping on lines of flight to new, deterrito- 

ialized spaces ( Fig. 3 ): code words; keyboard clatter; writing with 

thers; and assemblage dynamics. 

At the code words threshold, the CW was moving on lines of 

ight in different directions, navigating aspects of the current CW 

ituation and the writing of the musical script, which was re- 

ated to the assemblage dynamic and the future performance of 

he scene on stage. The first scene of the script was in-becoming 

n the present, with the CW assemblage simultaneously relating 
ments in events. 
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Fig. 2. Writing with code words and with others. 
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Fig. 3. Rhizomap of writing with code words and with others . 
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o the future with the finished musical. Nevertheless, the CW was 

lso further along than that, as it already was on stage performing 

he musical for a live audience. The students wondered whether 

he audience would be able to understand the use of code words 

n the musical. 

The keyboard clatter threshold is related to three students and 

ne laptop, on which Celine was writing. We called the per- 

on within the assemblage who was writing the student-with- 

he-keyboard as opposed to the more human-centric term “main 

riter,” which is used within traditional writing theory (see 

rishnan et al., 2019 ). Max sat across from Celine, and Marie sat 

eside her, and they did not always have the script and scene- 

n-becoming in front of them. The keyboard clatter was not only 

 background noise or fingers flowing across a keyboard, but also 

ne of the many forces pushing CW forward. Max and Marie may 

ot have been able to see the progress on the screen themselves, 

ut the fact that the keyboard clatter irrupts their conversation 

eans that the group’s CW was moving forward. 

The writing with others threshold includes Celine as the student- 

ith-the-keyboard, Max, and Marie, as well as other participants 

n the musical project. In script writing, the immediate readers are 

hose who will put the musical on stage. The description of only 

earing part of the phone call is directed to the other human and 

ore-than-human participants (e.g., director, actors, and props) in 

he musical project. Furthermore, the “final reader” is the future 

udience; thus, the CW assemblage tackles issues of writing with 

thers in multiple ways. Suggesting the use of a code word instead 

f a word such as “money” or “euros” instantly took the CW as- 

emblage to a place that needed to be related to the stage and fu- 

ure audience. The CW assemblage needed to discuss aspects such 

s being understandable to the audience and fitting the musical 

enre. The students also expressed a desire to be credible, won- 

ered what a reasonable sum for a robbery would be, and wanted 

o experiment with code language to make the musical seem more 

uthentic. 

After Celine typed “five hundred thousands” in the document, 

he hesitated: “[Five hundred thousands] is available no I don’t 

now what to write.” These situations, in which the student-with- 

he-keyboard sought peer support and help, often occurred in all 

riting groups. The peers who rarely saw the screen immediately 

uggested what to write (which Marie, however, did). The student- 

ith-the-keyboard often had to provide a short recap of what 

as been written, which stressed the importance of seeing-and- 

e(com)ing-with the computer screen. The computer screen be- 
7

ame relational of the writing assemblage; it can irrupt or help 

he brainstorming and writing flow. 

At the assemblage dynamics threshold, the CW assemblage tack- 

ed issues related to dynamics within the assemblage. Assemblage 

ynamics move beyond “group dynamics” (see Fig. 3 ) to stress that 

ot only are human activities and dynamics emphasized, but also 

uman-human, human-with-more-than-human, and more-than- 

uman-with-more-than-human relations. The shifts and move- 

ents within the assemblage were incredibly intense during dis- 

greements because a disagreement forced the assemblage to take 

 stance on content, relationships, and ownership simultaneously. 

ssemblage dynamics involved human-and-human doings (laugh- 

ng, suggesting, discussing, compromising, exemplifying), human- 

nd-more-than-human interactions (Max and Marie not seeing the 

creen and script; keyboard clatter as a force in writing), and key- 

oard clatter living on the computer screen. 

Taken together, this event problematizes a linear view of 

ext/writing/brainstorming and showcases how materialities affect 

he CW. The student-with-the-keyboard had a different relation to 

he script than the students-without-the-keyboard. The students 

avigated through several aspects regarding the CW situation in 

he present, but also the script in the future. As such, this event 

oints to the material-relational becomings in the writing assem- 

lage and how CW moves rhizomatically with multiple connec- 

ions in (un)predictable ways, as showcased in Fig. 3 . 

.2. Fallen off the writing wagon 

In this event, CW had been going on for two consecutive days. 

he students had just finished writing a scene and were given a 

ew one to write by the musical’s director. The writing assemblage 

omprised students Lucas, Camilla, John, and Melissa; the shared 

ynopsis; a laptop (which Camilla wrote on); phones (Lucas and 

ohn’s); and Scene 22 in the shared script Fig. 4 . 

Echoing Kuby et al. (2015) , we were tempted to ask: Is this 

eally writing? Can we call it writing when three of four stu- 

ents did not see the screen with the text-in-becoming? When the 

hones are out, and the students talk about subjects other than 

he text assignment ahead? These questions intermingled across 

he thresholds of affective intensities, characters, languages, and 

hone games ( Fig. 5 ). The CW assemblage was doing things that 

ight be viewed as “off task,” i.e., unrelated to brainstorming 

nd writing scenes. Phone screens were present, and the students 

tarted talking about a new high score in a phone game, which 
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Fig. 4. Fallen off the writing wagon. 
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Fig. 5. Rhizomapping of fallen off the writing wagon . 

d

b

w

l

w

t

c

t

n

t

w

fl

z

s

i

t

t

i

a

m

E

m

i

l

g

o

i

a

(

i

s

c

t

I

t

v

z

t

t

p

a

b

i

a

t

w

b

4

w

c

O

a

s

s

t

h

s

i

C

a

p

a

d

r

c

n

g

o

b

r

t

m

f

t

h

t

a

s

o

H

id not seem to connect with the writing they were supposed to 

e doing. The sociomaterial present—the students, location, other 

riting groups, multiple screens, e.g., the computer in Camilla’s 

ap and the students’ phones—constantly competed for attention 

hile brainstorming and writing occurred. However, these devia- 

ions were not necessarily a threat, but rather an expression of be- 

oming within the CW assemblage. 

The CW assemblage moved across the affective intensities 

hreshold ( Burnett & Merchant, 2020 ), e.g., frustration and tired- 

ess with their bodies (see the picture in the event) and with 

heir language use (the swearing that traditionally is frowned upon 

ithin a school context). However, these affective intensities might 

ow within the assemblage, but when viewing writing as rhi- 

omatic and constantly becoming, it is never static and never 

talls. Rather quickly after “deviating” from the current brainstorm- 

ng/writing, the assemblage started unfolding who’s who among 

he characters. This line of flight took the students to the characters 

hreshold, which initiated an engaging discussion about and draw- 

ngs of the musical characters’ personality traits and outer appear- 

nce. At the characters threshold, the assemblage found a way to 

ove forward. 

At the languages threshold, three different languages—Swedish, 

nglish, and Finnish—were in play. Melissa did not understand the 

eaning of the English word cougar , so John translated the word 

nto Finnish ( puumamamma ). With the musical project being a 

anguage-strengthening project, these meta-discussions about lan- 

uage were important. Language became a force that could disturb 

r enhance the flow within the CW assemblage. 

The phone game threshold put to the fore what could become 

n the CW assemblage if the students jumped on the lines of flight 

nd talked about something not directly related to the musical 

e.g., a phone game). At the phone game threshold, the assemblage, 

n a rhizomatic matter, seamlessly redirected the conversation and 

teered it back to the musical. Thus, instead of viewing their dis- 

ussion about the game as “off task,” one could call it a release of 

ension, a space for a break, like some sort of “breathing room.”

n this sense, this event depicted how CW is not always pure “on 

ask” conversation, but this does not mean that all “off task” con- 

ersations are productive. Particularly when viewing CW as rhi- 

omatic, knowing which lines of flight will set ideas, thoughts, and 

ext in motion in brainstorming and writing is impossible. 

To sum up, this event showcased the affective intensities within 

he CW assemblage and stressed that CW is nonlinear and not 

roduct-oriented. It suggested that CW is messy and rhizomatic, 

nd that the lines of flight within CW are anything but “logical,”
9

ut rather a way of clouding, traveling, and moving with prevail- 

ng winds and forces ( Wyatt & Gale, 2018 ). The participants in the 

ssemblage responded to new sets of relations and associations; 

herefore, it is impossible to know where different lines of flight 

ill take them (see Lenters, 2016 ), stressing the unpredictability of 

rainstorming in writing. 

.3. Whose scene is it anyway? 

This was the final script-writing session. Before this, the script 

riting had been going on for two consecutive days. This event 

omprised two writing groups and the school musical’s director. 

ne writing group comprised Camilla, Lucas, Melissa, and John, 

nd the other group comprised Jessica and Tyra (who were not 

tudents whom we explicitly followed and interviewed in the re- 

earch project), who realized that two respective scenes that the 

wo groups were writing were incompatible. In addition to these 

uman bodies, the writing assemblage also included the shared 

ynopsis, two scenes in the script, and multiple chairs placed fac- 

ng each other on opposite sides of the room. 

This event in Fig. 6 showcased tensions in-between different 

W assemblages. In Jessica and Tyra’s scene, the characters Ritva 

nd Gunilla already had stolen a key card from a guard at the 

rison. However, in Camilla, Melissa, Lucas, and John’s scene, Ritva 

nd Gunilla had been recruited only to do it, but had not yet 

one it. The two writing groups started to argue about how to 

esolve the situation, and initially, neither group was willing to 

hange their script. Their CW moved across the assemblage dy- 

amics, ownership, and synopsis thresholds ( Fig. 7 ). 

One threshold is a ssemblage dynamics. CW assemblages of two 

roups created friction due to a detail, and both groups were proud 

f their written scenes. The tension was physical. Mindy remem- 

ered sitting completely still on a chair on one side of the class- 

oom, not wanting to make sudden moves that could have dis- 

urbed or distracted them. For Mindy, it was obvious that the script 

eant a lot to the students because they had been working on it 

or so long. The writing group (Camilla, Melissa, Lucas, and John) 

hat Mindy followed was particularly proud of a funny joke they 

ad woven into a scene that was at risk of being cut. 

This occurred during the final script-writing session on the 

hird day, so the students understandably were tired from hours 

nd days of working on the script. At first, they struggled to find a 

olution that would work. Initially, Jessica and Tyra approached the 

ther writing group and stated, “You need to change your scene.”

owever, with help from the director, the groups managed to com- 
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Fig. 6. Whose scene is it anyway? 
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romise, enabling everyone to keep their scenes, albeit with some 

inor adjustments from both groups. 

This event showcased how brainstorming in collaborative writ- 

ng faces some specific challenges regarding the notion of owner- 

hip(s) , another threshold in this event . Earlier, during a whole- 

lass session, the students had written and agreed upon a synopsis 

n which the respective scenes were described in a few sentences. 

owever, the synopsis did not include details or dialogue: This is 

here the small groups can be creative and let imaginations run 

ild. All students simultaneously wrote together in small groups 
10 
n the shared online document, so it was possible to follow what 

thers were writing. At times, all writing groups skimmed through 

he shared document, but it was impossible to be updated on the 

onstantly evolving shared script. However, Tyra and Jessica’s writ- 

ng group read the other writing group’s scenes and subsequently 

ntervened because one scene was incompatible with their own, 

ausing friction and tension. 

With brainstorming, the analysis indicates that working solely 

ithin frames of restraint and caution is not productive. Camilla, 

elissa, John, and Lucas expressed their ideas freely without much 
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Fig. 7. Rhizomapping of whose scene is it anyway? 
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onsideration of the other scenes. This is productive regarding 

dea generation, but as the event showcased, it might complicate 

hings later. When faced with the detailed dissonance between two 

cenes, the students in both writing assemblages became aware 

hat they might lose the work they had completed. 

The synopsis became a threshold that heavily impacted CW—a 

owerful force that steered and influenced the unfolding of scenes 

n the script. First, when Lucas suggested that they can change the 

ynopsis, the students realized that they could revise their writing. 

ogether with the director, the writing assemblages adjusted their 

cenes to create a compatible script. 

To sum up, this event showcased how two CW assemblages 

ommingled in a rhizomatic way and created a new assemblage. 

he two assemblages merged into one due to a dissonance be- 

ween their two scenes, but this new assemblage, in turn, created 

omething new and other. A digital actor, the synopsis, steered the 

W assemblage the most (cf. Sørhaug, 2022 ), and when the sug- 

estion to change the synopsis arose, the dissonance was solved. 

. Discussion 

In this article, we entered a re-thinking of brainstorming in CW, 

sking: What becomes possible when thinking of brainstorming in a 

ollaborative writing assemblage as becoming and rhizomatic? The 

rticle tuned in with postprocess thinking in writing studies (cf. 

obrin et al., 2011 ; Kent, 1999 ) to add to the body of research on

ostprocess by studying CW and by thinking with a Deleuzoguat- 

arian approach. Next, we discussed what moving beyond process 

heory in CW can produce and set in motion. 

This study’s rhizoanalysis of upper-secondary school students 

riting a school musical script showcased that brainstorming and 

W are messy , i.e., rhizomessy writing—anything but straightfor- 

ard and stable. It is rhizomatic and (de)territorializing, requiring 

ttention, engagement, collaboration, focus, and a will for different 

ssemblages to work together toward a common goal. This is by 

o means an easy task, and we argue that this poses implications 

or CW pedagogy, which we will discuss next. The analysis show- 

ases that brainstorming by no means is a linear process , as stated 

n previous research ( Fullagar & Kuby, 2021 ; Hein, 2019 ). Further- 

ore, previous studies suggest that the CW process is iterative and 

yclical, and that in brainstorming, writers plan and generate ideas 

or the shared document ( Lowry et al., 2004 ). 
11 
However, we noticed that it was nearly impossible to pinpoint 

hen the students were brainstorming and when they were drafting 

r editing. Thus, we wonder whether it at all makes sense to di- 

ide writing into different stages and scrutinize these stages—like 

rainstorming—up close. In line with post-process thinking, we ar- 

ue that an activity of “storming ideas” does take place in CW, 

ut that the concept of “brainstorming” is problematic. Defined as 

a storm in the brain” ( Osborn, 1953 ), brainstorming evokes con- 

otations of a Cartesian body and mind separation, which is not 

ompatible with Deleuze and Guattari’s (1987/ 2013 ) flattened on- 

ology (i.e., without a division between body and mind) Simulta- 

eously, we acknowledge that we need concepts to discuss these 

doings,” usually referred to as brainstorming, in CW. We wonder 

hether, within writing pedagogy, we could use other notions for 

rainstorming. What becomes possible if we talk about activities or 

oings during brainstorming? Instead of the verb “to brainstorm,”

hould it be termed idea-ing , and the ideas that emerge from this 

ctivity as becoming-ideas—as something always developing, mu- 

ating, de- and reterritorializing, and transforming? Using the suf- 

x - ing in idea-ing points to an active verb, not an endpoint, but 

ather something always in becoming—thereby relating to the no- 

ion of becoming-ideas as well. 

The process of idea-ing happened within the context of writ- 

ng a musical script. For us, it became apparent that CW does not 

lways result in alphabetical text, nor produce a product. For writ- 

ng teachers and educators, this can be frustrating because we are 

rained to help and support students produce a text, but this is 

ot always the result of a CW session. The multiple assemblages 

ithin the CW (e.g., the various writing groups) were always al- 

eady present, past, and future—in the future at the finished script 

nd at the stage performing for a live audience. This live audience 

s constantly present within the CW assemblages, affecting CW in 

 manner of collaborative and relational becomings. Therefore, in 

lluding to Deleuze and Guattari (1987/ 2013 , p. 3): Musical script 

riting can become a bit crowded . 

The becoming-ideas in a musical script are, in themselves, a 

usical-in-becoming, suggesting that the ”end product” is not the 

written shared document” (cf. Lowry et al., 2004 ). The end prod- 

ct becomes an assemblage of different materialities, e.g., music, 

odies, movement, props, lights, scenography, and the audience. 

he students could see beyond the writing here and now and, 

n a rhizomatic and immanent way, while on stage performing 

heir script. Consequently, when it comes to the musical script, we 
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annot separate it from the musical performance, yet we cannot 

quate them either. This can apply to CW of other types of texts 

e.g., lyrics, poetry, and public speeches). Furthermore, entering the 

rander discussion of what counts as text and writing (e.g., Kuby 

t al., 2015 ), one could ask whether such a thing as an “end” to 

 product (a written text) exists because the text lives on and is 

ontinually (re)shaped in relational encounters. 

Given that CW entails complex and rhizomatic processes, we 

ever know which new relational encounter might steer the writing 

n new, unexpected directions. In our data, activities such as playing 

nd talking about phone games occurred. Traditionally, these 

ctivities might be frowned upon and even prohibited within a 

chool context; however, by considering these activities within the 

W assemblage through the lenses of becoming and the rhizome, 

hese activities might not necessarily be “off task” ( Lenters, 2016 ). 

nstead, we could view these activities as necessary releases 

f tension, a break from the intense work within the writing 

ssemblage or lines of flight that might lead to new, unexpected 

ncounters and thoughts and… and... and… (see Leander & Rowe, 

006 ). We believe that rhizoanalysis and thresholding were in- 

vitable for us to (re)consider this event and resist traditional 

oding. Traditional qualitative coding perhaps could categorize 

vent 2 and the phones’ presence as “off task” behavior without 

ecognizing the forces, multiplicities, and connections within 

he event. Instead, the rhizoanalysis and thresholding approach 

llowed “for something else to show itself and flourish” ( Jackson 

 Mazzei, 2023 , p. 6). 

Although this study was particularly interested in CW, we be- 

ieve that the results also pose implications for individual writ- 

ng. Overall, our problematization of process writing also accounts 

or individual writing. The question raised here is whether we 

an identify the brainstorming, planning, drafting, editing, and 

eviewing stages in writing accounts for individual writing as 

ell. Our foundational understanding of writing as rhizomatic and 

ecoming definitely stretches to individual writing, but in line 

ith Rucker and Kuby (2020) , we ask: Do we truly ever write 

lone? 

The notion of rhizoanalysis is somewhat misleading because 

t may appear to be a precise step-by-step method for analysis, 

hich is not the case ( Masny, 2016 ; Sellers, 2015 ). In our rhi-

omapping of the data, we read and re-read the data multiple 

imes and tried to encompass relevant aspects. No assemblage is 

tatic and stable, but rather is evolving constantly, so we acknowl- 

dge that some aspects of interest may have been overlooked. We 

o not claim to have exhausted the aspects of the events in our 

hizomapping—and with rhizomatic and Deleuzoguattarian think- 

ng, this is neither desirable nor achievable. However, we hope 

hat we have raised relevant aspects and questions regarding re- 

hinking writing processes in CW. Our data assemblage comprised 

udio and screen recordings, photos, and the researcher’s field 

otes, which had their own affordances and constraints. Mindy si- 

ultaneously followed two CW assemblages, so the analysis some- 

imes relied solely on the audio and screen recordings, whereas we 

annot say anything about the doings and activities happening out- 

ide of these data. 

We hope to have problematized and shed some light on the 

uman-and-more-than-human assemblage within the context of 

pper-secondary students’ CW of a school musical script. This ar- 

icle pinpointed a need to re-think brainstorming as otherwise in 

W, asking whether concepts such as idea-ing and becoming-ideas 

an be more fruitful in (the teaching of) writing. How writing ped- 

gogy and the teaching of writing can work with idea-ing and 

deas-becoming in CW remains something for future researchers 

o explore. Future writing research would benefit from steering the 

ocus toward more open approaches to the writing process, as well 

s re-thinking other phases of the CW process (e.g., drafting, edit- 
12 
ng, and reviewing) through a relational lens and tuning in to post- 

pproaches. 

Thus, moving beyond process theory in writing can mean 

dopting a rhizomatic understanding of brainstorming in CW. Such 

n understanding of brainstorming and process writing is allow- 

ng, explorative, unexpected, surprising, and, in this sense, humble. 

owever, it also recognizes that CW, with its becoming-ideas or 

dea-ing, is not a straightforward process, but rather moves in sev- 

ral infinite, and perhaps unpredictable, directions. 
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