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SUMMARY

This thesis begins with the assertion that there are serious inadequacies in the
academic writing of Japanese students of English studying at the post-secondary
level in Japan. To substantiate this claim, Chapter 1 presents a preliminary profile of
student writing, based on a survey of the literature, the testimony of established
authorities, and representative samples of student compositions, establishing
baseline parameters of infelicity in their written work and identifying key features
that characterize such writing. This survey also reveals numerous problems inherent
in the research carried out to date, including the fact that terminological confusions
are widespread and findings tend to be impressionistic and anecdotal. Chapter 1
concludes with a statement of the basic premise of this thesis, claiming that given
effective instruction, based on an integrated approach to composition pedagogy,
Japanese EL2 students are capable of making significant improvements in their
academic writing skills.

Although purely descriptive, taxonomic approaches to the analysis of written
discourse, such as the profile of student writing presented in Chapter 1, are often a
useful initial heuristic, they also have a number of important limits, especially in
accommodating cross-language linguistic evidence, and in providing a suitable basis
for understanding the origins of students' writing difficulties. Such issues cannot be
resolved at this level of analysis and need to be addressed within a framework of
applied linguistic theory. Chapter 2 establishes this framework, exploring the
evolution of research models in contrastive rhetoric and examining the influence of
related areas of investigation in contrastive linguistics and discourse linguistics.
Based on the assumption that language learners will transfer the rhetorical features
of their native language to the target language, causing interference in second
language writing, contemporary theories in contrastive rhetoric have moved beyond
the boundaries of text itself to include the cognitive and sociocultural dimensions of
language transfer, in particular the context in which text is produced, both
situational and cultural. This research paradigm provides the theoretical basis for the
investigations that follow, defining the conceptual parameters of the present study.

Although contrastive rhetoric has been strongly influenced by movements
within applied linguistics, it also has a direct relationship with both classical and
modem rhetoric. Chapter 3 explores this relationship, examining the evolution of
rhetoric and discourse education in the western tradition in an investigation designed
to clarify the standards, norms, and conventions that define the writing canon of
modern English prose, and to identify the historical antecedents of modern-day
disciplines such as discourse analysis, text linguistics, and composition pedagogy.

While the study of rhetoric helps specify the qualities that define effective
writing in English, how they originated, and why they continue to be valued, the
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goal of research in composition pedagogy is to develop approaches, methods, and
techniques for the classroom which will tell us how such writing should be taught.
Chapter 4 provides an overview of composition pedagogy in both L1 and L2
contexts, investigating the multiplicity of approaches to teaching writing currently
proliferating in the field and the theoretical assumptions that underlie them.

Chapters 5 and 6 provide a roughly parallel descriptive framework for Japanese
rhetoric along cultural, historical, and educational dimensions, for if rhetorical
transfer from Japanese can be presumed to be one the main reasons for students'
writing difficulties in English, then it is essential to have a rigorous accounting of
Japanese rhetorical conventions, including the cultural and educational contexts from
which they arise. Chapter 5 defines the principal characteristics of Japanese rhetoric
from a sociohistorical perspective, identifying formative elements in the culture that
influence rhetorical values and preferences, while Chapter 6 assesses the educational
environment in which writing skills are acquired in Japan in a survey of L1 and L2
composition instruction and practice in Japanese schools.

Building on the conclusions drawn from these investigations, Chapter 7 sets
forth a proposal of pedagogic action designed to offer solutions to the writing
difficulties of Japanese EL2 students in an approach to L2 composition instruction
which integrates research in contrastive rhetoric, applied linguistic theory, and
general pedagogic principles. This proposed pedagogy is tested in an empirical
study of student writing based on a pretest/posttest, experimental/control group
design, and the results are discussed in terms of the importance of integrating
approaches to composition pedagogy along diachronic, synchronic, and human

dimensions.
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Chapter 1: The problem in its setting

1.1 Introduction

With the number of students learning English as a second or foreign language
continuing to increase rapidly worldwide, "there is a growing awareness that
learners need to develop proficiency not only in the more frequently emphasized
skills of speaking, listening, and reading, but in writing in English as well" (Jacobs
etal., 1981, p. v). Yet for Japanese students of English' today, writing is certainly
the most problematic and neglected of the four language skills. Reading ability in
English has long been stressed in Japan and most students who go on to specialize
in English in post-secondary education are generally competent in this area.> Much
has been written about the shortcomings of Japanese EL2 students internationally,’
especially in terms of their speaking and listening abilities, and there are now
measures being instituted, albeit belatedly, to remedy this situation.* Writing,
however, remains an area of serious neglect in EL.2 education in Japan, and a lack of
ability in written English beyond the basic sentence level is a significant academic
obstacle for many Japanese today. This includes not only EL2 learners studying at
Japanese universities, but also unprecedented numbers of Japanese students enrolled
at universities overseas at both undergraduate and postgraduate levels’ for whom
academic writing skills in English will be of crucial importance in achieving their
academic goals, as well as increasing numbers of Japanese scholars, scientists, and
business professionals in many fields who will need to publish in English in order
to communicate their research findings to the international community.

These assertions can also be expressed as a set of introductory premises which
motivate and inform the present study. They can be summarized as follows: (1)
substantial numbers of Japanese EL2 students studying at the tertiary level are
unable to write academic English at a proficiency level commensurate with
prevailing international norms and standards; (2) such writing deficiencies can create
significant barriers for these students in achieving academic and professional
success in the modern world; and (3) the teaching of these writing skills in Japan
continues to be an area of considerable neglect, one that needs to be addressed and
investigated. These contentions will be substantiated and elaborated upon in
forthcoming chapters, but as a point of departure for this investigation, we will first
attempt to establish some initial parameters for identifying the primary areas of
infelicity in the written work of Japanese students of English, as reported in the
literature of the field.

It should be noted from the outset, however, that although Japanese EL2
writing has been a particular focus of attention in much of recent L2 composition



research in the West, perhaps more than any other foreign language group according
to Leki (1992, p. 97), in contrast to the written work of accomplished writers,
student writing has not been well documented. As a result, an objective and
systematic assessment of the writing skills of Japanese EL2 students, which would
provide the basis for an accurate and comprehensive portrayal of their capabilities, is
probably not possible at the present time—the blunt fact is that requisite baseline
statistical data are simply not available in sufficient measure to warrant definitive
conclusions. Nevertheless, as we shall see, a review of the literature reveals certain
recurrent themes or patterns which will serve as a useful starting point for creating a
preliminary profile of student writing in preparation for more detailed analyses in
upcoming chapters.

1.2 A survey of the literature

Of concern in any literature review is the selection of a classificatory system for
organizing and presenting research findings. This undertaking can be approached in
a number of different ways, and a variety of error taxonomies containing greater or
lesser degrees of complexity and specificity are available (see, for example, James,
1998). Since this survey is prefatory in nature, however, deficiencies in student
writing will simply be enumerated below under a series of broad provisional
headings, moving from the domain of discourse® to the level of the sentence as a
unit. The findings of researchers have been grouped into roughly analogous sets of
basic assertions, but no attempt has been made at this time to analyze their
perspectives, nor to evaluate their conclusions. Where possible, the reasons for
students' written shortcomings will be suggested, but because the underlying causes
of their deficiencies are often complex and not easily articulated in abbreviated
form—they originate in the deepest traditions of culture and learning in Japan, as
well as in longstanding Japanese attitudes towards writing and rhetoric, both
historical and modern—detailed explanations will have to await the consolidation of
further groundwork in upcoming chapters.

1.2.1 Organizational and structural difficulties

Surprisingly, especially in light of the fact that sentence-level, grammar-
translation instruction still dominates English L2 writing pedagogy in Japan (Davies,
1999a), the vast majority of critiques on the EL2 writing skills of Japanese students
tend to target organizational and structural infelicities’ that lie beyond the sentence
and at the level of discourse. Shimozaki (1988, p. 137), for example, argues that
"writing [is] one of the most difficult skills to attain for Japanese leamners of
English..., particularly...when it involves not just a single sentence but an extended
discourse." Most research findings would seem to concur with this assessment, but



explanations proffered to account for discourse-level shortcomings in student
writing encompass a wide range of linguistic and sociocultural factors.

One frequently-cited reason for deficiencies at the level of discourse is often
attributed to differing patterns of discourse organization between Japanese and
English. In the literature, the concept "discourse organization” is labeled in a variety
of ways, including expressions such as the following: discourse structures,
discourse superstructures, rhetorical organization, patterns of rhetorical
organization, rhetorical structures, rhetorical patterning, macrostructures, schemata,

frames, and the organization and structuring of ideas:

[The] poor quality of writing by leamers may at least partially be attributable to the
differences of rhetorical patterning in languages. (Shimozaki, 1988, p. 138)

[Elxpository essays written in English by Japanese students are often misunderstood by non-
Japanese readers [due to] problematic discourse structures.... (Harder, 1983, p. 25)

[D)ifferences in the way discourse is organized are one of the most important causes of the
writing problem.... (Shimozaki, 1988, p. 141)

Researchers have identified a number of specific structural features of wrtten
English at the level of discourse which seem to be particularly troublesome for
Japanese students of English. These include difficulties with the formulation of the
thesis statement, signposting (also called transitions, transition expressions,
transition signals, linking expressions, and landmarks), and conclusions. In the
essays of Japanese EL2 students, for example, the thesis statement is often

ambiguous, seemingly misplaced, or entirely absent:

Western readers expect a thesis statement, a statement of the central idea in an essay, to
control the selection and development of the content, but the thesis statement is often omitted
in a Japanese essay. ...Even when the student has a sense of stating the main thought at the
outset of the essay, the statement remains open and vague. (Harder, 1983, p. 27)

[The thesis statement] may appear in the last sentence as a conclusion..., where the usual
reader of an English essay does not expect anything new to occur..., but then its relationship
to the content is vague, since it usually grows directly out of the content and does not
necessarily relate to everything that has been discussed. (ibid.)

The central idea is usually very vague or only loosely connected with most of the topics in the

essay; if it is stated at all, it usually appears at the last sentence, more often as an afterthought
than a result of the previous discussion. (Harder & Harder, 1982, p. 23)

In addition, the main ideas of the essay are often inadequately linked by connective
devices or transition elements:
In Japanese..., landmarks may be absent or attenuated.... (Hinds, 1987, p. 146)

[1)deas are often simply laid out one after another in a string with few connecting devices or
transition expressions to link them together. (Davies, 1998a, p. 35)



Japanese students are generally not aware of the function of connectives and...this [is] a main
reason for the incohesion often found in their compositions. ... Additive connectives tend to be
overused possibly because of the influence of oral discourse. In contrast, adversative
connectives tend to be omitted.... (Kanno, 1989, p. 41 & 51)

Finally, conclusions can be an intractable source of difficulty for many Japanese

students writing in English:

Conclusions...are seldom articulated, and...expression tends to be fragmentary and
unsystematic. (Harder, 1984, p. 124)

[Compositions written by Japanese students tend to] circle around the topic, often defining
something in terms of what it is not, and avoid any explicit judgement or conclusions.
[Ballard & Clancy, 1984, p. 15]

[Papanese essays often lack] any conclusion which might have summarized the main points
made in the body of the essay. (ibid., p. 10)

As Harder (op. cit., p. 122) observes, Japanese EL2 students often have particular
difficulty writing conclusions decisively in a manner that is appropriate for English:

Japanese writers [of English] frequently resist the advice that they should argue their ideas and
support them more forcefully instead of just suggesting possibilities. This problem is not
merely a result of their inability to argue but also a difference in cultural assumptions about
what is rhetorically agreeable.

Ballard and Clancy concur, pointing out that in Japan, students are generally not
expected to put forward their own evaluations and are taught that it is not correct "to

write a conclusion which tells the reader what [to] think..." (op. cit., p. 10).

1.2.2 Stylistic deficiencies

In addition to discourse organization, culturally-determined differences in what
we will provisionally call "style" are often claimed to be a further cause of difficulty
for Japanese EL2 writers. These include a tendency towards "subjectivity," also
labeled as "a personal orientation toward writing"; a focus on "feelings or emotional
content" instead of objective facts and details; and a general fondness for

"ambiguity, nuance, and indirection":

Japanese essays in English often focus on the writer instead of the topic because Japanese
writers intuitively object to expressing an idea impersonally. (Harder, 1983, p. 28)

[There are problems with]...the subjectivity of the focus.... (ibid., p. 25)

Often the writers' personality, instead of an explanation and support, domipates the content.
(Harder & Harder, 1982, p. 23)



[J]apanese students...complain that giving the impression of objective truth in their essays
makes them feel too arrogant and exposed. (ibid., p. 22)

Japanese EL2 writers employ a number of specific strategies to achieve their
stylistic preferences, including extensive use of the first-person, especially in
expressions such as "I think...," "I feel...," "I want...," "I believe...," "I know...,"
which are often followed by statements in which personal opinions are emphasized
and intermingle with objective facts (Davies & Ide, 1997, p. 42; Davies, 1998a, p.
38). In addition, there is a predilection for lexical hedging and redundant phrases
such as the following: "It is not too much to say...," "As you know...," "It can be
said...," "It is thought...." Such expressions are generally considered unnecessary
and distracting in English academic writing, but they act as a kind of lubricating oil
in Japanese written discourse where it is considered polite not to be too direct in
stating one's point of view (Harder, 1984, p. 121; Davies, 1998a, p. 39).

Although the term style is a notoriously difficult concept to define (see Chapter
3), it seems to be governed by an underlying matrix of sociocultural factors,
determined by the members of a particular linguistic community. Style is actualized
in writing as a reflection of cultural values, finding form and substance in written
expression within specific discourse features. The relationship between Japanese
cultural values and stylistic preferences has perhaps been best described by Edwin
Reischauer (1988, p. 200):

The Japanese have always seemed to lean more toward intuition than reason, to subtlety and
sensitivity in expression rather than to clarity of analysis, to pragmatism rather than to
theory, and to organizational skills rather than to great intellectual concepts. They have never
set much store by clarity of verbal analysis and originality of thought. They put great trust in
nonverbal understanding and look on oral or written skills and on sharp and clever reasoning
as essentially shallow and possibly misleading. They value in their literature not clear
analysis, but artistic suggestiveness and emotional feeling. The French ideal of simplicity and
absolute clarity in writing leaves them unsatisfied. They prefer complexity and indirection as
coming closer to the truth....

1.2.3 Problems in logical argumentation

A further source of difficulty at the discourse level for Japanese EL2 students,
which was also identified by Reischauer in the above extract, is often described by
researchers as a problem in logical argumentation (also known as logical
development, logical reasoning, and the logical construction of an argument). These
logic-related issues are generally analyzed within a frame of reference that includes
both organizational structures and stylistic preferences, and many authors cite
sociocultural factors as also playing a prominent role. Arguments in the literature
usually focus on the notion of logic itself, especially as it varies across cultures,
although the concept remains equivocal and is rarely precisely defined. Discussions



on this subject often link logic as a cultural attribute to the development of
argumentation or reasoning within student writing samples. As illustrated below,
many authors have had a good deal to say on this issue, and as a rule, the
development of logical argumentation in the compositions of Japanese EL.2 writers
is characterized by terms such as "intuitive," "lacking," "illogical," "loose," and

"vague":

[IIn Japanese culture [and education] the emphasis on training seems to be on intuition rather
than logical construction of argument. (Ballard & Clancy, 1984, p. 13)

[The style of English used by the Japanese is hard to comprehend because] logical
development is lacking.... (Nozaki; cited in Kubota, 1992, pp. 137-138)

The essay seems disorganized and illogical, filled with nonrelevant material, developed
incoherently with statements that remain unsupported. (Harder & Harder, 1982, p. 23)

Even when Japanese argue they will be vague about the point at issue and preferably focus on
trivial points to establish a sense of agreement about issues before mentioning major topics.
The rhetorical style used in confronting authority, arguing about opinions, and polarization
over an issue in Japan take forms...different from those in the European tradition.... (Harder,
1984, p. 123; after Kunihiro, 1976)

The linear logic and analytical development of the expository essay in English [causes
problems for] Japanese students, who tend to spiral around the topic and include whatever
seems related. (Harder, 1983, p. 28)

Closely associated with the concept of logical argumentation is the issue of
crtical thinking. Investigators have claimed, for example, that Japanese EL2
students will often require extensive training in the conventions of critical thinking in
English as part of their academic writing instruction:

[Japanese students studying in the West will sometimes be dismissed by professors as
unpromising because there are no signs in their essays] that they can do more than summarize
information —no sign, in short, of critical thinking. (Ballard & Clancy, 1984, p. 10)

There is...frequently a willingness to tolerate ambiguity, even contradictions, to allow them
to sit easily in tension within the same piece of writing. The Japanese student who, when
writing an essay involving comparison and contrast, directs his efforts towards justifying the’
bases of the differing interpretations from his source materials but makes no attempt to test or
evaluate them, is working in a fundamentally different tradition from the Western academic
who expects all roads to lead to evaluation. (ibid., 1991, p. 33)

A 'report' in a Japanese sense suggests an objective summary of the text instead of an essay
which has a theme that the writer intends to argue and support by facts.... Japanese students
who attend classes in English suffer greatly for not being able to understand the difference
between an essay and an objective summary. ... This emphasis on summarizing accurately and
pot on drawing conclusions creates problems.... (Harder, 1983, p. 27)

1.2.4 Verb-form errors
Infelicities in the EL2 writing of Japanese students at the sentence level
encompass a wide variety of features, which are most often classified under the



headings "grammar," "usage," "vocabulary," and so forth. Perhaps the most
noteworthy attribute of research at this level of analysis, however, is its scarcity. As
noted previously, although the sentence-level, grammar-translation approach
continues to dominate EL2 instruction in Japan, surprisingly little published material
is available in English on students' written shortcomings at this level. Nevertheless,
a number of problem areas can be highlighted, perhaps the most significant of which
are verb-form errors.

In an overview of current research into English L2 error hierarchies,
constructed to determine which kinds of grammatical errors are judged most
negatively by specific groups of individuals, McCretton and Rider (1993, pp. 4-12)
ascertained that verb-form errors are heavily stigmatized in English. They correlated
the findings of a number of major studies involving native-speaking teachers, non-
native-speaking teachers, students, and non-teachers, converted the combined
scores into absolute values, and determined that E1.2 student writing errors could be
ranked on the following descending gravity scale: (1) subject-verb agreement, (2)
verb forms, (3) prepositions, (4) word order, (5) negation, (6) spelling, and (7)
lexis (ibid., p. 12). Of note here is the fact that in all the studies reviewed, verb-
form errors were among the most negatively evaluated. Not surprisingly, this is also
an area in which Japanese EL2 writers experience considerable difficulties. As
Davies (1998a, p. 42) points out, misuses of the perfect, progressive, and simple,
and their various combined forms, are often found in the written work of Japanese
EL2 students, and numerous examples of verb-form errors such as the following are
evidence that they are a pervasive and intractable source of difficulty in student
writing (ibid.): *I have bought (cf. bought) contact lenses three years ago; *Since
the World War II, the Japanese developed (cf. have developed) high economic
growth; *I'm coming from Okayama (cf. come from, as in hometown); and *I am
studying (cf. have been studying) English for six years now.

Although it is true that learners from many countries experience difficulties with
the English verb system, the problem is particularly acute for Japanese EL2 students
because of the profound mismatch between the two languages in terms of verbal

categories:

There are no true equivalents of the English perfect and progressive in Japanese...and so there
are many ways to express them depending on the situation. At a deeper level, however, these
differences are...about a wholly different classification of human experience. ...[T]he Japanese
verb is rich in special forms which indicate shades of courtesy, respect, and formality, as well
as providing many ways to indicate the speaker's relationship to what he or she is saying,
such as full credence, doubt, uncertainty, etc. In fact, one of the major features of the Japanese
language itself is the extent of incorporation of stylistic information which reflects the
circumstances and social contexts in which the language is used. ...It is not surprising then
that the English verb system [with its emphasis on time distinctions not found in Japanese] is



a serious obstacle for many Japanese EL2 students. (Davies, ibid.; after Martin, 1975, &
Backhouse, 1993)

One particular form of the English verb which deserves special attention is the
passive, as it is an effective means of expressing connotations of detachment,
objectivity, and impersonality in English academic prose (Hodges et al., 1994, p.
274). Harder and Harder (1982, p. 22) suggest that perhaps because "the value of
avoiding disagreements is fundamental to the Japanese culture and to the way
students write essays, the indirectness of the passive expresses this value better than
the active voice does."® They also state that Japanese EL2 students have a good deal
of difficulty in employing the passive construction in their academic writing and

provide the following examples from student essays (ibid.):

*This open school system have been thought the characteristic of the democratic system of
education, so that the move that education should be given equally is caused even in the
European countries which have had the closed school system.

*Through cooking, average 25 percent of nutrition is losed, and up to 50 percent of food
amount is shrinked and the favourable natural moisture is losed too.

*But suppose somebody in the house is having a long talk with his friend by telephone, the
news can't be informed, and it may cause a tragic result.

In a detailed contrastive study of the passive in English and Japanese, Hino and
Davies (1998) conclude that the construction is conceived of quite differently in the
two languages, and that "in many ways they are fundamentally incommensurable”
(p- 97). They also claim that the establishment of a cross-linguistic frame of
reference for understanding the passive is not possible at the present time due to the
"protean nature" of the Japanese passive itself. Despite extensive research and
ongoing debate among scholars in recent times, there is still little consensus as to the
scope of passive diversity in Japanese, as the form "conveys an extremely wide
range of meanings, many of which are ambiguous, and some of which overlap with
other grammatical constructions"; in addition, although linguists have identified a
number of different passive types, terminology and taxonomies in Japanese vary
greatly, depending on the author and theoretical framework cited (ibid.).

It is generally agreed, however, that in contrast to the passive construction in
English, Japanese passives can be derived from both transitive or intransitive verbs,
are usually, but not always, restricted to animate subjects, and often carry affective
connotations of a covert nature such as in the indirect expression of emotional
nuances, both adversative and benefactive. In addition, a more recent translational
form of the verb, which has come into being in modern times as a result of the
influence of certain western languages (i.e., Dutch and English), is now being
employed with increasing frequency in written Japanese discourse of a scientific and
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technical nature. The English passive conveys a sense of objectivity and
impersonality in these contexts, "but it is not clear from research findings whether
these expressive effects occur in the same way in Japanese. If they do, the Japanese
passive would contain a spectrum of meanings ranging from the affective on the one
hand, to the objective and impersonal on the other” (ibid., p. 98).

Thus, although in most circumstances the passive has distinctly different
functions in the two languages, there also seems to be a degree of overlap,
coinciding perhaps with the narrower range of meaning associated with the English
construction. Nevertheless, according to Harder (1984) very few Japanese EL2
learners are aware of these cross-linguistic differences, and because the Japanese
passive remains poorly understood among the Japanese themselves, most students
have limited awareness of the wide range of passive functions in their mother
tongue. As a result, "there is a tendency for Japanese-speaking English L2 learners
to transfer affective notions into English in passive contexts where they do not exist,
as well as to form passives from intransitive verbs, and to restrict their usage to
animate subjects" (Niyekawa, 1968, & Watabe et al., 1991; cited in Hino & Davies,
ibid.). Therefore, any analysis of errors in passive use in student writing is likely to
reveal not only the misapplication of the transitivity rules in English, but also the
possibility that Japanese writers are mistakenly attempting to convey implicit

emotional nuances, as they would do in their native language.

1.2.5 Basic grammatical errors

In a survey of American university professors to determine which kinds of
grammatical errors in the compositions of freshmen students they found most
"irritating," Kehe and Kehe (1996, p. 109) discovered that certain kinds of mistakes
are judged significantly more negatively than others. At the top of this "irritability
scale" were mistakes in subject-verb agreement and singular/plural errors with
nouns. Many professors also noted that problems with the article system were
frequent among foreign students, but were inclined to be more patient in this regard.
Spelling errors, however, were almost unanimously condemned as completely
inexcusable, as they were seen as reflecting a lack of effort or interest on behalf of
the writer, and generally resulted in very negative evaluations of writing
assignments. Of interest here is the demonstration by Davies (1998a, pp. 41-42) that
even Japanese university students specializing in English at advanced levels of study
make vast numbers of basic grammatical mistakes in exactly these areas (i.e.,
subject-verb concord, singular/plural, the article system, and spelling), and that
student compositions can become virtually incomprehensible when too many errors
of this nature are superimposed upon anomalous organizational patterns.



In addition to the more heavily stigmatized grammatical mistakes noted above, a
number of other errors at this level arise with surprising frequency in the writing of
Japanese EL2 students (ibid., p. 43). These include singular/plural confusions
involving mass and count nouns, errors in adjective sequence, and difficulties with
anaphoric pronominal reference; e.g., *informations, *equipments, *homeworks;
*It is a Japanese, old city (cf. an old, Japanese city); *Soccer and baseball can be
enjoyed by everyone. Those sports are played all over the world (cf. these).

Davies, however, argues that many of these kinds of errors may not really be
"grammar" problems at all, but are caused by certain cultural attitudes that Japanese
EL2 students bring to writing (ibid., p. 43). According to Hinds (1987, p. 145), for
example, the writing process is culture-specific: "English-speaking writers go
through draft after draft to come up with a final product, Japanese authors frequently
compose exactly one draft which becomes the finished product.” Similarly,
Japanese EL2 students' grammatical shortcomings may well arise from a lack of
attention to proofreading and editing and they may need to approach the writing
process itself with a different set of attitudes (Davies, op. cit.).

1.2.6 Sentence misconstructions

As Harder and Harder (1982, p. 22) point out, unnecessarily wordy sentences
and overly complex structures and phrases occur with some regularity in the writing
of Japanese EL2 students; e.g., *So I still have boundless respect for him not only
about his academic achievement but his attitude toward the other people because he
is doing his best in every day of his life. They state that this "may be the result of a
feeling that simple phrases...were indications of an immature style from a Japanese
point of view." Davies (1998a, p. 40) claims that overly complex phrasing may also
be due to differing attitudes toward paragraph structure in Japanese. As Teele (1983,
pp- 23 & 29) observes, the notion of a "sentence" in Japanese is intertwined with
those of the "clause" on the one hand and the "phrase" on the other: "[A] paragraph
of Japanese prose may be seen as one long sentence, an ocean in which the smaller
units, waves, rise and fall."

In contrast, sentences fragments are another common problem in Japanese EL2
writing. Harder and Harder (1982, p. 22) suggest that this may "result from a
tendency not to state the subject clearly." Davies (1998a, p. 39) also notes that
sentence fragments beginning with "because" and "for example" are particularly
common in student writing. Although such errors may arise because of lack of
practice and corrective feedback, transfer from Japanese also appears to provide a
feasible explanation because sentences such as the following are grammatically
correct in Japanese: *The Japanese are not used to people from other countries.
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*Because Japan is an island country surrounded by the sea. (cf. Nihonjin wa
gaikokujin ni narete imasen. Nazenara nihon wa shimaguni dakara desu.)

1.2.7 Inappropriate language use

There are also certain kinds of writing problems that frequently arise in the
compositions of Japanese students of English involving language which is not so
much grammatically or structually incorrect as inappropriate. Ethnocentric language
is one such issue. When writing academic English, it is advisable for Japanese EL2
students to avoid presenting an ethnocentric worldview in which Japan is opposed
to all the other countries of the world (Davies, 1998a, p. 37); e.g., wareware
nihonjin vs anatatachi gaikokujin (literally, "we Japanese" vs "you foreigners").
Rather than "we Japanese," "the Japanese" can be used; similarly, instead of
repeatedly referring to people who are not Japanese as "foreigners," which occurs
with great frequency in student writing, other more internationally appropriate
expressions can be used, such as "non-Japanese," "people from other countries," or
simply "British," "French," "Chinese," and so on. Synonyms of the word "foreign"
found in dictionaries include the terms "alien," "strange," and "not natural"; other
connotations are "inappropriate,” "nonessential," and "irrelevant" (see Spack, 1997,
p- 776), none of which are particularly endearing labels. Furthermore, not all non-
Japanese are Americans. There are a variety of countries beyond Japan's borders
and student writing should reflect this. In addition, expressions such as "unique
Japanese customs" and "bnlliant Japanese culture" should also be avoided. The
constant reference to all things Japanese as "unique" is both incorrect and
inappropriate; moreover, understatement conveys such notions more effectively.

Proverbs are another controversial issue in the academic writing of Japanese
EL2 students; e.g., The early bird gets the worm; cf. The nail that sticks up gets
hammered down (Deru kugi wa utareru). Most learners are not cognizant of the fact
that it is considered inappropriate to use native language proverbs in written
academic English, although proverbs from other languages can be used judiciously
on occasion. In Japanese writing, proverbs and aphorisms are used with
considerable frequency in conjunction with moral statements and didactic remarks,
especially in the concluding sections of compositions (Davies & Ide, 1997, p. 42;
Davies, 1998a, p. 36). As Scollon and Scollon (1995, p. 107) point out, however,
one of the most important characteristics of written discourse in English is that it be
individualistic: "[W]riters should avoid set phrases, metaphors, proverbs, and
clichés, and strive to make their statements fresh and original...by producing
original phrasings and statements."

It may be that above injunction to be "fresh and original" in one's writing is
also responsible for another common axiom that it is preferable to avoid repetition of
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words and phrases within sentences in written English, or even in sentences that are
juxtaposed. It may also be that the "immensely diverse vocabulary" of modemn
English is at least partially responsible for this feature of the language, as "to a
greater or lesser extent all modern prose strives to avoid lexical repetition," and the
language provides large numbers of partial synonyms which all good writers attempt
to employ (Ball, 1975, p. 197). Harder and Harder (1982, p. 22) provide the
following example from an essay written by a Japanese student which illustrates the
negative effects of lexical repetition: *Religion is easy to be connected with political
power, because of this character of religion the Communists hate religion. There are
few fixed rules in this regard, but providing students with training in the use of a
thesaurus can be of value in assisting them in their search for synonyms.

Contractions and colloquial language, which Japanese EL2 students commonly
employ in writing letters to pen pals, as well as in classroom journals and personal
diaries, are another aspect of writing which is considered inappropriate in academic
contexts. Students will often need to be taught that although these expressions are
frequently used in spoken English and informal writing, they are frowned upon
when writing academically (Davies, 1998a, p. 36).

A related concern in student writing has to do with the avoidance of so-called
sexist language. The human race is, after all, composed of equal proportions of
males and females and Japanese EL2 writers will need to know that expressions
such as "men" should be written as "people" when referring to all human beings,
while "he" should be replaced with "he or she" in similar situations (ibid., p. 38). It
should also be pointed out, however, that there is continuing debate on this issue in
the academic world and students will need to be made aware that these strategies can
result in a serious syntactic difficulties on occasion, in which case a shift to plural

"they" can be a practical alternative.

1.2.8 Mistakes in mechanics and basic manuscript conventions

According to Davies (ibid., p. 28), one of the most striking features in the
writing of Japanese students of English, even at advanced levels of study, is the
surprising lack of mastery of the fundamental manuscript conventions. This aspect
of writing is normally subsumed under the heading "mechanics," and according to
Jacobs et al. (1981, p. 96), includes elements such as spelling, punctuation,
capitalization, paragraphing (i.e., indenting), and handwriting.

A review of the literature has fumished very few sources which even mention
this component of the writing of Japanese EL2 students. Davies (op. cit.), however,
reports on a number of problem areas at this level which frequently occur in
students' compositions, and claims that most Japanese university students will

require "entry-level instruction" on such basic elements as the placement of names
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and titles, the amount of space that should be left at the margins for instructors'
comments, the double spacing of written work, rules for the capitalization and
punctuation of titles, the indentation of new paragraphs rather than simply starting a
new line, and the hyphenation of words at the end of lines at syllable breaks rather
than arbitrarily (ibid., pp. 28-29). Other issues that often arise include the use of
italics to indicate words and expressions from other languages, standards for writing
numbers either as words or numerals, and confusion between British and American
conventions in such areas as spelling and the listing of words in a series (ibid.).
According to Davies, punctuation is also a major source of difficulty for many
students, especially with regard to the use of colons and semi-colons, the position of
quotation marks in relation to other punctuation marks, the punctuation necessary to
set off introductory elements and embedded relative clauses in a sentence, and the
punctuation required with sentence connectors (ibid., pp. 29-30).

It should also be noted that there is a marked disparity between handwriting and
keyboard skills among Japanese university students. Even today, handwriting is of
great importance in Japanese life and handwritten communication is still considered
the norm for business and government. People in all walks of life are critically
judged on the basis of their writing (i.e., calligraphic) skills: letters for job
applications, for example, must be written by hand. Calligraphy is a highly
esteemed art form in Japan and is regularly practiced at all levels of schooling, with
advanced courses even offered in universities. In addition, students have to master
four different scripts in learning to write the Japanese language, and do so in the
time-honored tradition of rigorous and exhaustive rote practice. As a result, many
Japanese students are able to write in a surprisingly elegant and graceful script in
English. Computer literacy and keyboard skills remain largely undeveloped at the
present time, however, and large numbers of students, even at later stages of

university life, will require extensive practice in typing compositions (ibid., p. 31).

1.3 Sample compositions

Although extracted samples of students' written work are sometimes furnished
in the literature, integral and unabridged versions of the academic writing of
Japanese EL2 students beyond the basic sentence level, as originally drafted in the
classroom, are rare (for an exception, see Kubota, 1992). As a result, the reader is
often left with only a vague idea of what these learners can and cannot accomplish in
their written work, and as Eskey (1981, p. 318) points out, "in attempting to
determine what our students need most, one look at a set of real student
papers...is...worth a year's study of research reports...." In order to redress this
shortcoming, the following sample compositions are presented as a means of
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providing an introductory, macro-level picture of student writing, one in which
many of the infelicities described above should be readily discemible.

These writing samples are pre-instruction essays written by third-year Japanese
university students enrolled in entry-level English composition courses in pilot study
carried out in preparation for this thesis (see Davies, 1998a).” All the writers were
specializing in English in some form and can be considered representative of this
level of study in Japan. The essays were written during the first class of a course in
academic writing skills, and the prompt used was "English Education in Japan," a
topic which the students had extensive prior knowledge of and interest in. No
specific guidance was provided on any aspect of their writing, and after a short
period of collective brainstorming for ideas, students were given 80 minutes to
complete their assignments. The folldwing essays would be considered roughly

"average" for this group:*®
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The inadequacies of the above compositions are readily apparent and will not be
commented on at this time, except to state that many of the shortcomings they
exhibit clearly fall within the categories of error production discussed above. It must
be stressed, however, - that writing of this quality is by no means the
exception—rather it would seem to be the norm for this level of study in Japan.
There are, however, Japanese EL2 students who are capable of written work of a
higher caliber, as the following examples illustrate:
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There are also students who are clearly incapable of attaining even minimal
standards in written English. The followmg samples are from such students, who
were subsequently invited to take a different kind of English course:
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1.4 Conclusions

As stated previously, the main goal of this chapter has been to develop a
preliminary profile of the writing of Japanese students of English in order to
establish baseline parameters of infelicity in their written work. By definition, a
profile is not designed to be exhaustive—it is a portrayal of the most important
features of a subject, the exemplification of a topic in outline (Webster's, 1990, p.
939). Although many other minor features of the writing of Japanese EL.2 students
could be referred to, doing so at this time would not significantly advance our cause,
since the main components of this profile are now in place. In brief, (1) it has been
demonstrated that there is clearly something amiss in the academic writing of
Japanese EL2 students; (2) representative samples of written work produced by
these students have been furnished to illustrate this assertion; (3) the ways in which
their writing can be considered deficient has been explicated on several different
levels and with the testimony of established authorities; (4) a number of key features
which ‘cjhaxacterize such writing have been identified; and (5) where possible, the
reasons underlying these shortcomings have been alluded to.
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This survey also reveals numerous problems inherent in the research carried out
to date. Firstly, because many of the descriptions of the writing of Japanese EL2
students are impressionistic and anecdotal in nature, unsubstantiated generalizations
are commonplace and systematic statistical evidence in support of allegations is rare.
Furthermore, terminological confusions and ambiguities are widespread: many of
the characterizations of Japanese EL2 writing simply enumerate lists of qualities in
which seemingly unrelated items are randomly juxtaposed, while the issues
themselves are seldom defined or elaborated upon, as exemplified below:

[T]he problems which Japanese...college students have in terms of content and organization of
compositions [include the following]: lack of focus, wandering from the main point, lack of
logical development, no clear thesis statement, statement of emotional opinion rather than
reasoned thought, etc. (Teele, 1983, p. 16)

[There seems to be] a certain indistinctiveness, an unwillingness to define exactly one's
position, [which, to the native English speaker, is perceived as] an intolerable lack of unity,
clarity, and coherence. (Claiborne, 1993, p. 76)

[There are] problems with focus, logic, statement of the thesis, classification and coherence.
(Harder, 1984, p. 126)

Such statements make it clear that there are indeed some serious issues to be
addressed, but what, one may ask, do "focus," "logic," "statement of thesis,"
"classification," and "coherence" have in common? Why are such disparate
terminological hierarchies intermixed in this way? And what precisely do the authors
mean by labels such as "focus," "clarity," and "unity?" Finally, although
descriptions in the cited literature present partial explanations to account for
students' writing difficulties, solutions to their problems in the form of strategies for
pedagogical intervention and remediation are almost non-existent. A primary
objective of this thesis is to redress this imbalance in developing an approach to
composition instruction that will result in significant improvements to the academic
writing skills of Japanese students of English.

In the chapters that follow, the analysis of written discourse will first be
examined within a conceptual framework of applied linguistics, illustrating the
complex interdisciplinary and multidimensional nature of the field and clarifying
many of the terminological problems that result. English and Japanese rhetoric will
then be contrasted from a sociohistorical perspective in two roughly analogous pairs
of chapters that define the cultural and educational contexts in which written text is
produced and taught in both languages. These analyses establish a frame of
reference for specifying solutions to students' writing problems which are set forth
in an approach to composition instruction that integrates applied linguistic theory
with general principles of L2 pedagogy. This approach is evaluated in an empirical
study of student writing and the results are discussed in terms of the importance of
integrating composition pedagogy along diachronic, synchronic, and human
dimensions.
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Chapter 2: Applied linguistics, contrastive rhetoric,

and the analysis of written discourse

2.1 Introduction

Although structural evidence obtained from purely descriptive, taxonomic
approaches to the analysis of written discourse, such as the profile of student
writing presented in Chapter 1, is often a useful initial heuristic (Givén, 1981, p.
166), it also has a number of important limits, especially in accommodating cross-
language linguistic evidence, and in offering a theoretical basis for understanding
students' writing difficulties. Such issues cannot be resolved at this level of analysis

and are more approprately addressed within a framework of applied linguistic

theory:

_Applied linguistics has concerned itself with the development of writing skills for at least the

past 50 years.... If one is to take seriously the relatively straightforward definition of applied
linguistics as an attempt to resolve real-world language-based problems, then the development
of writing abilities...falls well within [this] domain.... (Grabe & Kaplan, 1996, p. 1)

Enkvist (1987, p. 23) describes applied linguistics as "an eclectic discipline,
perhaps best likened to a corridor for two-way traffic between linguistics and those
of its sister disciplines that also study language together with their various
applications." There is a fundamental difference in approach, however, between
linguistic theorists and practitioners—the former work towards the creation of
"unified theories and models,'" [raising] concepts and arguments to higher levels of
abstraction," while the latter are more concemned with the applicability of these
concepts to concrete problems, particularly in the realm of language teaching (ibid.,
pp- 23-24). This basic dichotomy underlies studies in applied linguistics which
attempt to create a conduit between linguistic theory and teaching practice. On the
one hand, this involves ensuring that higher-level linguistic knowledge is made
pedagogically relevant and comprehensible for teaching contexts; on the other hand,
it requires that pedagogical approaches themselves be construed within established
frameworks of linguistic theory; i.e., be theoretically valid. One of the primary goals
of research in applied linguistics is thus to provide a pedagogically-relevant and
theoretically-valid analysis of specified linguistic features in target languages that
will be of practical value to L2 learners, teachers, and syllabus designers alike.

When applied linguistic research is directed towards foreign language study, as
is most often the case, a contrastive element is added and cross-linguistic features
between languages must also be taken into account. When these contrastive analyses
take place at the level of discourse and include sociocultural factors beyond the level
of text itself, as in the cross-cultural study of second language writing, the field of
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inquiry becomes extraordinarily complex: "[A] comprehensive study of writing in
first language contexts is itself a difficult interdisciplinary undertaking, [as] one
must consider perspectives from English, education, linguistics, psychology, and
sociology" (Grabe and Kaplan, 1996, p. ix); in second language contexts, a diverse
set of academic disciplines converge on the study of L2 writing and compete for
pride of place, giving rise to a sometimes bewildering variety of research paradigms,
teaching methodologies, and terminological problems that make the analysis of
written discourse across cultures "a daunting task" (ibid.), and one of the "trickiest
problems of language description and teaching" (Mauranen, 1993, p. xi). As a
result, the cross-cultural study of second language writing requires a broad
theoretical frame of reference within which the influence of a wide range of

contributing disciplines can be specified and assessed:

The varieties of writing to be accounted for, the increased complexity of purposes for leamers
.to write, and the added cross-cultural variations created by different groups of second-language
learners all force the study of writing into a larger framework [requiring]...a broad
interdisciplinary orientation.... (Grabe & Kaplan, op. cit.)

The area of research known as contrastive rhetoric, which incorporates or
interfaces with many of these contributing disciplines, offers such an
interdisciplinary and multidimensional approach to the study of written discourse
across cultures, thus providing a theoretical basis for the investigations that follow
and defining the conceptual parameters of the present study. As Swales maintains,
although "the comparison of languages is notoriously difficult..., especially at the
discoursal level, there is one investigative area that is directly relevant to a
pedagogically-oriented study of academic English, one known as Contrastive
Rhetoric" (1990, pp. 64-65). Connor (1996, p. 5) concurs: "It is fair to say that
contrastive rhetoric was the first serious attempt by applied linguists...to explain
second language writing [and] in the past two decades the study of writing has
become part of the mainstream in applied linguistics." The underlying assumptions
of contrastive rhetoric are neo-Whorfian and derive from the theory of linguistic
relativity; its development has been influenced by such major movements in applied
linguistics as contrastive analysis and error analysis; it is immediately dependent on
research in discourse analysis and text linguistics; it has a direct relationship with
both classical and modem rhetoric; its applications are influenced by theories of
composition pedagogy; and it is fed by ancillary streams as varied as cultural
anthropology, cognitive science, L2 reading research, and literacy studies. The
following chapters will examine the impact of each of these areas of research on the
study of written discourse across cultures from the perspective of current thinking in

contrastive rhetoric.
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Chapter 2 traces the evolution of models of analysis in contrastive rhetoric and
examines formative influences from research in other fields such as contrastive
linguistics and discourse linguistics. The focus then shifts from applied linguistics to
rhetoric/composition, with the aim of establishing a descriptive framework for the
analysis of rhetorical features in English and Japanese along parallel cultural,
historical, and educational dimensions. Chapter 3 defines the writing canon of
modem English from the perspective of historical developments in rhetoric and
discourse education in the western tradition, while Chapter 4 examines the wide
range of approaches to composition pedagogy currently proliferating in the field,
outlining their underlying theoretical assumptions and characteristic features.
Chapters 5 and 6 provide a similar analysis of the cultural and educational context in
which written text is produced and taught in Japan, providing a frame of reference
for specifying solutions to students' writing problems. Building on the conclusions
drawn from these investigations, Chapter 7 sets forth a proposal of pedagogic action
designed to offer solutions to the writing difficulties of Japanese EL2 students in an
approach to L2 composition instruction which integrates applied linguistic theory
with general pedagogic principles. This proposed pedagogy is tested in a study of
student writing based on a pretest/posttest, experimental/control group design, and
the results are discussed in terms of the importance of infegration in composition
pedagogy and the need for classroom action research in curriculum planning.

It should also be emphasized from the outset that this investigation covers a
very broad range of inquiry and each of the disciplines and areas of research
described above could easily be the focus of a complete and separate study in its
own right. As a result, the breadth and complexity of the issues involved will often
have to contend with the need for brevity in the discussions that follow. As Coe
(1987, p. 15) points out, however, "any analysis of this nature reduces the complex
variety of what is actually happening— that is how it achieves clarity and defines the
core of the issue." In addition, many of these disciplines are still in their
"preparadigm period" (Kinneavy, 1971, p. 2), and definitive answers to many of
the discrepancies alluded to earlier may not always be feasible. Finally, the
descriptions and analyses that follow have a strong "sociohistorical" orientation,
based on the belief that "history crucially influences current language practices"
(Atkinson, 1999, p. 12), a viewpoint supported by the following statement on the
importance of historical approaches to the analysis of discourse:

With rare exceptions, linguistically oriented discourse analysts have avoided granting any
status to historical concerns in their research, perhaps, due to Saussure's foundational
separation of synchronic and diachronic perspectives on language, and his subsequent
banishment of the latter (Atkinson, 1999, p. 4). [However], linguistic and rhetorical practices
as carried out by particular individuals within particular historical circumstances have direct
bearing on how and what we read and write now.... We live and communicate within the
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social consequences of our history, and only by developing a sociohistoric understanding of
where we are can we...inform our current teaching of language.... (Bazerman; cited in

Atkinson, 1999, pp. viii-ix)

2.2 Contrastive rhetoric

When students from other cultures produce written texts in English as a second
language, they will often organize and present their ideas in ways that violate the
expectations of native readers. Even if the texts are syntactically accurate, the
discourse structures may be perceived as "alien," as not conforming to the standard
norms of written English. Where there is an inadequate management of lower level
linguistic features, and errors in grammar and usage become superimposed upon
anomalous organizational patterns, the resulting texts can be incomprehensible. The
American applied linguist, Robert Kaplan, was one of the first to notice these
discrepancies in students' cross-cultural writing, and he coined the term contrastive
rhetoric'? to account for the phenomenon in a ground-breaking work which
provided the impetus and set the basic parameters for a whole new generation of
cross-cultural research into written discourse.

In a seminal article comparing the expository writing styles of several different
language groups, Kaplan (1966) claimed that L2 patterns of rhetorical organization
will often be transferred to English language compositions with largely negative
effects. Contrastive studies across cultures at the time were limited to the level of the
sentence, but Kaplan suggested that linguistic and cultural factors beyond the
sentence level influenced L2 learners' writing skills. He further maintained that
"foreign students who have mastered syntactic structures have still demonstrated
inability to compose adequate themes, term papers, theses, and dissertations," and
that instructors often complain that their written texts are somehow "out of focus,"
"lacking in cohesion," and "lacking in organization" (p. 3). According to Kaplan,
these deficiencies arise because L2 students are employing a rhetoric and a sequence
of thought (i.e., logic) based on their mother tongue. He suggested that "logic (in
the popular, rather than the logician's sense of the word) which is the basis of
rhetoric, is evolved out of culture; it is not universal. Rhetoric, then, is not universal
either, but varies from culture to culture..." (p. 2). Kaplan's initial research was
based on the belief that differences within the internal logics of languages lead to the
development of different rhetorics, and that linguistically and culturally defined
interpretations of rhetorical organization cause difficulties in writing for L2 students:

These differences involve both high-level syntactic phenomena and the areas normally included
in semantics and rhetoric: thus they involve logical concepts but not in the sense of universal
logic so much as in the sense of logic in relation to culturally and linguistically defined

interpretations of the phenomenological world. (Kaplan, 1976, p. 13)



Kaplan's study, which was later to achieve a certain notoriety in applied
linguistic and language teaching circles, involved the analysis of paragraph structure
in some 600 compositions written in English by L2 students from five different
language groups: English, Semitic, Oriental, Romance, and Russian. Graphic
representations of the rhetorical patterns of each language group were provided,

giving rise to its well-known sobriquet, the "doodles" article:

English Semitic Oriental Romance Russian
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Kaplan's comparisons of these five language groups can be briefly summarized as
follows. The expected sequence of thought in English is essentially
linear— paragraphs are expected to exhibit unity and coherence and to never be
digressive. In the Semitic language group, the paragraph is based on a complex
series of parallel constructions and coordination is stressed over subordination.
Writing within the Oriental group of languages is characterized by an approach by
indirection—the development of the paragraph is said to circle around a subject,
providing a variety of tangential views. In the Romance languages, digressions are
permitted, there is more freedom to move away from the central topic, and although
one is expected to eventually return to the main theme, interesting asides that do not
contribute to the basic thought of the paragraph are allowed. Russian permits major
digressions, and often material irrelevant to the main idea of the paragraph is
presented, somewhat like parenthetical amplifications which would be written as
footnotes in English.

Characteristically of any paradigmatic work, Kaplan's theories attracted
considerable criticism. As Holyoak and Piper (1997, pp. 125-126) point out, "his
graphic representations of rhetorical patterns in selected languages were simplistic,
his database was too small, his reliance on English texts as a basis for conclusions
about other languages naive." Kaplan himself (1987) acknowledges the validity of
these criticisms, but continues to support the premise of his original position,
especially in light of "his critics' failure to provide quantitative evidence to the
contrary" (op. cit., p. 126). For example, "Kaplan and Ostler (1982), in a review of
the literature, conclude, despite a minority of studies to the contrary, that different
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languages have different preferences for certain kinds of discourse patterns"
(Swales, 1990, p. 64), and Kaplan, writing some two decades later, states that...

...it is now my opinion that all of the various rhetorical modes identified in the "doodles
article" are possible in any language—i.e., in any language which has written text. The issue
is that each language has certain clear preferences, so that while all forms are possible, all
forms do not occur with equal frequency or in parallel distribution. (1987, p. 10)

Early investigations into contrastive rhetoric continued to emphasize Kaplan's
hypothesis that differences within the internal logics of languages lead to the
development of different rhetorics causing interference with L2 writing
performance. The focus of these studies was primarily on higher level textual
features and initial approaches were mostly concemed with descriptions of
macrostructures (i.e., larger rhetorical patterns of organization, schemata, discourse
structures) in the expository writing of selected languages. Later research was
redirected towards a more text analytic approach, including the isolation of
contrastive features at lower levels of macrostructure (or higher levels of
microstructure, depending on one's point of view) such as cohesive ties and the
analysis of propositional movement. More recently, the field has moved beyond the
boundaries of text itself to encompass cognitive and pragmatic variables in writing,
in particular the context in which text is produced, both situational and cultural:
"contrastive rhetoric has shifted its emphasis... to deeper levels of discourse meaning
in context, assuming that L2 writing displays preferred conventions of the L1
language and culture rather than reflects L1 thought patterns" (Allaei & Connor,
1990, p. 23). Contemporary theories of contrastive rhetoric continue to stress that
language and writing are cultural phenomena, and that transfer between the mother
tongue and target language will typically include not only lexical, grammatical, and
syntactic elements, but also patterns of rhetorical organization and stylistic
preferences, which in turn are shaped and influenced by implicit, underlying cultural
assumptions and traditions that are forged within linguistic communities over long
periods of time.

At present, a wealth of materials exists on the application of contrastive rhetoric
to many languages throughout the world, yet conceptual problems remain, and
approaches, methodologies, and conclusions tend to be extremely vaned and often
contradictory. It may be, for example, that some learners' writing problems are
predominantly developmental, rather than reflecting issues in rhetorical transfer. As
Holyoak and Piper (1997, p. 128) point out, "suprasentential features of the written
language will be of no avail where the management of lower level linguistic
concerns takes up short-term processing capacity, rendering developmental factors
just as relevant as transfer...." In addition, as Grabe (1987) notes, one of the main
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difficulties often lies in comparing text types across languages. For instance,
expository or persuasive prose may be distinct and important text genres in English,
but not in other languages. It may be that researchers are seeking to compare what
is, strictly speaking, incommensurable. Ways must be found to relate the internally
defined linguistic categories of one language with those of another, but as yet, there
is no agreed upon theory of discourse from which descriptive categories can be
applied to a variety of languages (Houghton & Hoey, 1983)."

In orientation, contrastive rhetoric is essentially pragmatic and pedagogical, not
in a methodological sense, but in providing teachers and students with knowledge of
the links between culture and writing, and how discourse structures and stylistic
choices are reflected in written products. As Kaplan (1988, p. 279) states,
"[c]ontrastive rhetoric has never pretended to be a teaching system, rather it has
claimed to be able to contribute to pedagogical systems that have a concern with
reading and writing." Today, contrastive rhetoric can be broadly defined as an area
of research "that identifies problems in composition encountered by second language
writers, and by referring to the rhetorical strategies of the first language, attempts to
explain them" (Connor, 1996, p. 5). In the 1990s, however, "significant changes
have taken place in contrastive rhetoric [and] a broader definition that considers
cognitive and sociocultural variables of writing in addition to linguistic variables has
been substituted for a purely linguistic framework interested in structural analysis of
products” (ibid., p. 18). The principal concerns of contrastive rhetoric at the present
time are thus three-fold: the organizational parameters which shape the overall form
of a written text, intersentential textual relationships, and written discourse as a

cultural activity, including cognition, literacy, and the social functions of writing.

2.2.1 Writing, culture, and cognition

As stated previously, contemporary research paradigms in contrastive rhetoric
have moved beyond the boundaries of text itself to also include the cognitive and
sociocultural dimensions of language transfer, in particular the context in which text
is produced, both situational and cultural. This approach to the cross-cultural study
of written discourse is based on a new conceptualization of the nature of writing
itself, not as a skill, but as a culturally-determined, cognitive activity, an assumption
which we will return to later from a somewhat different perspective in discussions
of the recent reappraisal of notions associated with the theory of linguistic relativity
and insights from cognitive approaches to the analysis of text.

The work of Purves and Purves (1986) and Purves (1986, 1988, 1992) "has
been important in shaping the direction of this new contrastive rhetoric" (Allaei &
Connor, 1990, p. 23), providing one of the most influential accounts of a modern
theory of writing. They argue that writing is a cognitive activity taking place in a
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cultural context that brings into play a complex body of knowledge—semantic,
formal, and social. From this perspective, every writer acts as a member of a
rhetorical community, whether this is narrow as in a community of scholars within
a certain discipline, or broad in the sense of "the educated citizenry of a nation-

state":

[Tlhe culture exerts pressure on both the individual's activity as a writer and on the
individual's view of text by the force of tradition, convention, and potential comment on what
the individual will write. The culture has expectations about the nature of texts and how texts
are to be received and viewed. The culture accepts models for text that help individuals know
when the activity of writing is completed and it establishes rules for individuals to help them
determine both when the activity of writing is completed and what particular acts within the
activity of writing should be emphasized at what times and in what situations. The culture
sets rules as to when it is obligatory for an individual to write and when writing is an
optional activity. The culture, finally, establishes standards for "good writing," and all that
that phrase entails with respect to orthography and penmanship, diction, syntax, grammar,
structure, genre, and format. (Purves & Purves, 1986, p. 193)

As a result, cultural literacy, or learmning to write within a culture, is a large
undertaking requiring time and knowledge of cultural expectations. Once the
individual has learned the accepted models of writing production prescribed by the
culture in general, there arises the task of developing an individual mode of
expression and the development of the personality through writing.'* Learning to
write, therefore, is part of learning to be a member of a culture; in other words,
writing is "one of the primary manifestations of an individual's acculturation,
perhaps the one most marked by culture" (ibid., p. 195). According to Purves and
Purves (1986), on the basis of current thinking in cultural anthropology, cognitive
science, literacy, and linguistic theory, three overlapping issues, all of which are at
least partly culturally determined, are of importance in understanding the nature of
writing: (1) the interrelationships of the acts making up any writing activity, (2) the
role of knowledge underlying writing as an activity, and (3) the idea of texts and
textuality.

2.2.1.1 Writing as an activity
From a cognitive perspective, Purves and Purves (1986, p. 175) stress that
writing should be described as an activity rather than a process because of some of

the unfortunate connotations associated with the latter term:

[Tlhe term activity to describe what people do when they engage in writing to produce a
text...implies something which has an independent goal of which the subject is consciously
aware. An activity consists of a number of acts, which in turn consist of operations, about
which the subject is not necessarily conscious. The acts comprising an activity may not
necessarily occur in a fixed order of sequence, although operations often occur as sequences. In
addition, what at one point in an individual's life may have constituted an activity (e.g.,
forming letters) will later become so well practiced and so habitual that it is "chunked" as an
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act or even an operation. To think of writing as an activity is to allow for change in what is
an act or an operation and to allow for modification and rearrangement of those acts and
operations in particular contexts. To think of writing as an activity is also to realize that in
virtually every instance there is a purposive nature to the act, a planned result, which is a
particular text for a particular occasion in a particular cultural context. With such a framework
one cannot divorce the process from the product as has so frequently been done in recent
research and discussion about writing. (see also sections 4.3 & 7.3.2)

From this point of view, the activity of writing consists of a complex interplay of
acts and operations, with frequent shifts among the acts of planning, drafting,
revising, and editing and their subservient operations, and although the acts
themselves occur in a sequence, they are also recursive and intermingled (ibid., p.
176). These acts and operations are not separate and discrete, but form a matrix
embedded within the larger activity of writing, and "the nature and arrangement of
the acts in the matrix...vary according to the context in which a person writes and
the culture or community that a person inhabits" (ibid., p. 183):

The relations of acts and operations as the parts of a matrix may vary in different cultures
because each culture presents a particular set of demands on the writing activity and the
resultant text may affect the form and function of the texts as well as the attitudes of writers
and readers towards that text. Indeed the matrix of interrelationships may be as difficult to

define as is the culture itself. (ibid., p. 177)

The matrix also consists of both chunked and unchunked elements. Chunking
includes both declarative knowledge (i.e., substantive) and procedural knowledge
(i.e., of operations and acts); in other words, not only operations are chunked, but
also aspects of content and form, which depend on knowledge of the components
of a text, including whole structures such as story forms, paragraph types,

organizational strategies, and types of language to be used in specific circumstances:

They become so embedded in the writer's mind that they are brought forward without any
conscious planning. The mature writer then, bas acquired complex sets of knowledge and has
chunked many of them so that either in terms of the operations of writing or in terms of the
models concerning what is to be written, much becomes automatic or habitual. (ibid., p. 178;
see also section 7.3.1)

2.2.1.2 Knowledge as the basis for writing

Purves and Purves (1986) describe writing as "an activity dependent on the
prior acquisition of knowledge" (ibid.). They argue that in addition to knowledge of
the material to be written about, there are "three basic forms of knowledge requisite
for the writer in any culture, or, to put it another way..., three major sets of
constraints imposed by a culture upon a writer" (ibid., pp. 178-179): (1) knowledge
of the grammatical constructs to be used, or the meaning of language in its
phonological-graphological and lexico-grammatical forms; (2) knowledge of text
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structures and their concomitant styles, such as the text models used for specific
written genres (e.g., the general shape of a story or an essay, with particular forms
for beginning, middle, and end, providing a frame that can be filled with various
kinds of information, as well as what registers are appropriate, what phrases are
likely to occur, and so on); and (3) knowledge of social and cultural norms inherent
in various writing activities (sometimes called pragmatics), including an
understanding of appropriate aims, expectations, and content for certain kinds of
writing (e.g., knowing when it is obligatory to write and the procedures for doing
so, such as writing a thank you note or responding in writing to an invitation).
Purves and Purves suggest that "these kinds of knowledge are based on experience
with the world, with language, and with the norms of culture" (ibid., p. 178), and
on the basis of this knowledge, the individual in a particular culture engages in the
activity of writing:

These three kinds of knowledge lie at the heart of any activity of writing. A person cannot

write without bringing such knowledge to bear.... [They] dominate the acts of planning,

drafting, revising, and editing, as well as every operation therein. As a result of these kinds of

knowledge, the activity of writing then becomes a conscious and purposeful activity to bring
a text into being. (ibid., p. 179)

There are a number of important research implications related to these kinds of
knowledge which are directly relevant to this study. For example, early writing
research focused almost solely on linguistic knowledge at the sentence level, in
particular on lexical, orthographic, and syntactic elements. This scope has now been
broadened because "knowledge of forms and structures and knowledge of
pragmatics are of at least equal importance as knowledge of smaller units of
discourse" (ibid., pp. 179-180). As a result, although our knowledge of forms and
structures and pragmatics is not inconsiderable, based on a long history of literacy
and rhetorical studies, "[w]e are now beginning to be aware of the extent to which
these forms and structures are culturally determined; they are not in the structure of
the language, but they are in the rhetorical and literary history of a culture" (ibid., p.
180). For example, a particular type of written discourse, such as an essay or a
story, takes a certain form as the result of its development throughout the history of
a culture; i.e., "it may have its way of beginning, its way of developing, and its
way of reaching a conclusion [but] to another culture, such a structure may seem
alien: [s]uch is the assumption of the emerging field of contrastive rhetoric" (ibid.).

2.2.1.3 Writing and text models

A further consequence of viewing writing as a culturally-determined, cognitive
activity, is that the act itself becomes inextricably linked to its results, or as Purves
and Purves point out, "[w]ith a cultural approach to writing we cannot disentangle
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'process' from 'product™ (ibid., p. 184). However, "we do need to consider the
concept of a 'finished text' and ask the overriding question: 'When does a text
emerge'?" (ibid.). This question has been the subject of debate among literary
scholars for some time, but no definitive answers have yet emerged, although it is

clear that "model texts" exist in certain genres:

Throughout the history of literary criticism in the West, there has been agreement that
particular genres can be defined and described. Since Aristotle, writers about literature have
defined a play or a poem or a novel. Their definitions have established sets of rules for a genre
and have set forth exemplary texts as models for future writers. Subsequent critics and authors
have challenged these previous definitions and rules only to establish their own. ..: What has
been true for literature has entered other worlds of writing as well, witness the business letter,
the personal letter, the essay, or the technical manual. ...Over the years there have been
changes in the models and there are clearly cultural variations in the exemplary text or model,
but the idea of a model persists, whether that model be a model of content, of organization, of
style, of layout, or of a combination of the four.'* (ibid., p. 185; see also section 7.3.3).

There are, however, differences among cultures regarding the nature of text
models and when they are approximated, not only in terms of the shape of a
particular text, but also the point at which a text is finished (e.g., in some cultures, a
single draft is all that is required; in others, redrafting and polishing are demanded).
As Purves and Purves (ibid.) point out, a number of important research questions
can also be asked concerning the nature of text models in different cultures. For
instance, how do writers know when their individual performances match the model
for a finished text? What operations are chunked by writers (e.g., in some cultures
orthography and neatness are the focal point; in others, content and organization are
more important)? How much time should a writer allocate to the individual acts of
writing (i.e., planning, drafting, and so on), and do these acts occur in systematic
sequences in particular contexts? What are the values placed on these different acts
by different cultures (e.g., some cultures put more emphasis on editing; others
stress planning and drafting)? Furthermore, the relationship between the reader to
the text may also vary among cultures and this affects what is appropriate in writing
because expectations concerning the reception of a text will also affect the writer's
attitudes towards the production of that text. For instance, does the reader see the
text as bearing a message or as something with which to engage in an aesthetic
transaction, or will he or she receive the text as a judge or editor, as a reviewer or
gatekeeper, as a scholarly critic, or as a teacher and prescriber?

In conclusion, "[c]ultures...may be distinguished as to how individual
members view text, how they use text, and how they value text [and] these
differences may well influence how members of a given culture engage in the
activity of writing" (ibid., p. 192). There are major research questions to be
addressed, therefore, as to the values and views of a culture concerning text models
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and the relation of those values to the activity of writing, including the fact that
linguistic and cultural pluralism also exists within larger cultures or subcultures,
resulting in significant differences in the way text is viewed by individuals even

within national rhetorical communities.

2.3 Contrastive linguistics
In second language writing research, "contrastive studies have received more

attention than perhaps any other single issue" (Connor, 1996, p. 5). Contrastive
linguistics has provided a succession of research paradigms which reflect the
evolution of theoretical positions within the field of applied linguistics concerning
the notion of language transfer and the nature of the relationship between first and
second languages, developments which have been paralleled by "similar shifts in
emphasis" in contrastive studies of second language writing.

As James (1998, p. 2) points out, "in the applied linguistics of FL/SL learning,
there are three 'codes' or languages to be described": L1 (NL, MT), IL, and L2
(TL, FL). When these are compared, we arrive at three successive research
paradigms: contrastive analysis (CA), ermror analysis (EA), and transfer analysis
(TA). Since "paradigms, like fashions, have their heyday" (ibid.), however, CA,
EA, and TA should be viewed in historical terms.'¢

L1 >IL >L2 L1:L2 (CA)
IL:L2 (EA)
LLIL  (TA)

Adapted from James (1998, p. 3)

2.3.1 Contrastive analysis and error analysis

In the 1950s and 1960s the dominant paradigm governing the teaching of
second languages was contrastive analysis, which came into being at a time when
structural  linguistics, behavioral psychology, and audiolingual teaching
methodologies were at their height. Structuralists such as Fries (1945) and Lado
(1957) felt that L2 learners, as well as teachers and syllabus designers, would
benefit from comparisons and contrasts on different levels between the mother
tongue and target language. CAs came in many different forms and were carried out
for a variety of purposes, but the methodology for conducting them generally
involved a two-step process of description and comparison, as well as provisions
for pedagogical advice in the teaching of target items (James, 1980, p. 63):
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The procedure involved first describing comparable features of MT and TL..., and then
comparing the forms and resultant meanings across the two languages in order to spot the
mismatches that would predictably... give rise to interference and error.'” (ibid., 1998, p. 4)

Early contrastive analyses were conducted within a framework of structural
linguistics, leading to the establishment of taxonomies displaying similarities and
differences between languages in terms of the form and distribution of comparable
units. Associated with these CAs were didactic claims related to the selection and
grading of items in preparation for teaching, as well as for their actual presentation
in the classroom. Contrastive analyses are thus concerned with the formal properties
of language on the one hand, and with L2 learning on the other, particularly "the
way in which NL affects FL learning in the individual' (ibid., 1980, p. 9).

The underlying theoretical assumptions of contrastive analysis are neo-
Whorfian and derive from the theory of linguistic relativity; i.e., that "culture,
through language, affects the way we think, and especially our classification of the
experienced world" (Gumperz & Levinson, 1996; after Whorf, 1956). The
psychological basis for contrastive analysis is transfer theory; i.e., the assumption
that language learners will transfer to their L2 the formal fea{tures of their L1, "that,
as Lado puts it 'individuals tend to transfer the forms and meanings and the
distribution of forms and meanings of their native language and culture to the

foreign language and culture™ (James, 1980, p. 14):

In its simplest form fransfer refers to the hypothesis that the learning of a task is either
facilitated ('positive' transfer) or impeded (‘negative' transfer) by the previous leaming of
another task, depending on, among other things, the degree of similarity or difference
obtaining between the two tasks. (Sridhar, 1981, p. 211, see also Odlin, 1989).

In the 1960s, a wide range of contrastive analyses were published, typically
between English and other languages, but in the 1970s, CA came increasingly
under attack. With the advent of generative grammar, taxonomic CAs, like
taxonomic descriptive linguistics in general, were criticized for their preoccupation
with surface structures. The relativity hypothesis was replaced by the universal base
hypothesis (i.e., all languages are alike at an abstract underlying level), and the
focus shifted to a search for universal (i.e., non-language specific) sets of basic
grammatical primes. Contrastive studies went into decline: "linguistically, the basis
of contrastive description seemed to be unable to withstand the stresses of
constantly changing models of analysis and theoretical approaches," while
psycholinguistically and pedagogically, CAs were successful in predicting only part
of learners' problems and were unable to account for developmental errors or
idiosyncrasies of language unrelated to either L1 or L2 (Candlin; cited in James,
1980, p. v).
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Perhaps the most serious criticism leveled against contrastive analysis is that
interference from the L1 is not the sole source of error in L2 learning, and that there
are other sources that it fails to predict, such as errors which are not linguistic in
origin but rather psychological or pedagogical. As James states, however, "[t]he
most obvious way to answer this criticism is to point out that contrastive analysis
has never claimed that L1 interference is the sole source of error (1971, p. 838),"
and errors may be attributable to a number of other factors, such as
overgeneralizations within the L2, improper training methods, or inadequate
knowledge of the target language (1980, p. 98). Another common criticism has
been that the predictions of student errors produced by contrastive analysis are not
reliable. It is more likely, however, that "the paucity of linguistic knowledge" we
have at our present stage of knowledge about languages is more to blame (ibid., p.
91). Linguistics cannot yet describe any language "in toto," and in addition, the
non-occurrence of errors does not necessarily invalidate the underlying theoretical
basis of CA; rather it may point to the need for more precise characterizations.

Nevertheless, criticisms of CA began to be voiced more strongly in the 1970s,
largely because of its association with "an outdated model of language description
(structuralism) and a discredited learning theory (behaviorism)” (ibid.), and the CA
paradigm was replaced by EA:

This paradigm involves first independently or ‘objectively' describing the learners' IL (that is,
their version of the TL) and the TL itself, followed by a comparison of the two, so as to
locate mismatches. The novelty of EA, distinguishing it from CA, was that the mother
tongue was not supposed to enter the picture. The claim was made that errors could be fully
described in terms of the TL, without the need to refer to the L1 of the learners. (James,

1998, p. 5)

Early work in error analysis went little beyond "impressionistic collections of
'common' errors and their taxonomic classification into categories..." (Sridhar,
1981, p. 221). There was no attempt to systematically define the term "error," nor
to account for errors in linguistic or psychological terms. Initially, EA was little
more than "an ad hoc attempt to deal with the practical needs of the classroom
teacher" (ibid.): its goals were pragmatic in terms of its feedback value in helping
design pedagogical materials. Error analysis was revolutionized in the late 1960s
and early 1970s, however, by the work of British linguists and those they
influenced. S. Pit Corder (1967), in particular, was influential in suggesting a new
way of looking at "errors" and was one of the first to distingdish between "errors"

and "mistakes":!®

Mistakes are deviations due to performance factors such as memory limitations.... They are
typically random and are readily corrected by the learner when his attention is drawn to them.
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Errors, on the other hand, are systematic, consistent deviances characteristic of the learner's
linguistic system at a given stage of learning. (Sridhar, 1981, p. 224)

By the 1980s, however, a heated debate had begun that still continues today
concerning the importance of traditional attitudes of correctness. James (1983)
comments on this controversy, stating that "[r]lecent enthusiasm for
Communicative-Functional language teaching has caused great disquiet simply
because the new desideratum of communication has led to neglect of the formal
conventions of correctness” (p. 26). As James points out, "we are still struggling
with the ERROR/MISTAKE dichotomy" (1994, p. 188), and it is important to realize
that "errors have social effects, like failing exams, being barred from jobs and clubs
or 'gated'...in other ways" (ibid., p. 191). Today, definitions of the term "error"
are more cautious, and an error is often simply described as "a form which would
‘not be produced by the speaker's native speaker counterparts" (Lennon; cited in
James, 1994, p. 193).

Controversy also arose regarding classification of the sources of L2 students'
errors. Prior to this time, at the height of contrastive analysis and the dominance of
audiolingualism in L2 pedagogy, L1 interference was considered the primary

source of student errors. But as James (1980, p. 146) notes:

[N]ot all errors are the result of L1 interference, i.e. interlingual errors. Other major sources
of errors have been recognized...which are of a 'mon-contrastive' origin. These include: the
effects of target-language asymmetries (intralingual errors); transfer of training; strategies of
L2 leaming; and L2 communication strategies. Several attempts have been made to determine
the proportion of interlingual errors among all errors [but] one must be careful not to
exaggerate the claims made on behalf of CA.

Richards (1971) proposed a three-way classification of errors which is still
widely used today: (1) interference errors, caused by the influence of L1 on the
production of L2, especially in those areas where the two languages differ; (2)
intralingual errors, originating within the structure of the L2 itself due to
overgeneralization of rules, incomplete application of rules, and failure to learn
conditions for the application of rules (all learners, regardless of L1 background,
will tend to commit similar errors); and (3) developmental errors, reflecting
strategies by which the leamer acquires the L2, such as making false hypotheses
about the target language based on limited exposure. The main difficulty with this
error classification system, of course, is to accurately determine the proportion of
errors attributable to each category from a given set of data. According to James
(1980, p. 146), attempts have been made in this regard, but with limited success, as
the diagnostic tools necessary to solve the problem have yet to be developed.

By the mid-1970s, EA came in for increasing criticism because of its lack of
objectivity and statistical rigor, the subjectivity of its interpretations of errors, its
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lack of predictive power, and its one-sided emphasis on errors to the detriment of
the analysis of non-errors. It has also proved to be impossible to totally deny the
effects of L1 interference since they are "ubiquitously and patently obvious" (ibid.,
1998, p. 5). CA had failed in its predictive goals, but was still able to explain or
diagnose the subset of errors which resulted from mother tongue interference. To
account for this, Wardaugh (1970) proposed two versions of CA, a strong and a
weak version, both equally based on the assumption of L1 interference. The strong
version claims predictive power, while the weak claims merely to have the power to
diagnose errors that have been committed (James, 1980, pp. 184-185): "[t]he
strong version is a priori, the weak version ex post facto in its treatment of errors"
(ibid., p. 185). The weak version of CA was easily incorporated into EA in the
form of transfer analysis (TA), and predictive CA gave way to the description and
explanation of actually occurring mother tongue transfers: "This has led to some
contentious relabelling as CA got swept under the carpet, and it is now more politic
to talk of 'crosslinguistic influence' (Kellerman and Sharwood Smith, 1986)
or of 'language transfer' (Gass and Selinker, 1983; Odlin, 1989)" (James,
1998, p. 5). The term James (1998, p. 5) reserves for this enterprise is transfer
analysis (TA), though he stresses that TA is no longer CA "since the ingredients are
different in that when you conduct Transfer Analysis, you are comparing IL with
MT and not MT with TL. Nor are you comparing IL and TL, so you are not doing
EA proper" (ibid., pp. 5-6).

In summary, James (1994, p. 179) points out that although CA and EA can be
described as a "dual interdiscipline," they are not simply alternatives for achieving
the same end: EA can only be fully explanatory if errors resulting from L1
interference are taken into account and can thus make statements about potential as
well as actual errors (ibid., 1971, pp. 89-90). CA and EA "should [thus] be viewed
a complementing each other rather than as competitors for some procedural pride of
place" (ibid., 1980, p. 187), and should be combined as a practical classroom
research tool for teachers wishing to adjust their teaching to the state of knowledge
of their learners (Candlin; cited in James, 1980, p. vii). On the other hand,
according to James (1998, p. 6), "TA is a sub-procedure applied in the diagnostic
phase of doing EA"; it is not, in fact, "a credible alternative paradigm but an
ancillary procedure within EA for dealing with those IL:TL discrepancies...that are

assumed to be the results of MT transfer or interference."

2.3.2 Implications for contrastive rhetoric

Although studies in contrastive linguistics today are often viewed as
problematic and "fraught with controversy," paradoxically, the field remains
"highly vigorous" (James, 1994). In fact, in the 1990s a widespread revival of
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interest in contrastive linguistics has taken place with important implications for
research in contrastive rhetoric that can be attributed to two main factors: (1) a
reappraisal of the constellation of notions associated with linguistic relativity, and
(2) the extension of contrastive studies into discoursal and functional domains.

Of primary importance for contrastive studies in general, and contrastive
rhetoric in particular, is the recent change in intellectual climate towards a more
intermediate position between linguistic relativity and universalism (Gumperz &
Levinson, 1996), as linguistic and cultural diversity are now being viewed within
the context of what has been learned in the last 30 years about universals. Classical
Whorfian versions of the linguistic relativity hypothesis were mainly concerned
with how languages vary in terms of semantic structure and what the implications
of this variance are for cognition. These issues arose initially from structuralist
approaches to meaning, where the focus was on lexical and grammatical items
contained within a larger system of opposed elements. Theories of meaning have
since been extended to encompass the interaction between the content of linguistic
expressions and the contexts in which they are used, leading to the belief that
meaning is at least partially dependent on use, and that languages vary
systematically in their use. This then suggests a much greater dependence of
meaning on cultural context, and consequently, a much broader formulation of the
notion of linguistic relativity (ibid., p. 225). As Gumperz and Levinson (ibid., p.
11) point out, there are "diverse sources of difference and incommensurability
across languages and varieties. Whorf emphasized the grammatical, because he felt
that unconscious, repetitive, coercive patterning on the grammatical level would be
reflected in a regimentation of thinking." There are many other levels of linguistic
patterning to be examined, however, including, among others, the functional and
discoursal. As a consequence, the scope of linguistic relativity has been greatly
expanded and now "spans a large terrain, from the classic Whorfian issues of the
relation of grammar to thought on the one hand to consideration of language use in
sociolinguistic perspective on the other" (ibid., p. 9). These perspectives also need
to be placed within the context of an ever-increasing set of universal cognitive
constraints which are still being discovered today, allowing for the formulation of
an intermediate position (i.e., between relativity and universalism) which could be
described as follows: "There are no acquired human skills that are not
simultaneously supported by universal cognitive predispositions and transformed
by specific cultural traditions" (Levinson, 1996, p. 141).

In parallel with this evolution in perspective towards the notion of linguistic
relativity, the scope of contrastive linguistics has been broadened in recent years
along two dimensions: (1) vertically in terms of larger linguistic units—the formal
level, or how sentences are organized into larger, suprasentential units or texts; and
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(2) horizontally in terms of incorporating sociocultural settings within
linguistics—the functional level, or the ways in which people put language to use
(James, 1980, p. 102). This extension of contrastive studies into discoursal and
functional domains has led to a renewal of interest in the field, as exemplified in a
recent description of contrastive linguistics at the 1999 World Conference of

Applied Linguistics:

Based on the revived reputation of Contrastive Analysis (CA), due in part...to the extension
of CA to Pragmatics and Discourse Analysis..., much could be done to create an integrated
approach to the use of contrastive studies for linguistic analysis and language education.
Extending the analysis beyond the sentence as a unit added a new perspective to CA.
Contrastive and Cross-Cultural Pragmatics, Discourse Analysis, Text Analysis and
Contrastive Rhetoric have all contributed to the revival of CA. (Nickel, AILA '99; see

Davies, 1999; my italics)

In conclusion, research perspectives in contrastive rhetoric have paralleled
those in contrastive linguistics in general. Early studies of second language writing
"had a pedagogic rationale, and combined the contrastive and error analysis

approaches" (Connor, 1996, p. 14):

Contrastive rhetoric, like contrastive analysis, began as an effort to improve pedagogy and its
adherents believed that interference from L1 was the biggest problem in L2 acquisition. It was
initially founded on error analysis; 'errors' in beginning-level students' paragraph organization
were examined and reasons for them were hypothesized based on the language background
from which the student came. (ibid., pp. 14-15)

Later research developed a more text-linguistic approach and used a variety of
analytical models, although there was little emphasis on the study of syntactic
structures at the level of the sentence. A unified methodology never developed,
however, and although contrastive rhetoric has been criticized for its lack of a single
research program, Connor (ibid., p. 7) suggests that this multidimensionality may
have been a blessing, as "it allows for multiple analyses of the same issue" and
prompted contrastive rhetoric to move rapidly ahead "to compare discourse

structures across cultures and genres" (ibid., p. 15).

2.4 Discourse linguistics

Although contrastive rhetoric has been strongly influenced by movements in
applied linguistics such as contrastive analysis and error analysis, and is "ultimately
affected by the relativist/universalist debate about language," it is more immediately
dependent upon research in discourse linguistics (Houghton & Hoey, 1983, p. 3),
which "helped revitalize contrastive rhetoric in the 1980s by providing it with new,
valid, and reliable tools for the analysis of texts metatextual features [and] a
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descriptive apparatus for describing textual cohesion, theme dynamics, and
metatextual features" (Connor, 1996, pp. 11 & 80).

2.4.1 Definitions and terminological issues

Discourse is an extremely difficult concept to define because it is used in very
different ways by different scholars, creating a good deal of confusion which has
yet to be resolved. The term was first coined by Zellig Harris, well known as
Chomsky's mentor, and according to Widdowson, "Harris is, in many ways, a
figure who casts a long shadow. A number of issues arise from his work on
discourse analysis which have caused much...confusion and contradiction..., and
still remain stubbornly problematic” (1995, p. 160). Fairclough (1992, p. 3) states
that "discourse is a difficult concept, largely because there are so many conflicting
and overlapping definitions formulated from various theoretical and disciplinary
standpoints," which fragment into a wide range of theories, procedures, data bases,
and goals."” Widdowson (1995, p. 157) agrees, claiming that discourse is "a
contentious area of enquiry..., a diverse, not to say, diffuse concept..., and one
which rouses strong feelings. [A]s the notion of discourse became popular, so,
naturally enough, it took on different meanings for different people." Tannen (1990,
p- 109) concurs, stating that "[d]iscourse analysis is uniquely heterogeneous among
the many sub-disciplines of linguistics. In comparison to other sub-disciplines of the
field, it may seem almost dismayingly diverse."

Today, discourse linguistics is generally acknowledged as dealing with units of
language larger than the isolated sentence, but its parameters are difficult to specify.
Syntactics and semantics are normally considered beyond the borders of discourse
linguistics, but define its lower boundaries, so that while discourse linguistics is
normally thought of as dealing with issues beyond the level of the sentence, it also
incorporates elements that are clearly within the realm of the sentence, such as
cohesive ties. On the other hand, its upper limits range "beyond the textual into the
vast social and cultural effects of language phenomena" (Kinneavy, 1971, p. 23).
Contemporary discourse studies cover a very wide spectrum indeed, from a
technically narrow definition exemplified by the analysis of grammatical and other
relationships between sentences, to a broader perspective related to the functional
uses of language in social contexts, to the study of whole systems of communication
within cultures (Davies, 1997; after Scollon & Scollon, 1995):

We have shifted our understanding of the word 'discourse' as we have moved...from a very
limited concept with a concentration on the basic forms used for cohesion...to a meaning
which now seems to enclose a very large portion of society and culture. This...reflects a shift
in the topics which discourse analysts have studied in the past two decades. At first the focus
of discourse analysis was cohesion, mainly within and between clauses in sentences. As
analysts began to see that it was difficult, if not impossible, to understand how discourse

38



cohesion works through such a close lens, they began to take context into consideration in
their studies. Of course, once context came into view, it was difficult to say just what should
be included and what should not be included. (Scollon & Scollon, 1995, pp. 118-119)

One of the more contentious issues existing in the field today is the difference
between discourse and text. For some, "text" refers only to written language, and
the analysis of writing beyond the sentence level is therefore text analysis—the
result is a distinction between "spoken discourse" and "written text." Grabe (1985,
p. 101), for example, maintains that "the most basic division in discourse analysis is
that between the analysis of oral and written language." From this perspective, there
are strong arguments for viewing writing and speech as distinct systems, which
result in the need to distinguish oral from written discourse analysis as related but
independent fields of research: "It is now recognized that writing and speech are
distinct systems [and] there is hardly a dimension of textuality or text processing that
does not reflect some significant difference between the spoken and the written
modalities" (Beaugrande, 1984, pp. 256-257). The Linguistics Encyclopedia, for
instance, distinguishes between discourse analysis and text analysis on the basis of
differences between spoken and written language: "Although the line between the
study of speech and the study of wrtten text is not hard and fast (see...TEXT
LINGUISTICS), [ draw it here on practical grounds, and this entry [i.e., discourse
analysis] is concerned with studies directed at spoken discourse” (Malmkjaer, 1995,
p- 101). In addition, as Hoey points out, "there is a tendency...to make a hard-and-
fast distinction between discourse (spoken) and text (written). This is reflected even
in two of the names of the discipline(s) we study—discourse analysis and text
linguistics" (1983; cited in Malmkjaer, 1995, p. 461).

Others argue for a different set of distinctions between discourse and text.
Widdowson, for example, maintains that texts can be in written or spoken form and
"come in all shapes and sizes..." (1995, p. 164). Discourse analysis is a matter of
"deriving meaning from text by referring to its contextual conditioris, to the beliefs,
attitudes, values which represent different versions of reality. The same text,
therefore, can give rise to different discourses” (ibid., p. 168). From this
perspective, discourse is seen as a "process," with text as its "product," while on
another plane, discourse is seen as "meaning" and text as its "interpretation." In
other words, "it is your discourse you read into my text" (p. 165), or according to
James (personal communication), "when you put a text into a context you get a

discourse":

The concept of text does not have to be restricted to grammar 'above the sentence', as was once
customary in linguistics. As Widdowson (1995: 164) puts it: Texts can come in all shapes
and sizes: they can cormrespond in extent with any linguistic unit: letter, sound, word, sentence,
combination of sentences.' Halliday & Hassan (1976: 1) make it clear that text may be spoken
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or written and is not limited to larger units: The word text is used in linguistics to refer to
any passage, spoken or written, of whatever length, that...form[s] a unified whole.' (James,
1998, pp. 147-148)

In addition to the fact that "the distinction between 'text' and 'discourse' is not
always so clear-cut," Connor (1996, p. 19) notes that "'text' formerly referred to the
structural qualities of discourse, whereas today 'text' is increasingly seen through
the processes of text production and comprehension, bringing the term 'text' closer
to the connotation of 'discourse."

This proliferation of terminology to describe discourse linguistics has resulted
in a great deal of debate, as well as criticisms of the field as "a confused, fuzzy, and
blurred discipline" (Enkvist, 1987, p. 27). Connor (1996, pp. 11), for example,
treats the terms text linguistics, text analysis, discourse analysis, discourse
linguistics, and discourse linguistics of texts synonymously. Enkvist (op. cit., p.
26), on the other hand, maintains that there is a distinction between text linguistics,
discourse analysis, and conversation analysis, and tentatively proposes discourse

linguistics as "a superordinate cover term" to describe the field:

By text linguistics we usually mean the study of linguistic devices of cohesion and coherence
within a text. Discourse analysis and conversation analysis imply looking at texts in their
interactional and situational contexts, including reference to the interchanges and
communicative moves between speakers in face-to-face communication. The distinction
between these two terms seems to be traditional rather than substantial, discourse analysis
being a term particularly popular in Britain. I have myself —with little success so
far—suggested discourse linguistics as a superordinate cover term for text linguistics together
with discourse and conversation analysis. But as all texts involve interactional and situational
contexts of some kind, a well-founded case may be made against all such distinctions.

The terms text linguistics and discourse analysis seem to have gained relatively
wide currency in recent times—the former is most often associated with European
traditions, the latter with Anglo-American research doing the same things. They can
also be viewed as complementary, however, with discourse analysis seen as starting
with outer frames of situations in order to ascertain the formal correlates of
situational variables, while text linguistics can be viewed as working in the opposite
direction—i.e., from linguistic forms to appropriate contexts. From this perspective,
text linguistics is concerned with formal devices for establishing intersentential
connections in units above the sentence, whereas discourse analysis deals more with
considerations of use, the concomitant assumption being that text linguistics usually
focuses on written, and therefore monologic texts, whereas discourse analysis
emphasizes unscripted spoken interaction. This distinction between text linguistics
and discourse analysis is by no means established, however, and as firmer outlines
have emerged in recent times with the publication of new overviews of the history
and schools of thought within the field (e.g., van Dij.k, 1977; Beaugrande &
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Dressler, 1981; Brown & Yule, 1983), these two orientations seem to be
converging: "Although 'text linguistics' and 'discourse analysis' originally emerged
from different orientations, they have steadily converged in recent years until they
are usually treated as the same enterprise..." (Beaugrande, 1990, p. 26).

In addition to these unresolved issues, there are fundamental differences
between British and American schools of discourse analysis. The British school,
which has been greatly influenced by Halliday's functional approach to language,
principally follows "structural-linguistic criteria, on the basis of the isolation of
units, and sets of rules defining well-formed sequences of discourse" (McCarthy,
1991, p. 6), which is sometimes also labeled text analysis. American discourse
analysis, on the other hand, is "dominated by work within the ethnomethodological
tradition (see, for example, Gumperz & Hymes), ...which examines types of speech
event such as storytelling, greeting rituals, and verbal duels in different cultural and
social settings" (ibid.). This is often called conversation analysis, and the emphasis
is not on building structural models of discourse as in the British model, but on the
close observation of individuals as they interact within authentic social settings. The
American work has produced a large number of descriptions of discourse types and
insights into social constraints on conversational pattemns (e.g., turn-taking,
politeness strategies, face-saving phenomena, etc.), and overlaps in some ways with
studies in pragmatics (ibid.).

In contrast to North American approaches to discourse analysis which generally
focus more on spoken forms of language (e.g., conversation analysis,
ethnomethodology, etc.), text linguistics has received much more attention in
Europe. However, it is "not a single theory or method, but rather has gradually
evolved as a loose amalgam of diffuse and diversified approaches to the study of
text" (Carrell, 1984a, p. 113). Text linguistics arose from precursors in the
traditions of rhetoric, stylistics, literary studies, and semiotics, as well as earlier
developments in American descriptive linguistics, British systemic linguistics, and
Czech functional linguistics (Beaugrande, 1990, p. 18), and its gradual and uneven
evolution has resulted in a great diversity and range of positions, which has been
"accompanied by a widening scope, a profusion of models, theories, and terms, and
a diversification of the phenomena it is intended to capture or designate" (ibid., p.
17). Other names for the discipline have been suggested, including text studies, text
science, and above all, discourse analysis, but as of yet, text linguistics has not been
absorbed into a broader linguistic framework (ibid.).

2.4.2 Approaches to the analysis of texts
When discourse linguistics emerged in its own right in the 1960s and 1970s,
the dominant paradigm in the field was TG grammar. The centrality it assigned to
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the sentence as a unit of analysis was a "burden that proved too great," however,
and linguists started looking at text as "a higher-level construct for constraining and
explaining elaborated structures” (ibid., p. 19). In other words, it was through
increasing awareness of the limitations of Chomskian paradigms that discourse
linguistics first started to attract notice. As it became clear that sentence-level
analysis as the upper boundary of linguistic research was no longer tenable, there
began a growing interest in research on language used in context, including its
textual settings. A text is not merely a linguistic unit, however; it is also a unit of
human action, interaction, communication, and cognition. As Beaugrande (ibid.,
pp- 17 & 19) points out, a text is not simply a unit larger than the sentence or even
sequences of sentences strung together, for it includes both linguistic and socio-
psychological properties. In order to understand texts, they must be studied within a
context of communicative interaction. Carrell (1984a, p. 113) concurs: "what makes
a text a unified, meaningful whole rather than just a string of unrelated words and
sentences—lies not in the text per se as some independent artifactual object of study,
but rather in the human activities (social and psychological) human beings perform
with i1t." In other words, "the actual documented text transcribed in words and
phrases is increasingly viewed as the tip of an iceberg, or the eye of a hurricane—as
a manifested focal point for a complex of human activities in communication and
cognition" (Beaugrande, op. cit.).

Approaches to the analysis of texts reflect this complexity and are "diverse,
flexible, and still developing" (Connor, 1987a, p. 691). Enkvist (1987), for
example, has developed a four-part taxonomy of text-linguistic approaches:
sentence-based, prediéation—based, cognitive-based, and interactive-based. Connor
(1987a) conflates the latter three and proposes a simplified model of sentence-based
and process-centered approaches, while Carrell (1987b) also suggests a two-part
system based on linguistic (i.e., structural) and cognitive (i.e., psychological)
perspectives.

2.4.2.1 Linguistic approaches

In the initial search to understand the fundamental properties of texts, textual
analyses paralleling sentence analysis techniques were employed, and these
approaches, sometimes called "text grammars," were based on sentence-based,
linguistic theories of text. Two separate, though related, perspectives developed
which viewed discourse relations as grammatically marked (Bates & MacWhinney,
1982, p. 197): functional sentence perspective (FSP), originating in the Prague
School of Linguistics (e.g., Firbas, 1964; Danés, 1974); and cohesion theory,
associated with British functionalists (e.g., Firth, 1957; Halliday, 1967).
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Functional sentence perspective is a structural approach to the analysis of texts
which describes how information is distributed in sentences (i.e., information
structure; also described by James, 1998, as information structure and information
load). It deals primarily with the effects of the distribution of known (i.e., old, or
given) and new information in texts, with the resulting sequence of information
structure usually discussed under the headings given-new, theme-rheme, topic-
comment, background-focus, or focus-presupposition. Old or given information is
normally what a speaker or writer thinks a receptor already knows and has activated
and foregrounded in the mind. New information is unactivated and is identified by
markers such as articles, intonation, and word-order patterns. In other
terminological frameworks, the known information, or theme, refers to information
that is not new to the reader or listener, while rheme refers to information that is
new; similar distinctions apply for the terms topic and comment.

FSP continues to be used in text linguistic research, although less frequently
than in the past.’® One of the major drawbacks to this approach is that the
terminological pitfalls of information structure create a formidable obstacle, even for
specialists in the field:

To some...a theme (or topic) is a logical subject’ as opposed to a 'logical predicate.' To others
it is a psychological concept indicating 'what the clause or sentence is about.' To others it is a
starting-point or 'take-off point’ of a sentence. Many linguists define theme or topic as old, or
contextually bound, elements; others like to define it in more formal terms, as coinciding
with a subject and occupying initial position in the sentence. (Enkvist, 1987, p. 31)

In cnticizing competing positions within the functionalist school itself, Bates and
MacWhinney (1982, pp. 197-198) state that "the topic-comment system...turns out
to be very difficult to describe," and list no fewer than 13 separate pairs of

alternative descriptors of topic-comment that are presently employed in the literature:

[TThere are now a number of proposals describing the relationship among the topic-comment
system.... The semantic-pragmatic meanings that constitute topic and comment bave proven
elusive and frustrating to linguists who want to incorporate them within a formal grammar.
There is very little agreement about the internal structure of this system, and every
investigator who studies it feels the need to add new terms and new distinctions.

Grabe (1985) also points out that there are "widely ranging sets of definitions for the
assorted terminology of information structure," arguing that "[g]iven the present
state of confusion over such notions as given-new, theme-rheme, and focus-
presupposition, there is a need for careful definition if some common ground is to
be established" (p. 111). Enkvist (op. cit.) is even more critical, describing the area
as a "terminological minefield" that he prefers to avoid. At present, it appears that
FSP has somewhat limited applications for L2 composition pedagogy, as
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terminological problems in the description of information structure make access
difficult for anyone but specialists in the field.

Another structural approach to the analysis of texts was developed by British
functionalists based on the property of cohesion (see Halliday & Hasan, 1976).
Cohesion theory attempts to describe patterns in the texture (i.e., coherence) of a
text through the analysis of its cohesive ties. Grabe (1985, p. 110) provides a
definition:

Cobhesion is the means available in the surface forms of the text to signal relations that hold
between sentences or clausal units in the text; it is the surface manifestation of the underlying
relations that bind a text; it is a set of signals coded into the syntactic and semantic linear
structure—much like a road map. There are various means by which cohesion operates,
principally including reference, substitution, ellipsis, conjunction, and lexical relations of
repetition, other iterative forms, and collocation. ... All these operations provide means for
linking the surface text structure. As such they reflect both the communicative intents and
choices of the authors in the structures used and in the linear ordering of the text.

Whereas cohesion is concerned with formal features operating within text structure,
coherence, or texture, is said to represent the semantic relations inherent within a
text. Beyond the surface forms, semantic relations among units of a text must be
organized in certain prescribed ways, and coherence refers to the underlying .
relations that hold between assertions, and how they contribute to the overall
discourse theme. Coherence and cohesion are important concepts for contrastive
rhetoric and its applications in L2 composition pedagogy, but because these
concepts also fall within the domain of more recent text linguistic investigations
taking place in cognitive science and reading research, they will be discussed in
further detail below.

2.4.2.2 Cognitive approaches

Recent approaches to text analysis have had a cognitive, or psychological,
rather than a structural basis, with texts being viewed in terms of the cognitive
processes involved in producing and comprehending them. Since text
comprehension and text production complement and support one another, reading
research has played an important role in developing cognitive models designed to
assess the text comprehender's understanding, emphasizing "superstructures of
texts over a linear representation of sentences as evidenced in the sentence-based
approach" (Carrell, 1987a, p. 55). Influential models include Meyer's (1975a)
semantic content structure analysis and Kintsch's (1974) propositional system,
which led to the development of Kintsch and van Dijk's (1978) concept of
macrostructure (Carrell, 1987a, p. 48). From this perspective, textual
macrostructures, or superstructures, are thought of as units beyond the sentence
which function in the organizational patterning of different types of text and
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discourse. According to Connor (1987a, p. 686), "all these analyses have in
common a notion of proposition, defined in various ways, from the relationships
between a predicate and an argument...to the psychological status of the semantic
representation involved, that is, what the hearer or reader has in mind after hearing
or reading a text."

Research in cognitive science related to information processing and reading
comprehension has also revealed "the important role played by the mental
representation of a text in the mind of a reader" (Carrell, 1987a, p. 49; after Meyer,
1982). This representation is not identical to the text itself, but is the product of an
interactive process between the text and the prior background knowledge or memory
schemata of the listener or reader (Carrell, 1982, p. 482). This modeling of semantic
relationships in terms of schemata, frames, or scripts is known as schema theory,
and schemata are defined as mental codifications of experience that include a
particular organized way of perceiving cognitively:

What a reader understands from a text is not solely a function of the linguistic or even
hierarchical structure of the text. Reading comprehension is not solely an analysis problem, a
bottom-up process of constructing meaning from the linguistic cues in the text. Rather,
reading comprehension is an interactive process between the content and formal, hierarchical
structure of the text and the reader's prior knowledge of structures, or schemata, for content and
form. Reading comprehension is simultaneously both a top-down and a bottom-up process. It
is bottom-up in the sense that readers must take in linguistic cues of the text and integrate
them into their ongoing hypotheses about the content and form of the text; it is top-down in
the sense that readers must formulate hypotheses, expectations, anticipations, based on their
background knowledge of content and form.... (Carrell, 1987a, p. 49)

Research on memory schemata has also been conducted in terms of frame
theory research (Tannen, 1979), which suggests that readers and writers normally
share many of the same expectations about the sequencing of information in a text
and these expectations are categorized or structured in frames, defined as a system
of linguistic choices which becomes associated with a particular language use. It is
believed that different modes of discourse (e.g., exposition, narration, description,
and persuasion) conform to certain conventions of structure, or frames, and studies
have been conducted to determine the surface features and content organization that
make up such frames and how these influence reader comprehension.

Schema-theoretical views of text processing have important implications in a
number of different areas, including the development of a theory of audience, in
which "the reader is seen as someone who possesses both formal and content
schemata..., which are activated by the text as the reading process begins" (Johns,
1990, p. 30), as well as our understanding of the notions of cohesion and coherence
discussed above. As James (1998, p. 170) points out, "[c]oherence is related
primarily to content, to the conceptual relatedness of propositions. We are no longer
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looking at 'markers' on the surface: we are looking for underlying 'conceptual’
relationships." From the perspective of reading comprehension research, which
focuses on the concept of interactivity between the reader and the text, "[c]oherence
of text is thereby established through the fit between the schemata of the reader (or
audience) and the organization, content, and argument of the text" (Johns, op. cit.).
Carrell (1982, p. 486) maintains that "[c]ohesion is not the cause of coherence; if
anything, it's the effect of coherence. A coherent text will likely be cohesive, not of
necessity, but as a result of the coherence. Bonding an incoherent text together

won't make it coherent, only cohesive":

Cohesion concerns the ways in which the surface elements of a text are arranged and mutually
connected within a sentence. This notion of cohesion is extremely broad, including all means
of signaling surface grammatical dependencies (cf. Halliday 1964:303; Halliday and Hassan
1976). Coherence concerns 'the ways in which the components of the TEXTUAL WORLD, i.e.
the configuration of CONCEPTS and RELATIONS which underlie the surface text, are mutually
accessible and relevant' (Beaugrande & Dressler, 1981, p. 4). Concepts are configurations of
prior knowledge (cognitive content) in the mind, and relations are links between concepts
which appear together in a textual world. (Carrell, 1984a, p. 114)*!

2.4.3 Implications for L2 composition pedagogy

Cognitive research in reading comprehension taking place within schema theory
has direct implications for L2 composition instruction because an understanding of
the mental representation of a text and how it is retained in long-term memory is
important in text production as well. Such implications suggest that when there is a
mismatch in cultural background knowledge, there will be a loss of textual
cohesion, making it essential to supply learners with appropriate background
schemata underlying texts. For instance, in the example, "The picnic was
ruined—no one remembered to bring a corkscrew," the cohesive tie between picnic
and corkscrew exists because "we can access a familiar schema for interpreting it in
which picnics and corkscrews go together. For anyone who cannot access such a
schema the text will fail to cohere"” (Johns, 1990, p. 484). Furthermore, "teaching
ESL writers about the top-level rhetorical organization..., teaching them how to
choose the appropriate plan to accomplish specific communication goals, and
teaching them how to signal a text's organization through appropriate linguistic
devices should all function to make ESL writing more effective" (Carrell, 1987a, p.
47).** In other words, explicitly teaching macrostructures in "the identification of
text structure apart from content, as well as providing practice in using different text
structures on a variety of topics, should provide benefits to ESL writers " (ibid., p.
52). Moreover, research by Meyer (1975b, 1982), Kintsch and van Dijk (1978),
and Mandler and Johnson (1977) has shown that "the hierarchical content structure
of a text plays an important role in reading comprehension and reading recall"
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(Carrell, 1987a, p. 53). For instance, it has been found that "content at the top of the
hierarchy— the superordinate information in the text—is better recalled and retained
over time than content at lower levels" (ibid.). The recognition that there is a
hierarchy of content in most texts leads to conclusion that the use of outlines is
important, because they "can function to keep the writer returning periodically to the
high levels of the content hierarchy” (ibid.). In this regard, outlining and semantic
mapping can be effectively used in teaching composition skills for different types of
written discourse. Meyer's (1982) study indicates, however, that "directions for
outlining are often vague," and that the relations between lower and higher levels of
hierarchy are sometimes not clear, so that EL2 writers, in particular, may require
detailed, explicit instruction.

Meyer's research also found that "when writers use express signalling devices
to label these hierarchical relationships there is a facilitating effect on reading
comprehension" (ibid.). Carrell (op. cit., p. 54) concludes that...

...if the writer uses one distinct text structure and is aiming for an audience of skilled, well-
informed readers, signalling may be dispensed with. Such readers will have no difficulty
identifying the proper text structure and using it to organize their comprehension and recall.
However, to reach larger audiences of average readers, and in particular audiences of other ESL
readers, an ESL writer probably ought to learn to include appropriate uses of signalling
expressions to aid readers in organizing their comprehension of text.

James (1998, pp. 166-167) also notes that while the use of signalling devices is
"discretionary, and at times even undesirable [as in] the case when the logical
relations between sentences of a text are not obscure per se, or when the reader is
one who is able to make bridging inferences," including explicit cohesion markers
can also "be a courtesy to the reader, reducing his uncertainty and often his
processing effort." In the case of many EL2 writers, however, for whom lower
level linguistic concerns are still a major problem, appropriate signalling can be
crucial in ensuring that their written texts are comprehensible (see also section 5.2).

2.4.4 Implications for contrastive rhetoric

Robert Kaplan (1988, pp. 275-279) once defined contrastive rhetoric as a
subset of text linguistics, "a kind of text analysis that has floated on the periphery of
more formal linguistic studies for nearly a quarter of a century." Although initially
largely an American development, contrastive rhetoric was "not compatible with
either general or applied linguistic traditions in the United States." Early attitudes
among structuralists which limited linguistic investigations to the level of the
sentence, as well as the strictly syntactic focus of later developments in TG
grammar, were antithetical to contrastive rhetoric as they tended to inhibit research
into suprasentential units and intersentential relationships. Underlying neo-Whorfian
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assumptions further served to alienate contrastive rhetoric from mainstream
linguistics in the United States in the last few decades. As a result, Kaplan argued
that contrastive rhetoric belongs to the basic tradition of text linguistics, which has
"its roots in the Prague School of Linguistics and in the Firthian influence in
Britain," while acknowledging that there are "important differences between the
research tradition in European text-linguistics and the immediate and pragmatic
objectives of contrastive rhetoric," especially in terms of its pedagogical motives and
applications.

In the last decade, however, there have been significant changes to many of
these viewpoints, including a major reappraisal in linguistic circles of the theory of
linguistic relativity (Gumperz & Levinson, 1996), a renaissance in contrastive
analysis research, especially at the level of discourse, and a gradual merging of the
fields of text linguistics and discourse analysis. In the light of these developments,
Kaplan's original stance needs to be re-evaluated and a new theoretical frame of
reference for defining contrastive rhetoric established. Recent shifts in discourse
linguistics from an early emphasis on grammatical and other forms used to mark
cohesive relationships between sentences, to the inclusion of larger units of social
context related to the functional uses of language, to the study of whole systems of
communication within cultures and societies (Scollon & Scollon, 1995) have been
roughly paralleled by developments in contrastive rhetoric, which has also moved
beyond the level of text to include both the situational and cultural contexts of
writing. Contrastive rhetoric can thus be best defined today, not as the alienated,
hybrid offspring of text linguistics, but more accurately as contrastive written

discourse analysis.

2.5 Conclusions

In summary, the evolution of research paradigms in contrastive linguistics and
discourse linguistics has had a strong impact on contemporary thinking in
contrastive rhetoric, providing a theoretical basis for understanding the writing
difficulties of Japanese EL2 students. In keeping with related perspectives in
discourse linguistics, written text is now viewed not simply as an exploded
sentence, but rather as a multiplex structure composed of interrelated and
overlapping substrata structured along several dimensions (Kaplan, 1990, p. 202).
In other words, any text is layered "like a sheet of thick plywood consisting of many
thin sheets lying at different angles to each other..." (ibid., 1988, p. 279). The basic
substratum is composed of the syntax of the language and of the lexicon; i.e.,
grammar, morphology, phonology, and semantics, with the consequence that some
minimal grammatical and lexical accuracy is essential before other strata can be
considered. The next substratum, that of rhetorical intent, includes not only genre
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structure but also "superstructural frames." The following layer, the substratum of
coherence, can be seen as "a string of language around which the receptor can build
a coherent, noncontradictory universe of discourse" (Enkvist; cited in Kaplan, 1990,
p- 202). The final complex substratum consists of the worldview that the author and
receptor bring to the text, including considerations of audience and other
sociolinguistic and cultural factors, such as the conventions that surround the act of
writing and the discourse community of which the writer is a member (ibid.). Thus,
in keeping with current thinking in contrastive linguistics, if rhetorical transfer from
Japanese along each of these dimensions can be presumed to contribute to students'
writing difficulties in English, then it is essential to have a thorough accounting of
the rhetorical conventions of both languages, including the cultural and educational
traditions from which they arise, which is the goal of the next chapters in this study.
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Chapter 3: Defining English rhetoric

3.1 Introduction
Although contrastive rhetoric has been greatly influenced by movements within

contrastive linguistics and is immediately dependent on research in discourse
linguistics, it also has a direct relationship with both classical and modern rhetoric
(Houghton & Hoey, 1983, p. 3). Enkvist (1987, p. 26) points out that there has
been an interest in the structure of texts ever since "the ancient Greeks...began the
study of effective communication under the term rhetoric...." Beaugrande and
Dressler (1981, p. 15) also note that "the oldest form of preoccupation with texts
can be found in RHETORIC, dating from Ancient Greece and Rome through the
Middle Ages right up to the present," and that classical rhetoric, "despite its different
terms and methods," shares a number of vital concerns with modern text (i.e.,
discourse) linguistics. Mauranen (1993, p. 29) concurs, stating that "in current
linguistic work..., rhetoric is frequently associated with text organisation in units
larger than the sentence," and the terms rhetoric and discourse are often used
interchangeably in descriptions of language beyond the level of the sentence.
Kinneavy (1971, pp. 23-24) was one of the first to treat rhetoric and discourse
synonymously, tracing the origins of contemporary discourse linguistics back to the
ancient art of rhetoric and placing the notion of text within an historical context:

(B]eyond text lies the context of the situation of which the text is a part. This includes such
areas of investigation as psychological and social motivations for speaking and writing....
Beyond the situational context lies the cultural context, the nature and conventions of which
make the situational context permissible and meaningful.... In this large sense, no text is
autonomous —it exists within a biographical and historical stream. (my italics)

Therefore, in order to understand the standards, norms, and conventions that govern
and direct the production of written discourse in English today, as well as the
historical antecedents of contemporary fields of study such as discourse linguistics,
contrastive rhetoric, and composition pedagogy, it is important to take into account
the long and complex development of rhetoric in the West.

3.2 A brief history of western rhetoric

The history of rhetoric in the western tradition covers some 2500 years and
during this time the discipline has accumulated a variety of principles and
incorporated shifts in emphasis that reflect the changing needs of those who practice
it. Modem rhetoric finds its roots in the past but also responds to contemporary
concerns, as it is a field of study which constantly changes to suit the purposes of
language use by human beings. As Lindemann (1995, p. 40) states, "[r]hetoric
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enables writers and speakers to design messages for particular audiences and
purposes, but because people in various cultures and historical periods have
assumed different definitions of what makes communication effective, rhetorical
principles change." The term rhetoric itself has taken on a wide range of meanings,
and every historical period has characterized the rhetorical tradition differently,
sometimes focusing on oral discourse, sometimes on written texts, sometimes
defining it narrowly as having to do solely with style, delivery, or invention,
sometimes viewing it as including a wider range of the arts and forms of
communication in general. Rhetoric has thus accumulated a multiplicity of
connotations over the centuries, making the formulation of a comprehensive
definition difficult, for it denotes both a practice and a body of knowledge
descrnibing that practice (ibid.).

The term rhetoric is derived from the Greek nouns rhéma (a word) and rhétor
("a teacher of oratory"), which stem from the Greek verb eiré ("I say"). The English
r;ouh rhetoric comes from the Greek adjective rhetoriké, which is elliptical for
rhetoriké techné ("the art of the rhetor or orator"), although the term itself derives
directly from the French rhérorique. Thus, etymologically, rhetoric has to do with
speaking or orating, though in later times came to include writing as well, first as a
preparation for oratory, and later as an art in its own right. Contemporary definitions
of rhetoric have shifted and the focus today is on the notion of audience: "rhetoric is
the art or the discipline that deals with the use of discourse, either spoken or written,
to inform or persuade or motivate an audience, whether that audience is made up of
one person or a group of persons" (Corbett, 1990, p. 3). From another perspective,
rhetoric has also been defined as the way "people use language and other symbols to
realize human goals and carry out human activities. [It] is ultimately a practical study
offering people greater control over their symbolic activity" which has an impact on
both social and political domains (Bazerman, 1990, p. 6). The term rhetoric thus has
an "elastic" quality and carries a great many connotations, depending on the context,
the academic discipline,”® and the historical period referred to. For pedagogical
purposes, rhetoric can be defined as the study of the principles and rules of
composition, as well as skill in the effective use of speech. It might be more
accurate, however, to describe both written composition and speech-making as
goals, while rhetoric itself is the study of the organizing and stylistic principles
which underlie and direct one's efforts in attaining these goals. In other words, at
one end of its range of meanings rhetoric is concemed with the ordering of ideas; at
the other end, it is concerned with the presentation of these ideas in language
(Jordan, 1965, p. 3).

The following survey of the history of western rhetoric draws freely from a
number of excellent historical reviews of the field, in particular Corbett's (1990)
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Classical Rhetoric for the Modern Student, Lindemann's (1995) A Rhetoric for
Writing Teachers, and Kinneavy's (1971) A Theory of Discourse. This overview is
designed to be extremely broad in scope and makes no pretense to completeness;
rather, it is an attempt to describe the historical foundations of discourse studies and
composition pedagogy in the West by identifying the most significant intellectual
movements of the field, as well as its leading figures and their main contributions.

3.2.1 Rhetoric in classical times

For most of its history, rhetoric in the western tradition was a prominent, if not
dominant, discipline in both schools and society at large. Its origins are to be found
in the Hellenic world of the fifth century BC at which time the great oratorical
traditions of public address were systematically developed. Rhetoric in this period
was closely allied with other studies, such as aesthetics, logic, and ethics, and was
considered a means for communicating great and serious ideas in public forums.
However, as Corbett (1990) notes, "the practice of an art antedates its codification"
and the codified principles of any discipline are almost always formulated
inductively from the study of long-standing practices (p. 540). This is certainly true
of the persuasive oratory of the Greeks, which played an important role in the
ancient world many centuries before the first studies on the subject were written.

Aristotle's Rhetoric (c. 330 BC) is perhaps the most important treatise on the art
of rhetoric ever written and has had a profound influence on intellectual thought in
the western tradition, becoming "the fountainhead of all later rhetorical theory"
(ibid., pp. 543-544): "the Rhetoric not only of Cicero and Quintilian, but of the
Middle Ages, of the Renaissance, and of modern times, is, in its best elements,
essentially Aristotelian" (Cooper; cited in Corbett, ibid.). The most important of
Aristotle's contributions to rhetorical theory which have had a strong influence on
modern discourse education are as follows: the three modes of proof (i.e., ethos,
pathos, and logos); deductive and inductive methods of logical argumentation; the
topics, or fopoi, as a means of discovering available arguments; and the stress on
audience as the chief informing principle of persuasive discourse (ibid., p. 544).

The notion of zopoi (Greek for "places"), or topics, does not mean a list of
subjects as it does now, but rather a way of discovering arguments and evidence on
any subject (i.e., invention). These discovery procedures included a small number
of common topoi and a larger secondary set of lines of inquiry, such as arguing
from cause and effect, from definitions, from parts to the whole, from opposites,
and so on. Later, in Renaissance England, the meaning of fopoi changed and came
to mean "commonplaces," or subjects to write about. Today, topics are "subjects for
writing about" rather than "ways of approaching a subject" as in Aristotle's day
(Lindemann, 1995, p. 43). Many of Aristotle's topoi have survived, however, and
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are now found in modemn textbooks on composition pedagogy as modes of
paragraph development.

Another important aspect of rhetoric articulated by Aristotle involved the nature
of argumentation. He suggested that all arguments should have two main parts—the
first part states the case, the second part proves it—and advocated four divisions in
doing so: the introduction (prologue), an outline or narration of the subject (the
statement of the case), the proofs for or against the case (the argument), and the
summary (epilogue). These divisions were expanded upon by later rhetoricians and
eventually became the classical arrangement of the parts of discourse which still
serves as a model in English oratory and speech writing today. Aristotle also argued
for a plain, natural style of argumentation, one that displays the qualities of clarity,
dignity, propriety, and correctness, which contrasted with rhetoricians who both
preceded and followed him. These ideas became a guiding force in the development
of principles governing the writing canon of modern English prose when they were
rediscovered prior to Renaissance times.

Classical rhetoric was primarily a spoken, not written, art. It also focused
almost entirely on persuasion, to enable politicians, lawyers, and statesmen to argue
their cases. To these ends, classical rhetoricians divided the art of rhetoric into five
departments, or canons: (1) invention (Latin inventio; Greek heuresis). finding or
researching one's material and discovering arguments and supporting evidence; (2)
arrangement (Latin dispositio; Greek taxis): organizing one's material into the parts
of an argument (see above); (3) style (Latin elocutio; Greek lexis): the fitting of the
language to the audience, including the ornamenting of a discourse with traditional
rhetorical devices and figures of speech; (4) memory (Latin memoria; Greek
mneme): the training of the mind to ensure accurate recall, often through the use of
mnemonic techniques; and (5) delivery (Latin pronuntiatio; Greek hupocrisis):
techniques for presenting speeches, also known as performance. As Corbett (1990)
points out, our approach to oratory and composition, even today, is very much
based on these divisions of classical rhetoric.

"In oratory and rhetoric, as in so much else, the Romans were heirs to the
Greeks [and] Roman oratory, by and large, was an imitation of Greek models,
[which] did little more than elaborate, refine, and systematize doctrines originally
staked out by Aristotle" (Ehninger, 1965, p. 169). Nevertheless, two important
Roman rhetoricians followed in the wake of the Greeks: Cicero and Quintilian.
Today, in addition to Aristotle's Rhetoric, the most influential classical works on the
subject of rhetoric are considered to be Cicero's De Inventione and De Oratore, and
Quintilian's Institutio Oratoria, as well as the Rhetorica Ad Herennium, a work now
thought to be from anonymous sources.
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From Cicero comes the belief that an ideal orator ought to have a broad
knowledge of many aspects of culture, resulting in the study of rhetoric becoming
essentially a "liberal arts course" in later times, as his writings were particularly
influential during the Renaissance among the English and continental humanists.
Cicero also expanded Aristotle's division of the argument (i.e., arrangement) from
four to six sections, as follows: (1) exordium: the introduction (to establish rapport
with the audience and arouse interest); (2) narratio. the statement of the case (a
discussion of what has occurred to generate the issue); (3) divisio: an outline of the
points in the argument; (4) confirmatio: the proofs "for" the position being argued,
(5) refutatio: the proofs disproving the opponent's claim; and (6) peroratio: the
conclusion (a review of the argument and a final appeal to the audience). This
organizational pattern is known as the "classical arrangement" and is still
recommended today in writing handbooks and stylebooks for composing expository
and persuasive prose (see for example, Hodges et al., 1994, pp. 371-372). In later
centuries, students practiced the above sections piecemeal, and this gave rise to what
are now called the "modes of composition" or "forms of discourse" (Corbett, 1990,
p.- 21): narratio became the namative essay, divisio the expository essay, and
confirmatio the argumentative essay (Lindemann, 1995, p. 44). Alexander Bain
(1866), for example, established five modes of composition, four of which as still
commonly used today: exposition, narration, description, and argumentation.

The name invariably coupled with Cicero is that of Quintilian, who agreed that a
rhetor must be broadly educated, but also insisted that a good orator must also be a
moral individual. With Quintilian, the divisions of the argument became reduced to
five, as divisio became incorporated into narratio, and this eventually resulted in "the
old familiar 5-division expository composition—which comes straight from classical
rhetoric" (West, 1989, p. 25). This pattern of organization continues to be widely
used in English as a model for effective speaking and writing, emphasizing the
importance of indicating the main divisions of the presentation or composition at the
outset (divisio) and restating the main idea or the main points of the division in the
conclusion (peroratio), paraphrasing the thesis and setting it in a wider context.

Another important work from this time was the Rhetorica Ad Herennium,
which is the earliest extant Latin work on rhetoric and the earliest treatment of prose
style in Latin. This treatise has the most complete coverage of style and delivery of
any of the ancient works, and suggests three levels of style—grand, middle, and
plain—designed to move, delight, or teach an audience, respectively. Although this
work was virtually unknown in the ancient world, it enjoyed wide popularity in the
Middle Ages and Renaissance, and became a basic elementary text in schools in
England during the Tudor Age.



Quintilian and Cicero were to have an enormous effect on education in the West
from the Middle Ages to the Renaissance and beyond, but during the classical
period, higher education in Greece and Rome was composed of two main streams

derived from earlier thinkers— rhetoric and dialectic:

Systematic higher education began as a device for military training around 320 BC and
continued well into the third century AD. These colleges...spread throughout more than 100
Hellenistic cities. Two ideals dominated the college, the speech-maker and the debater. In a
real sense they can be said to be the legacies of Isocrates and Plato, respectively. The first
[i.e., rhetoric] dominated all higher education in Greece and Rome. Rhetoric here does not
mean a general study of communication—as it now often does. Rhetoric here means a science
of persuasion, academic eloquence. (Kinneavy, 1971, p. 7)

Kinneavy (1971) argues that formal education in the western tradition has
always emphasized these two interwoven strands, but their importance relative to
one another varied according to the particular period of history. In classical times,
rhetoric dominated higher education, while its counterpart, dialectic, which arose
from the influence of the Platonic and Aristotelian traditions of philosophy, did not
have its primary impact in the West until later (ibid., p. 8). Rhetoric clearly played
the more important role in the education system of the classical period, and
preparatory work for higher education usually included exercises in composition, as
well as some history and mathematics and a little debating—but all was essentially in

preparation for rhetoric:

[I]n Antiquity, three main aims of language structured the training in the art of discourse: the
literary, the persuasive (thetorical), and the pursuit of truth (dialectical). The analysis of
literary texts was the province of the secondary school: the other two aims were 'collegiate’
and university concerns. In composition, which was directed to a preparation for rhetoric,
certain forms or modes were thought to be basic to all composition (narrative, description,
eulogy, and definition) and structured the composition program. (ibid.)

The "set speech and the imitation of models" were the primary methods of learning
at this time, and these "[m]odels were exemplars of the kinds of compositions to be
found in speeches" in which the traditional divisions of the argument were carefully
followed, and exercises in composition were done solely in preparation for speech
(ibid., pp. 7-8).

3.2.2 Rbhetoric in the medieval period

The medieval period witnessed the ever-increasing dominance of ecclesiastical
authority, and as a result, public oratory went into a steady decline, being confined
mainly to ceremonial occasions or to the schoolroom. For the next thousand years,
"[t]he art of rhetoric stood still, if it actually did not retrogress" (Corbett, 1990, p.
549). Rhetoric went through a number of transformations during this period due
largely to the influence of the Christian Church and later as a result of the emerging
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nation-states of Europe. There was an important shift in emphasis from invention
(i.e., the discovery of arguments), as emphasized by Aristotle, to style. Invention
became less significant because all truths were assigned by the Bible, as "invented"
by God. Principles of style, however, helped convince others of God's truth and to
explain God's word. In this way, classical learning and rhetorical principles were
accommodated to Christian theology and the interpretation of scriptural truths and in
persuading people to live by them.

Educational institutions during the Middle Ages, and in fact well up to the
twentieth century, reflect Quintilian's insistence on the moral as well as intellectual
training of students. All European education during the medieval period took place
in Latin, and as soon as children could read and write, they received basic
instruction in grammar, including speaking and writing correctly and the
interpretation of poems, as taught by a grammar teacher (the grammaticus). Students
were taught rules for proper word order, agreement, and vocabulary, and were
given lectures on every kind of writer, which they then had to imitate through
recitations. Thus, grammar in the medieval period meant the systematic study of
both language and literary texts, and learning continued to take place by imitating
and paraphrasing models. After students reached an acceptable level, a second
teacher, the rhetoricus, began rhetorical studies, and all were expected to master the
five departments of classical rhetoric. At higher levels of education, debate and
disputation within limits laid down by the Christian church became the new focus
(cf. scholasticism). In this way, the main concern of the college shifted from
rhetoric to dialectic, and composition modes of the Middle Ages were designed to
prepare students for dialectic, just as written preparatory exercises in the classical
period had been designed for rhetoric:

‘Whereas in Antiquity, the main determinant of academic success was delivery of the set speech
(the declamation), in the Middle Ages, each stage of progress in the academic world was
determined by the ability to engage in dialectical debate. This concept...permeated higher
education till the nineteenth century. ... Although in Antiquity the literary analyses (grammar)
and preparatory composition exercises were all oriented to the ultimate delivery of the well-
prepared speech, from the Middle Ages till the eighteenth century, all studies were oriented to
the defense of ideas in a debate with one's colleagues or with one's masters. The medieval
debate was practically coextensive with education, for around the successive debate exercises
was organized the student's progress through the school system. (Kinneavy, 1971, pp. 8-9)

In the later medieval period, undergraduate students at universities studied the
trivium of grammar, rhetoric, and logic, while postgraduate students received
training in the quadrivium of arthmetic, astronomy, music, and geometry. The
province of rhetoric focused on two main arts: the art of letter writing (ars
dictaminis) was emphasized in the law schools, and the arts of preaching (artes

praedicandi) were part of theological training. Training in rhetoric was seen as
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useful for a career in secular and ecclesiastical courts where letter writing became an
important means of conducting legal and diplomatic transactions, and also served the

clergy in persuading congregations to follow Christian principles.

3.2.3 Rhetoric during the Renaissance

The Renaissance is said to mark the transition from the medieval to the modern
world in Europe, at which time there was a great revival of art, literature, science,
and learning. The recent rediscovery of Greek and Roman classics was the main
intellectual catalyst, and scholars known as humanists studied them enthusiastically,
with early efforts centered on reconciling the newly discovered classical knowledge
with Christian precepts, while later efforts were devoted to bringing the classics to
terms with the newly emerging sciences.

With the armrival of the Renaissance and the gradual development of free
institutions in the western world, rhetoric and public address began to regain much
of their ancient influence. The classical revival of rhetoric provided the foundation
for the important tradition of scholastic disputation, a question-and-answer
procedure used not only for academic instruction but also for exploring problems in
philosophy, theology, and the sciences, while the development of the printing press
in the fifteenth century brought a new focus to rhetoric, as scholars were now able
to apply rhetorical principles to written discourse as well. From its origins ancient
Greece, through its flourishing period during the Roman Empire, and into its decline
in the Middle Ages, rhetoric had been associated mainly with oratory. In medieval
times, letter writing was also included, but with the advent of typography in the
Renaissance, rhetorical precepts started to be applied on a large scale to written
discourse (Corbett, 1990, p. 20). Equally important was the fact that although
rhetoric had been associated almost exclusively with the art of persuasion in earlier
times, its principles were now extended to include expository modes.

The most influential contributor to the development of rhetoric in England
during the Renaissance was the Dutch humanist Erasmus (ibid., p. 550), who wrote
a number of books at the beginning of the sixteenth century which dealt with both
pedagogy and rhetoric and which "set the pattern for the English grammar-school
curriculum and for rhetorical training in the schools" (ibid.). He maintained that
students could learn to write and speak well through discriminating reading and
constant practice, thus foreshadowing the modem adage that "you learn to write by
writing, writing, and more writing" (ibid.). He also recommended keeping a
"commonplace book" for jotting down new ideas and passages from reading,
paraphrasing poetry into prose and vice versa, rendering the same subject into two
or more styles, and proving propositions along several different lines of argument
(ibid.). His books were widely used in Tudor schools to help students develop
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elegance and variety in expression in Latin, and his influence on Renaissance
rhetoricians led to a widespread concern for classifying and cataloguing
copia—literally "abundance," but meaning "fullness of expression." That is, one
achieves fullness of expression by gathering many things to say on a subject and by
developing a variety of different ways of saying the same thing.

Until this time, rhetorics had always been written in Greek or Latin, "and most
of the compositions by English schoolboys up to the second decade of the sixteenth
century were in Latin" (ibid., p. 553). With the publishing of newly rediscovered
classical literature came a renewed interest in the works of the chief Greek
rhetoricians, and "it was not long before rhetoric [again] became the dominant
discipline in...schools and universities" (ibid.). Although the rhetoric taught in
schools was basically Aristotelian, the Rhetoric was never widely used, and it was
the Latin rhetoricians, especially Cicero, Quintilian, and the anonymous author of
Ad Herennium, who dominated education. William Lyly's Grammar of Latin
(1544), for example, was a preparation for Cicero, Virgil, and Ovid—"poetry and
eloquence were reasserted in the Renaissance, and Cicero dethroned Aristotle and
Plato" (Kinneavy, 1971, p. 10). Secondary schools again began to stress
preparation for rhetoric as during the classical period. The dialectical tradition was
becoming sterile, even farcical, but at the universities disputations continued, and it
was not until 1722 that Cambridge went over to written exams, while Oxford only
added them to the orals (ibid.).

A movement also developed at this time to get students to orate and write in the
vernacular, and the first known instance of the use of English as the vehicle of
instruction in schools was c. 1349 when French was discarded (ibid., p. 5). But
even up to the late 1500s, students were still studying in Latin in English schools,
and in colleges and universities the use of Latin proved more difficult to displace
(ibid.). According to Corbett (op. cit.), vernacular rhetorics produced during the
English Renaissance can be classified into three groups: the traditionalists, the
figurists, and the Ramists. The traditionalists viewed all five departments of rhetoric
as important, the figurists emphasized style above all and were most concerned with
rhetorical devices and figures of speech, and the Ramists (after the French scholar
Peter Ramus) assigned invention, arrangement, and memory to the field of logic,
and allocated only style and delivery to rhetoric. This narrowly defined Ramist
orientation and its preoccupation with style and omamentation eventually led to the

decline of rhetoric in the eighteenth century.

3.2.4 Rhetoric from the Renaissance to modern times
During the centuries that followed the Renaissance, there developed in the
English-speaking world a "war between the plain, unadorned method of human
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discourse and the elegant and ornate" (Winterowd; cited in Lindemann, 1995, p.
48). This conflict centered on how prominent scholars believed classical principles
should be adapted to new developments in literature and the sciences. Three
perspectives were prominent: the elocutionary, the literary, and the scientific. The
elocutionary approach emphasized delivery and tried to advance the art of public
speaking. Its main venues were public lectures, parliamentary debates, and pulpit
oratory, and many of its principles are still taught in speech communication classes
today (e.g., lessons in elocution). The literary perspective was concemed not so
much with oratory, but with literary texts. It encompassed a wide range of
conflicting views concerning style, some of which later became precursors to
modemn literary criticism. The scientific approach stressed the importance of
invention as a means of discovering truth and advocated a plain style of writing, the
separation of logic and rhetoric, and the importance of inductive processes, rather
than deductive syllogisms, in the empirical study of nature. Writing in the scientific
style was characterized by relatively short sentences, simple words, and little
ornamentation, so that research findings could be communicated clearly.

In education, rhetoric remained an important part of the university curriculum,
and as late as the nineteenth century, colleges had departments of rhetoric. There
was popular interest in public lectures and debates, and university courses generally
stressed oratory, rhetoric, and logic, which were often taught by clergymen or moral
philosophers. University students attended lectures on rhetoric and formed debating
societies, some of which still survive today. During the eighteenth century the
disputation system started to disappear in many universities, although at some
schools it was still important until the middle of the nineteenth century. Although the
dialectical system of examinations and promotions gradually disintegrated, the
content remained traditional—freshman and sophomore years were devoted to
translating Latin and Greek classics, rhetoric, mathematics, and some natural
science, while the final two years incorporated logic, ethics, metaphysics, Christian
apologetics, history, modemn languages, and sciences such as biology and geology
(Kinneavy, 1971, p. 11). The nineteenth century saw the beginnings of the
separation of English literature from the classics, but it was late in the century before
most universities established English departments. English literature, however, was
still tied to logic, rhetoric, and philology. Eventually, logic and rhetoric were
delegated back to philosophy (where logic went through further mutations to assume
its quasi-mathematical modern forms), rhetoric gradually disappeared in most
schools, and philology evolved into the modern science of linguistics (ibid.).

In America, as the emphasis in education shifted more and more from speaking
to writing and higher education became increasingly diversified into departments and
specialized majors, English departments were established and literature studies
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began to dominate them for the first time. Rhetoric was also incorporated into these
departments by the end of the nineteenth century, but the term rheforic itself fell out
of fashion, eventually being replaced by the term composition, which dealt
exclusively with written discourse. Literature was used to teach freshman
composition courses, and Alexander Bain's English Composition and Rhetoric
(1866) became one of the most influential works of the times, promoting the four
modes of written discourse still widely used today. Bain's work also helped initiate
a pattern of instruction known as "the doctrine of the paragraph” which moved from
the word to the sentence to the paragraph to the whole composition. This was
accompanied by a method of instruction centered on various methods for developing
the paragraph which were really an adaptation of Aristotle's topoi (or "topics"), as
well as an insistence on the importance of "the holy trinity of unity, coherence, and
empbhasis" (Corbett, 1990, p. 572):

Possibly the most important contribution of the nineteenth century, as far as a theory of
discourse is concemed, was a clearer classification of the modes of discourse. Alexander Bain,
philosopher and psychologist, established the modes (then called forms) of discourse as being:
parration, exposition, description, argumentation, and persuasion. The first four quickly
became the structuring principles of many composition books in the next half century. They
are still accepted modes in many high school and college texts.** (Kinneavy, 1971, p. 12)

Because of their emphasis on a broad understanding of culture and insistence on
intellectual and moral training, Cicero and Quintilian were the two most important
classical influences on education in England and America duning this entire period.
"The moral bias was especially important, because from the seventeenth through
most of the nineteenth century the English and Amencan school systems were
dominated largely by clergymen" (Corbett, 1990, p. 547). Writing education at this
time reflected a combination of two traditions: Aristotelian, based on syllogistic
reasoning, and Galilean, based on hierarchical taxonomies (Kaplan, 1988, p. 290).
As a result, "traditional school [writing], from the middle of the eighteenth century
well into the twentieth..., placed great value on clarity and precision in the
framework of a rigorously logical system..." (ibid.), and this is the origin of our
modern approaches to written discourse.

Although the study of rhetoric had been the central discipline of the school
curriculum for extended periods of its long history, and skill in oratory and writing
had been a key to success in the courts, the parliament, and the church from ancient
times, in the twentieth century it fell into disfavor in the educational institutions of
the western world, and along with Latin, has largely been expunged from most
modern curricula. It is now little known in western society at large:

The first two decades [of the twentieth century] saw some very violent readjustments, more
violent undoubtedly than any before or since in the history of western civilization. Beginning
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around 1913, the formal divorce of speech from English was sought by people who felt that
speech was being neglected in English departments.... Departments of speech were created and
courses such as elocution, eloquence, declamation, and rhetoric were popular early. These
emphases declined in the twenties, and public speaking, debate, argumentation, and discussion
received more emphasis.... In a sense, the speech people took rhetoric (the art of persuasion)
with them; only now is it being invited back. Secondly, logic also departed and found a haven
in philosophy and later—with the marriage of logic and mathematics in Russell and
Whitehead—in departments of mathematics. ...With the departure of logic and rhetoric,
discourse education as the locus of the traditional liberal arts can be said to have effectively
ceased. These removals cleared the way for English to be a department of literature and
philology.... Philology, mainly in its historical facets, often dominated the literature
component of the department in these early decades [but later left literature behind to become
what is known today as linguistics]. (Kinneavy, 1971, p. 13)

In summary, towards the end of the nineteenth century and at the turn of the
twentieth, the study of rhetoric ceased to be a separate discipline in most educational
institutions in the English-speaking world with the exception of a small number of
American universities which have maintained separate departments of rhetoric. In
most cases, the traditional functions of rhetoric were transferred to other disciplines
such as philosophy, speech communication, composition pedagogy, and linguistics.
Composition pedagogy now provides a venue for the practical application of rhetoric
in written form, while in the field of linguistics, the relatively recent disciplines of
discourse analysis and text linguistics have assumed responsibility for many of the
theoretical underpinnings of the ancient art of rhetoric.

3.2.5 The new rhetoric

The latter half of the twentieth century has witnessed a resurgence of interest in
rhetoric in a different form. Scholars such as Burke, Kinneavy, Perleman, and
Toulmin have all helped to develop this "new rhetoric" in very different directions,
incorporating recent perspectives and refinements in linguistics, anthropology,
psychology, and political science, while from later practitioners such as Christensen
and Berthoff come practical applications for teaching composition.

Burke, who has perhaps had the greatest impact on rhetoric in this century,
focuses on language itself, asserting that all human beings are linguistic animals,
using and misusing symbols. He views rhetoric as a function of language that
enables people to overcome the divisions separating them, and "identification" is a
key concept in his theory: "The key term for the old rhetoric was 'persuasion' and
its stress upon deliberate design. The key term for the 'new' rhetoric would be
identification’..., as when the politician seeks to identify himself with his audience"
(Burke; cited in Lindemann, 1995, p. 54). Burke's major contribution to rhetorical
theory has been his attempt to broaden its scope and connect all acts of language
within the social fabric of the culture in which they occur. Kinneavy's work brings
together the classical and contemporary elements of rhetoric—his theory is
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essentially Aristotelian, but also incorporates perspectives from modern linguistics,
literary criticism, philosophy, and sociology. He avoids the term rheforic because it
can now take on multiple and often shifting meanings and focuses instead on the
term discourse as "the full text...of an oral or written situation." He also emphasizes
the use of language to purposefully communicate ideas to an audience, thus bringing
the notion of "audience" to the forefront of modern theories of rhetoric. Another
important contributor to the "new rhetoric" is the Belgian philosopher Perelman,
who along with his colleague Olbrechts-Tyteca, applied non-formal modes of
reasoning, such as the kind of "dialectical" proofs Aristotle utilized in the Rhetoric,
to argumentation in jurisprudence. The English philosopher Toulmin was also
dissatisfied with the applicability of formal logic to the problems of human affairs
and developed a specific method of argumentation based on claims and warrants. In
other manifestations, the "new rhetoric" has focused more on political and social
relationships, viewing rhetoric as a tool for social change. From a social
constructionist perspective (sometimes termed constructivist), there has been an
investigation into "how the use of...languages reproduces and maintains social
activities and relations, how languages are sustained by social institutions..., [and
how language is] one of the chief mechanisms by which our sense of reality is
negotiated" (Bazerman, 1990, pp. 77-78). Closely related to this perspective is
critical discourse analysis which examines "how discourse is shaped by relations of
power and ideologies, and the constructive effects discourse has upon social
identities, social relations, and systems of knowledge and belief" (Widdowson,
1995, p. 158).%

3.3 English rhetorical style

Although rhetoric is a notoriously difficult concept to define, three constituent
elements have generally been recognized by researchers: "organization, style, and
argumentation” (Purves, 1986, p. 50; see also Kinneavy, 1971). Rhetorical
organization has been the subject of extensive research in English and can be readily
accessed from composition textbooks and handbooks on writing,?® but the latter two
components, style and argumentation, are far more difficult to explain and are often
conflated into a single, often vague, constellation of notions, that of style, as in "the
preferred writing style" of a language. An understanding of the qualities reflected in
this preferred style of writing, how they originated, and why they continue to be
valued in the language, will allow us to develop pedagogical approaches to L2
composition that can provide answers to questions such as the following: "What are
we aiming for in student writing, and why are we aiming there?" "What qualities or
attributes are we seeking in student writing?" "What standards, norms, and
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conventions would we like our students to emulate in terms of a desired style of
written English?"

For most EL2 students, the acquisition of a mature and sophisticated writing
style, especially in academic fields, is a most difficult task, not only because the
process always requires a lengthy apprenticeship and cannot simply be acquired
from textbooks (Holyoak & Piper, 1997), but also because the concept of style itself
is problematic, as it falls within the realm of a diverse collection of disciplines,
including rhetoric, composition pedagogy, linguistics, stylistics, and literary
criticism, each of which has its own particular agenda and understanding of what
style should mean:

Many of the terms used in the study of language are loaded', in that they have a number of
different, sometimes overlapping, sometimes contradictory and controversial senses, both at
popular and scholarly levels. The word STYLE is a particularly good example of the kind of
confusion that can arise. The multiplicity of meanings which surround this concept—or
perhaps set of concepts—testifies to its importance in the history of English language
studies.... (Crystal, 1975, p. 199)

3.3.1 Definitions of style

According to Crystal, (ibid., pp. 199-201), the term style is used in the
following three ways: (1) in a narrow sense, mostly in literary criticism, referring to
the distinctive characteristics of some single author's use of language (e.g.,
Wordsworth's style, or the style of the mature Shakespeare); (2) in a collective
sense, in the development of particular genres of literature, referring to the style of
"schools" of literary figures (e.g., the style of the Romantic poets); and (3) in the
sense of a quality of expression, which is extremely difficult to precisely define
because it involves intuitive judgments, including the need for both descriptive and
evaluative elements for which there is not likely to be a single clear answer.

Hymes (cited in Kinneavy, 1971, p. 359) views the concept of style from a
somewhat different perspective, stating that "[it] may be investigated both as
deviations from a norm and as 'a system of coherent ways or patterns of doing
things." In this sense, there are two distinct notions which define style—style as
deviation and style as "systematicity" —and these two perspectives are "probably the
dominant views of style in linguistics, stylistics, and literary theory in this century."

In yet another approach, Enkvist (1965) suggests that style is a kind of
mysterious and objectively unverifiable essence, a "higher, active principle of
composition by which the writer penetrates and reveals the inner form of his
subject" (pp. 10-11). He notes that it is difficult to be objective about such an
"ineffable notion" and provides an overview of some of the less subjective ways in
which style has been defined. In addition, his analogy of style as a "shell"
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surrounding a pre-existing core of thought or expression has attained some measure
of popularity in recent times (p. 12).

All definitions of style continue to raise serious problems, however, because
they must address both individualistic and institutionally collective levels of
understanding. For some, the most intractable problem in the linguistic study of
style (i.e., stylistics) is that linguists are not normally permitted an evaluative
role—their task is basically descriptive, not in deciding if one particular style is good
or bad, but in ensuring that all the features of that style are understood; in other
words, linguists are involved with quantitative assessments, not qualitative. For
others, it is literary criticism, not linguistics, that should be given the task of
articulating our collective feelings about style. Because it does not claim to be a
science, literary criticism is allowed an evaluative role, which is, at least in part,
subjective (Adolph, 1968, p. 2). On the other hand, Crystal (1975, p. 220) argues
that the notion of style is related to "the study of meaning...at the level of discourse”
and "the way in which the overall meaning of a use of language is organized,"
which seems to place it back within the purview of linguistics, thus lending itself to
the argument that it is both possible and acceptable for linguists to be qualitative in

their descriptions without being evaluative (James, personal communication).

3.3.2 The origins of modern English prose style

The origins of the modern style of written English can be traced to a period
some 350-400 years ago during the time of the Restoration (c. 1660) when a great
stylistic shift took place in the way prose was written: "Scholars, critics, and more
common readers agree that today's standard literary prose style arose around the
time of the Restoration" (Adolph, 1968, p. 1). Restoration prose has since come to
mean many things—"ease of comprehension, elimination of ormmament, fluency,
brevity, and neatness of structure"—but "the critical terms most frequently
applied..., both then and now, are its precision, clarity, and plainness" (ibid., pp. 2
& 222; my italics). English prose after this time and continuing up to the present day
has become "a means of useful communication rather than self-expression or overt
artifice," and once the norm was established, "infinite possibilities for artistic
expression through variation" were made possible (ibid., p. 7). As Kinneavy (1971,
p- 170) states, "[t]he main prescriptions of [the modern prose style] in English had
been consciously written by the mid-seventeenth century. There have been
refinements since but only rare dissension." The style of writing established in
Restoration times thus remains the standard today, and though variations on the
norm are quite rightly of interest to specialists in the field, the primary concern for
composition pedagogy is to isolate the norm itself so that its main features can be
taught to students.



In the late Middle A ges, the English language was still very much in the process
of development. During the period of roughly 1100 to 1300 AD, for instance, it was
essentially a hybrid language composed of French (spoken by the nobility), Latin
(used by the Church and by scholars and in such schools as existed in those times),
and English, or more accurately, Anglo-Saxon dialects (spoken by the common
people) (Sedland, 1994, p. 10). In the early sixteenth century, as English pride in
the achievements of the nation grew, a movement developed to get students to orate
and write in the vernacular, although it was not until the next century that written
and spoken forms of English became codified into patterns that all members of
society were expected to follow. However, "when English first became respectable
enough to replace French and Latin as England's institutional language, our first
impulse toward elegance produced a prose style thick with Latinate abstraction..."
(Williams, 1989, p. 3). Later historians would complain that "...of all the studies of
men, nothing may sooner be obtained than this vicious abundance of phrase, this
trick of metaphors, this volubility of tongue which makes so great a noise in the
world..." (Thomas Sprat, 1667; cited in Williams, 1989, p. 3). The shift in prose
style in Restoration times was a move away from this omamentalism and artifice,
and it was accompanied by many of the codifications of the English language which
remain with us today. For example, the sentence replaced "the period" as the logical
unit of discourse, punctuation, grammar, and forms of speech were standardized,
and the spread of typography helped seventeenth century writers replace Latin and
establish the regulation and fixation of European vernaculars by reducing all
expression to "linear" sequences (ibid., p. 19). "From the Restoration on, normal
literary prose is, to use Marshall McLuhan's terms, a 'linear' product of the 'print
culture.’ The chief aim of such prose is useful public communication. Therefore it is
made to seem 'rational’ or 'precise'..." (ibid., p. 245).””

Nevertheless, "the seventeenth century was very self-conscious about its
stylistic reforms [and] in an interminable series of arguments, observations,
manifestos, and programs it wrestled with the problems of style and the uses of
language in general” (ibid., p. 3). Although the great stylistic shift in English prose
occurring in Restoration times is now accepted as an established fact, there have
been vigorous debates as to why this shift took place at this particular time in
history. There is general agreement that it had something to do with the emergence
of the new science, but there has been much disagreement about the dates and
causes of the shift. This disagreement centered on a lengthy debate between two
scholars and their followers earlier in this century known today as "the Croll-Jones
controversy." For Croll the conflict of the times was between ornamental and plain
styles of writing deriving from competing perspectives on communication that dated
back to Christian humanism and classical times,?® and the transition toward true
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modernity in English writing occurred sometime around 1600. For Jones, the
opposition was between the newly emerging scientific style of writing and the
dominant ornamental style of earlier times, and he argued that the shift occurred
more gradually in the period from 1600 to 1660 AD. According to Adolph (1968),
the present-day view tends towards the importance of the rise of the new science at
this time, but without denying the significance of other factors as well. In fact, it is
generally believed that it was not science per se that gave rise to the new prose style,
but rather the underlying utilitarian philosophy that defined this particular period of
history. There is general acceptance today that the prose style of modern English is
continuous with the wider western traditions of classical antiquity and Christian
humanism, as Croll argued, but also with Jones' standpoint that science played a
pivotal role in this shift, within a wider framework of the utilitarianism of the times.
The emerging scientific perspective of the seventeenth century emphasized the
importance of invention® as a means of discovering truth and advocated a plain
style of writing. Francis Bacon was considered a leading proponent of this style. He
argued for the separation of logic from rhetoric and stressed the importance of
inductive processes rather than deductive syllogisms in scientific research, as well as
a new way of communicating the findings of this research in plain and clear
language. Bacon thus had an important influence on the development of conciseness

and clanty in scientific writing:

The utilitarianism of Bacon's style can be shown more dramatically by a comparison of his
prose with that of his [Elizabethan] predecessors and contemporaries. ...[T]he distinctive
qualities of Elizabethan prose which readers have always felt—its exuberant artifice, its
sensuousness, its moralizing cast—are largely lacking in Bacon, even when he is most
thetorical. ... Though living amidst the great Elizabethan delight in language for its own sake,
Bacon distrusted [such use of] words [and his] stylistic legacy to his Restoration followers is
great. (Adolph, 1968, pp. 68-76)

A later spur to the development of the "restrained prose” of the scientific style
was the Royal Society of London for the Advancement of Science which was
established to provide scientists with government support for their research. In
1664, two years after its founding, the Royal Society named a committee for the
improvement of the English language. Although this project never went much
beyond the planning stage, it had a good deal of influence on the kind of prose being
written at the time, giving impetus and support to the formation of a "scientific" style

of writing:

Havelock (1963, 1976) points out that with the emphasis on literacy both in classical Greece
and in post-reformation England there was a great concern to make sentences say exactly,
neither more nor less than what they meant. Poetry and proverbial sayings, which mean more
and less than what they say, were rejected as means of expressing truth by Plato and 2000
years later by members of the Royal Society of London who, according to their historian
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Spratt (1667/1966), were devoted both to the advancement of science and to the improvement
of the English language as a medium of prose. (Hildyard & Olson, 1982, p. 20)

The question of the intellectual and sociological roots of the Royal Society are
complicated and there is probably no completely satisfactory explanation for so
much scientific talent appearing at the same time at this period in history.
Nevertheless, it was the Royal Society's preference for utilitarianism that helped
shape the prose style of the day in its appeal for a "close, naked, natural way of
speaking" (Adolph, 1968, pp. 96 & 112).

One of the members of the Royal Society's committee for improving the
English language was John Dryden, known today as the father of modemn English
prose. According to Sedland (1994), Dryden was undoubtedly the best writer of his
time and wrote in all the main literary forms except the novel —poetry, drama,
translation, and the critical essay. He set the literary standards for his age and for
generations to follow by working tirelessly to develop a new prose style, suitable
for the emerging modern English. With other members of the Royal Society, he
urged the use of a plain and clear style to convey scientific truths. In poetry as well,
Dryden urged his countrymen to write more simply (as opposed to the metaphysical
poetry of the preceding century), and led the way toward a more restrained, natural,
and "easy" style. In the essay, too, Dryden advocated clear, reasonable, and
carefully controlled writing, with well-developed reasoning "brought to a conclusion
in the final strong assertion" (ibid., p. 79). Dryden was perhaps most influential in
the development of a "middle style" of writing which tempered the more extreme
elements of the plain, utilitarian style promoted by some of his colleagues who
advocated the establishment of literary symbols having the precision and stability of
mathematical symbols. Closely allied with this concern was his encouragement of
the use of vernacular rather than Latinate syntax, allowing for more naturalness,
ease, and spontaneity in writing (ibid.). As a result, during the seventeenth century,
the groundwork was being laid for "the development of the kind of easy, natural,
colloquial prose style that prevails today...[as illustrated in] the plain but elegant
prose found in such magazines as The New Yorker and Harper's..." (Corbett,
1990, p. 563). This kind of writing "had its origin during the Restoration period
with writers like Dryden, Bunyan, and Temple..." (ibid.).

According to Adolph (1968, pp. 6-7), in addition to the rise of science and a
reaction against the omamental style of writing in previous centuries, there were
other influences on the development of the modem prose style: the new journalism,
the rise of rationalism, and the newly emerging Protestant ethic, especially in the
form of Puritanism. All had a general requirement that "prose be a vehicle of useful
communication rather than a medium which calls attention to itself either as
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conscious art or self-expression" (ibid.). The movement toward a plain and
utilitarian style of writing was particularly strong among early Puritan writers,
foreshadowing the style of the Restoration—"its passionate austerity is profoundly
Christian, and especially Protestant" —and "Bunyan's and Defoe's austere narratives
are worlds apart stylistically from Elizabethan fiction" (ibid., pp. 164 & 246):

In the Restoration prose became prosaic. Writers as different as Bunyan and Dryden understand
prose as a vehicle for communicating intelligibly rather than revealing the mind of the author
or speaker or showing off his command of literary devices. A writer like Defoe is close to this
norm and is the best possible evidence that great art can emerge from utilitarian
presuppositions [viewing] things not in themselves but leading up to ends. The style then
must progress, and it must be plain and, at least for Defoe, impersonal —in a word, modern.
Once the norm is established, writers like...Swift achieve fine effects by artful deviations
from it. Before the Restoration there is no settled norm at all. (ibid., pp. 302 & 288)

Like Puritan prose, 'scientific' style sacrifices rhetorical devices because its real significance is
not in itself, but in another purpose beyond itself, new discoveries leading ultimately to 'good
works' (that favorite word of both Puritans and Baconians). Both 'science' and Puritanism are
intensely empirical, for in both the most inconsequential-seeming details of life are
significant, and therefore to be observed closely. Inevitably there is the same
concentration...on things rather than on words and rhetoric. (ibid., p. 276)

Linguistically, as well, this new prose style can be distinguished from its
predecessor. Prior to the Restoration, the dominant style of writing was
characterized by...

...various rhetorical devices, such as figures, tropes, metaphors, and similes, or similitudes,
to use a term of the period. The sentences are long, often obscurely involved, and rhythmical,
developing in...a stately cadence.... The penchant for interlarding a work with Latin and Greek
quotations is also apparent. The diction reveals a host of exotic words, many Latinisms, and
frequently poetic phraseology of rare beauty." (Jones; cited in Adolph, 1968, p. 21)

After the Restoration, however, there was an predominant shift in emphasis to...

...a detached point of view, causal explanations, syntax like mathematical ratios, technical
terms, and the series of balanced progressions.... Restoration prose...make[s] for an
impersonal style [which can be traced to a] desire...to base...generalizations upon objective
procedure divorced from the variable of individual subjectivity. ...[T]he special devices the
Restoration used to achieve the utilitarian goals it designated for prose are the basis of modem
prose style [and] the stylistic result is the impersonal, progressive kind of plainness that
seems 'modem’ to us. (Adolph, 1968, pp. 244, 279, & 301)*°

Whether one stresses the influence of the newly emerging science, the reaction
against the ornamentation and artifice of a previous age, or the passionate austerity
of Puritan writers, it is widely accepted among scholars today that the ultimate
influence on the new prose style was "the new utilitarianism around which the
values of the age are integrated" (ibid., p. 6), although terms such as "utility" and
"science" were never used in such a clear-cut way in those days:
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[Utilitarianism at this time was never more than a] vague, undefined instrumentalism. Except
for its generally pragmatic, empirical, 'English' quality, it never had much in common with
the more systematic doctrines of Bentham or Mill. But though vague, it was extremely
powerful. 'Utility’ was one of those words, like our Freedom' or Democracy'.... 'Science’ is a
much more potent word for us than for the seventeenth century, in which it referred, in a
formal way, to any body of systematic thought or skills. Medieval philosophy and rhetoric
were 'sciences.' The nearest equivalent to our word 'Science' were tentative circumlocutions
like 'the New Philosophy' or 'the experimental way'. (ibid., pp. 7-8)

Although the seventeenth century conceived of utilitarianism in "a very broad and
quite unphilosophical way to refer to that outlook which values things as means to
ultimate ends rather than things...for their own sakes" (ibid., p. 243), it was
nevertheless utilitarian concerns that motivated the development of the new prose
style. As Adolph (ibid., p. 302) states, "utilitarian prose is written in all ages. To
my knowledge though, the Restoration is the first time in English history when
utilitarian criteria become the official doctrine for literary prose in general" (ibid.).

3.3.3 The writing canon of modern English

According to Scollon and Scollon (1995, p. 94), the writing canon of modem
English, expresses a philosophy of communication in which all information should
be conveyed as clearly, briefly, and sincerely as possible (the C-B-S pattern found
in many composition textbooks), and this style of communication is now widely
seen as the norm in contemporary academic and professional communication of all
kKinds. The historical question is this, however (ibid., p. 99): "[W]hen did we come
to assume that communication should be analytic, original, move rapidly forward,
have a unified thesis, avoid unnecessary digressions, and in essence, present only
the most essential information?" The answer, of course, is to be found in the
seventeenth century and the emerging utilitarian ethic as the preferred style for
scientific deliberations in institutions such as the Royal Society of London. As
Scollon and Scollon note, "[a]s science and technology have risen in the west to
their current central position, business has risen together with them, and this
preferred style has been carried with it into near total dominance in our thinking
about effective communication" (ibid., p. 101):

It is not just a matter of convenience that the C-B-S style has come to symbolize the
communication of international business exchanges. Both the communication style and the
economic principles were laid out together at the same time in history, the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries, and often by the same writers. They are products of exactly the same
psychology, philosophy, and worldview. (ibid.)

The utilitarian ethic which arose in Restoration England as a rather vague and
undefined notion became codified and systematized a century later as a mature body
of philosophical thought called Utilitarianism during the Enlightenment, setting the
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course "for western and world development for the next two or three centuries"
(ibid., p. 100). All writing during the Enlightenment was "based on the flowering
of scientific and philosophical writing of the immediately preceding period" and
communication styles were based on the underlying utilitarian ethic that gave it form
(ibid., pp. 100-101). The term "Utilitarianism" was coined by Jeremy Bentham,
whose writings became "extremely influential in the development of contemporary
western economic, political, and social life..." (ibid., pp. 101-102). It was further
developed by John Stuart Mill, becoming "the philosophical basis of the core of
contemporary western social and economic life" (ibid., p. 102). In the last two
hundred years, Utilitanianism "has come to the position of the central and
dominating discourse system throughout the western world" (ibid., p. 114), and it
is now widely believed to be the key to success in our international political and
economic systems (ibid., p. 120).

According to Scollon and Scollon (ibid., pp. 114-115), the predominant
ideology underlying the Utilitarian discourse system is one of individualism and
egalitarianism, its preferred forms include deductive rhetorical patterns, and the
essay or research paper are its prototypical forms in academic circles, while the
business letter exemplifies Utilitarian principles in the business world:!

Within this system there is a reinforced emphasis on direct talk, on avoiding elaboration and
extravagance, and on promoting close, egalitarian social relationships. The Utilitarian
discourse system has little tolerance for hierarchical social relationships, and even when they
exist, it is assumed they should be set aside in contexts of public communication. (ibid.)

Scollon and Scollon identify six main charactenistics of the forms of discourse
preferred within the Utilitarian system, among which "the essay is the most typical
example" (ibid., pp. 107). It is (1) anti-rhetorical (in the pejorative sense), (2)
positivist-empirical ("one should reject any evidence but the empirical and positive
evidence of his...own observations"), (3) deductive (an overall preference for a
deductive strategy in the introduction of topics), (4) individualistic ("writers should
avoid set phrases, metaphors, proverbs, and clichés, and strive to make their
statements fresh and original...by producing original phrasings and statements"),
(5) egalitarian (even if individuals have unequal positions in society, from the point
of view of the discourse system, it is implied that they are equals), and (6) public
(institutionally sanctioned; i.e., there is a screening process that one must go
through in order to get one's written ideas published).

These principles of Utilitarianism are clearly reflected today in handbooks on
writing such as The New Oxford Guide to Writing: A Rhetoric and Handbook for
College Students (Kane, 1988) and Harbrace College Handbook (Hodges et al.,
1994), stylebooks such as Ten Lessons in Clarity and Grace (Williams, 1989) and
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The Elements of Style (Strunk & White, 1979), and publication manuals such as the
Publication Manual of the American Psychological Association [APA] (1994) and
The Chicago Manual of Style (1993). Textbooks such as these act as a "repository
of the accumulated knowledge of the field, a distillation of successes and failures
over many years" (APA Manual, 1994, p. 1). The advice that they offer is the end
result of a concerted effort on behalf of many individuals in the English-speaking
world dating back at least two centuries to establish and clarify the standards of
good writing as determined by a confluence of established authorities and common
usage. The characterizations that follow, which have been selected from these
handbooks, stylebooks, and publication manuals, are by no means exhaustive, but
are representative of principles that govern and direct the writing canon of modem
English, exemplifying the C-B-S model of clarity, brevity, and sincerity, as well as
other important qualities such as simplicity, concision, directness, and eloquence:

The prime quality of prose style is clarity [which] comes from selecting words carefully and
arranging them well. (Corbett, 1990, p. 389)

[The most common reason for substandard compositions is that many writers] have just never
learned how to write clearly and directly.... (Williams, 1989, p. 4; my italics)

[Success in writing] depends on the ability to make a point precisely, directly, and
persuasively. (Williams, 1989, preface)

...the importance of organizing one's thinking and writing and making every word contribute
to clear and concise communication... (APA Manual, 1994, p. xxvi)

(In English, writing we admire we describe as] clear, direct, concise, flowing.... [Writing we
do not admire we call] turgid, indirect, unclear..., opaque..., obscure..., and so on.
(Williams, 1989, p. 8)

Anything is better than not to write clearly. There is nothing to be said against lucidity, and
against simplicity.... (Somerset Maugham,; cited in Williams, 1989, p. 148)

Say only what needs to be said (p. 26), make each sentence maximally informative (p. 9),
[and] be as brief as possible (p. 9). (APA Manual, 1994)

[The best style is] clear, simple, and direct. As important as directness and clarity may be,
there are times when we want to go beyond it, to a style that is a bit more...elegant.
(Williams, 1989, p. 5)

But clarity and brevity, though a good beginning, are only a beginning. By themselves, they
may remain bare and bleak [and may require the addition of some forms of eloquence]. (F. A.
Lucas; cited in Williams, 1989, p. 148).

[EJtoquence does not arise from a laboured and far-fetched elocution, but from a surprising
mixture of simplicity and majesty.... (Laurence Sterne; cited in Williams, 1989, p. 148)

These qualities of the preferred writing style of modern English prose are also
reflected in certain recurring structural features of discourse organization. Many
writing handbooks and composition textbooks for students, such as Harbrace
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College Handbook (Hodges et al., 1994) and Writing Academic English (Oshima &
Hogue, 1991), promote an approach to essay organization which was first
enunciated by Alexander Bain in the last century in "the doctrine of the paragraph,"
in which essays are developed in a linear, hierarchical fashion, from sentence to
paragraph to essay. In this way, the same structural pattern repeats itself at each
level of organization; i.e., "[a]n essential unit of thought in writing, paragraphs
develop the main idea of a paper in the same way that sentences develop the main
idea of a paragraph" (op. cit., p. 308; see Appendix 10). Paragraphs are defined as
groups of sentences functioning together to express one unified idea that relates
directly to the theme of the whole composition (ibid.), and all the sentences in a
paragraph serve in some way to support this idea. Accordingly, paragraphs should
be unified, coherent, and well developed (described by Corbett (1990, p. 572) as
the "holy trinity"); i.e., paragraphs have unity when each sentence contributes to a
single main idea or central thought, they achieve coherence when the sentences are
appropriately linked by transition signals so that the thought flows smoothly from
sentence to sentence, and they are well developed when specific details adequately
support the main idea (op. cit.). This pattern of organization, which was represented
graphically be Kaplan (1966) in his "doodles article," can be described as follows:

[Essays written in English have] a clearly defined topic, introduction, body which explicates
all but nothing more than the stated topic, paragraphs which chain from one to the next, and a
conclusion which tells the reader what has been discussed...[and] no digression, no matter how
interesting, is permitted on the grounds that it would violate unity. (Kaplan & Ostler, 1982,
p. 14; cited in Swales, 1990, p. 65)

The concepts of cohesion and coherence are particularly important in expressing
the preferred style of written English. Thomas de Quincey (cited in Williams, 1989,
p. 37), for example, maintains that the secret of effective composition lies in
transition and connection, or "the art by which one step in an evolution of thought is
made to arise out of another: all fluent...composition depends on the connections."
Hodges et al. provide the following advice to students in this regard:

A paragraph is coherent when the relationship among ideas is clear and the progression from
one sentence to the next is easy for the reader to follow. To achieve coherence, arrange ideas in
a clearly understandable order. Link them by effective use of pronouns, repetition,
conjunctions, transitional phrases, and parallel structure. These transitional devices also ease
the transitions between paragraphs. (op. cit., p. 315)

Corbett (1990, p. 292) agrees, stating that the issue of transition is related to
coherence: "We want the parts of our discourse to 'hang together,' and while we
would like the sutures to be as unobtrusive as possible, we nevertheless want our
readers to be aware that they are passing over into another division of the
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discourse." Publication manuals also concur, often linking coherence with an
express concern for appropriate logical argumentation:*

[Cllear and logical communication...ensure(s) smooth expression...by presenting ideas in an
orderly manner and by expressing yourself smoothly and precisely [and] by developing ideas
clearly and logically and leading readers smoothly from thought to thought.... [Alim for
continuity in words, concepts, and thematic development from the opening statement to the
conclusion. (APA Manual, 1994, pp. 23-25)

Finally, at lower levels of discourse, word choice and sentence structure also
affect organizational and stylistic preferences, as illustrated in the following
publication manual advice:

Although writing only in short, simple sentences produces choppy and boring prose, writing
exclusively in long, involved sentences creates difficult, sometimes incomprehensible
material. Varied sentence length helps readers maintain interest and comprehension. ...Direct,
declarative sentences with simple, common words are usually best. [Avoid] the personal
pronouns I and we [and] as much as possible, use the third person rather than the first person.
(APA Manual, 1994, p. 28 & pp. 9-10)

The main causes of uneconomical writing are jargon and wordiness. Jargon is the continuous
use of a technical vocabulary where that vocabulary is not relevant. ...Unconstrained
wordiness lapses into embellishment and flowery writing, which are clearly inappropriate....
@ibid., p. 27)

According to Kane (1988, p. 190), diction, or word choice, is at the very heart of
effective writing, and even at this level, exemplify the preferred qualities of the
writing canon of modern English prose: "Sentences are important; paragraphing and
clear organization are important. But words are fundamental. The essential virtue of
words is that they be clear. At the same time it is desirable that they be simple,
concise, and original."

Thus, the qualities expressed in the writing canon of modern English prose
reflect fundamental principles of composition which are structured along multiple
dimensions of written text, including the interrelated and overlapping substrata of
syntax and the lexicon, rhetorical superstructure, coherence, and the worldview of
the author and receptor (Kaplan, 1988, 1990; see section 2.5). As this chapter has
demonstrated, these principles evolved over many centuries and have a long and
complex history in the English-speaking world. Yet they exemplify the standards
and norms of good writing that we continue to value today and that our students will

have to emulate if they wish to be successful in their written work.
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Chapter 4: English composition pedagogy

4.1 Introduction

If fields of study such as discourse linguistics and rhetoric help specify the
writing canon of modern English prose, informing us of the standards, norms, and
conventions that define effective writing, how they originated, and why they
continue to be valued, the goal of research in composition pedagogy is to develop
approaches, methods, and techniques for the classroom which will tell us how such
writing should be taught. Unfortunately, however, most theories of composition
pedagogy today "operate more on a principle of critical reaction to a previous
approach than on cumulative development" (Raimes, 1991, p. 412). The result is
that "the present anarchy of the discipline of what is commonly categorized as
'‘composition" (Kinneavy, 1971, p. 1) is "less clearly defined now...than it was
[three decades ago]" (op. cit.).

In order to make sense of the multiplicity of approaches to composition
pedagogy currently proliferating in the field, it is essential to have a clear
understanding of the theoretical assumptions that underlie them. However, the
emergence of L2 composition instruction as an independent area of specialization
within applied linguistics with its own theoretical models and empirical research has
only come about within the last two or three decades; as a result, like other
developing fields, "ESL writing [has] looked to and borrowed theories from its L1
counterpart" (Santos, 1992, p. 1). Therefore, in order to clarify current approaches
to L2 composition instruction, it is first necessary to examine the assumptions and

ideologies that define L1 composition theory.

4.2 Ideologies of L1 composition pedagogy

Of primary importance for understanding compostion instruction in L1 contexts
are crucial differences between British and American spheres of influence in the
English-speaking world. The blunt fact is that L1 composition instruction in post-
secondary institutions is "markedly noninternational" and the United States is "all
but alone in offering L1 basic writing courses and programs at the university
level,"** with one of the consequences being "a certain insularity in the [American]
L1 composition profession" (Santos, 1992, p. 10; after Faigley, 1986).
Composition instruction in America generally falls under the auspices of English
departments, in which there is nomally a clear-cut divide between literature and
composition specialists, with the latter often complaining of "a lack of respect and
understanding" (ibid., p. 7) and their lack of status as "unprivileged instructors”
(Swales, 1990, p. 11; see also Johns, 1997). Significant numbers of researchers
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contend that many of these departments often have an express and radical ideological
and sociopolitical agenda (e.g., Crews, 1986; Clifford, 1989; Kimball, 1990;
Santos, 1992). As Santos (1992, p. 2) states, "to an outsider, one of the most
striking features of L1 composition [in the modern American college] is the extent to
which it sees itself ideologically."** Although it is difficult to accurately determine
the type and quality of instruction taking place in the wide range of American post-
secondary institutions today, it seems clear that while there continues to be a strong
emphasis on teaching practical, form-based writing skills in many university
composition courses, the English departments in a large number of American
universities also promote approaches to writing which are overtly ideological in
nature.

The British situation is somewhat different, perhaps because the UK has never
had to process tens of thousands of students through Freshman English courses as
in America. This is partly due to the fact that British education has traditionally been
"more elitist and therefore requires more from the intending student in the way of
qualifications and skills, and partly because most...specialist undergraduate courses
never actually demand a formal measurement of students' ability to write" (Hebron,
1984, p. 91). It is also true that British secondary school students score markedly
higher in almost all areas of writing competence than their American counterparts
(see, for example, the results of a project of the International Association for the
Evaluation of Educational Achievement (IEA), entitled the International Study of
Written Composition, reported on in Purves, 1992). Nevertheless, as Hosbaum
(1984) points out, standards of literacy have also been declining in the UK.* and in
addition to accepting increasing numbers of university entrants with marginal levels
of L1 writing competence, there is a determined effort in Britain at the present time
to attract more foreign students, most of whom will have to be provided ‘with basic
instruction in academic writing skills (often in sheltered, semi-autonomous writing
centers specifically designed for this purpose).>® Thus, although discussions about
L1 composition pedagogy are generally centered on the American academic
experience, since this is where most of the data is to be found, a "major concern of
current tertiary education [worldwide] is academic writing and educational
institutions are paying extraordinary attention to the writing skills of students [as
evidenced by] a recent burgeoning of 'writing laboratories' at universities...across
the world" (Kachru, 1997, p. 337).

Taxonomies for categorizing theories of L1 composition vary greatly, reflecting
perhaps the continuing, and often heated, ideological debate in the English-speaking
world over how mother tongue writing skills should be taught. Many current
theories focus on the notion of "process," which should be understood as an
"antithesis" to previous ways of teaching L1 writing, "proffering an antidote" to the
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perceived inadequacies of traditional, product-oriented approaches which focus
mainly on form and structure (Coe, 1987, p. 13).>” There is not one process
approach, however, but many, and today "conflicts...among adherents of 'the
process approach' to teaching composition...are far more significant than the
opposition between process and product..." (ibid.). Models of instruction depend
very much on which particular writing process one chooses to emphasize: writing as
communication (expressivism), writing as leaming (cognitivism), or writing as a
social act (social constructionism):

[Alny process approach, by definition, concems itself with one or more of the hows
formalists traditionally ignore: how writers create; how writers think, feel, and verbalize to
enable writing; how writers learn while writing; how writing communicates with readers; and
how social processes and contexts influence the shaping and interpreting of texts. (ibid., p.
14)

As Faigley (1986) and Johns (1990) point out, these three major perspectives
on L1 composition process are also relevant for understanding developments in L2
composition instruction, and each can be identified by their "emphasis and their
advocates." The expressivist view (e.g., Elbow, 1981; Moffet, 1982; Murray,
1982) stresses the personal voice in writing, the cognitivist view (e.g., Flower &
Hayes, 1980; Flower, 1989) focuses on the intellectual processes a writer goes
through while composing, and the social constructionist (also termed constructivist)
view (e.g., Bizzell, 1982; Bruffee, 1986; Trimbur, 1989) considers writing as a
social artifact with political and ideological implications. Social constructionism is
also "commonly associated with critical theory and critical pedagogy, as
represented...by Pennycook (1989) and Peirce (1989)" in L2 contexts (Santos,
1992, p. 2).

According to Santos (ibid.), to the extent that the teaching of 1.2 writing has
borrowed from L1 composition pedagogy, "it has done so primarily from two of the
three perspectives within L1 process theory; namely, the cognitivist (e.g., Raimes,
1987) and the expressivist (e.g., Spack, 1988), while neglecting the third, the social
constructionist." This viewpoint has been challenged, however, and depends largely
on how the term "process theory" is defined. There are also multiple, and often
conflicting, views regarding the label "social constructionism" and its place within
this scheme. Some researchers, such as Johns (1990), classify social
constructionism as distinct from process theory, and as having an important
influence on the development of L2 writing pedagogy, while others, such as Silva
(1992), make no mention of it at all in this context. Each of these approaches to
composition process will be discussed below within a historical framework of
theories of L2 composition pedagogy.
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4.3 Approaches to L2 composition pedagogy

L2 composition instruction can been viewed historically as "a succession of
approaches and orientations to L2 writing, a cycle in which particular approaches
achieve dominance and then fade, but never really disappear" (Silva, 1990, p. 11).
According to Silva (1990), the four most influential approaches to L2 composition
instruction in modern times can be considered as follows: (1) controlled
composition, which stresses the lexical and syntactic features of a text; (2) current-
traditional rhetoric, which emphasizes discourse-level text structures; (3) the process
approach, which attends to writers' composing behaviors; and (4) English for
academic purposes (EAP), which focuses on the writer as a member of the academic
discourse community.>®* However, the divisions between these approaches to 1.2
composition instruction are "by no means discrete and sequential" (Raimes, 1991,
p- 412), resulting in a "merry-go-round of approaches [which] has a number of
negative effects on the discipline [including] a great deal of confusion and insecurity
among ESL composition teachers" (op. cit., p. 18), as well as a polemical and
sometimes rancorous debate among their proponents over the value of these models

in the classroom.

4.3.1 Controlled composition

Silva (ibid., pp. 12-13) states that controlled composition, or guided
composition, had its roots in Fries' oral approach, the precursor to the audiolingual
method of L2 teaching which stressed the primacy of speech. Writing was
considered of secondary concern, used essentially to reinforce oral habits, and
functioning mainly as "the handmaid of the other skills." It was learned through
habit formation with the writer simply manipulating previously learned language
structures and primarily concerned with formal linguistic features. Typical exercises
included reordering scrambled sentences, identifying topic and supporting
sentences, doing paragraph completion exercises, and so on. The text itself was
seen as a collection of sentence patterns and vocabulary items, and there was little
concern for either the notion of audience or the purpose of writing. As Silva (p. 13)
notes, although this approach receives almost "ritual condemnation" in the literature

today, it is still alive and well in many L2 composition classrooms and textbooks.

4.3.2 Current-traditional rhetoric

With the coming of the 1960s, increasing attention began to be focused on EL2
students' needs in producing written discourse, leading to the belief that controlled
composition was not enough, that there was more to writing than building
grammatical sentences, and that there needed to be a bridge between controlled and



free writing. This new approach became known as current-traditional rhetoric and
can be characterized by its...

...emphasis on the composed product rather than the composing process; the analysis of
discourse into words, sentences, and paragraphs; the classification of discourse into
exposition, narration, description, and argument; a strong concern with usage (syntax,
spelling, punctuation) and with style (economy, clarity, emphasis); the preoccupation with
the informal essay and research paper; and so on. (Young, 1978, p. 31; see also Berlin &
Inkster, 1980)

According to Silva (1990, p. 14), in current-traditional rhetoric there is a central
concern with "the logical construction and arrangement of discourse forms"; a
primary interest in the paragraph, as composed of topic sentences, supporting
sentences, concluding sentences, and transitions; an emphasis on various modes of
reasoning (e.g., illustration, exemplification, comparison and contrast,
classification, definition, cause and effect, and so on); and emphasis on essay
organization, comprising an introduction, body, and conclusion.

Expository and argumentative writing are considered of primary importance for
university-level L2 writers, and classroom attention is focused on form, teaching
students how to organize syntactic units into larger patterns and providing them with
forms within which they can operate. In such contexts, teachers generally insist that
writers should "pre-reveal the form of the text...and the content...within the first
paragraphs..., provide generalizations at appropriate points in the discourse, and
maintain and develop topics in a manner accessible to the reader," employing
appropriate forms of discourse organization and using proper cohesive devices
(Johns, 1990, p. 27).

In short, from the perspective of current-traditional rhetoric, "writing is
basically a matter of arrangement, of fitting writing into prescribed patterns” (Silva,
1990, p. 14). The text is seen as a collection of "increasingly complex discourse
structures (sentences, paragraphs, essays), each embedded in the next largest form"
(ibid.), while the "implicit context" for writing is academic, and "the instructor's
Judgment is presumed to mirror that of the community of educated native speakers"
(ibid.). Although it is still dominant in L2 composition textbooks and classroom
practices today (Silva, 1990, p. 14), current-traditional rhetoric has also been
criticized for teaching forms in prescriptive patterns. According to its opponents,
this type of form-dominated approach differs from its predecessor (i.e., controlled
composition) only in that rhetorical patterns rather than grammatical features are now
presented as the paradigm (Raimes, 1991, p. 412).
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4.3.3 Process approaches

Starting in the 1970s, L2 teachers and researchers began to react against form-
dominated approaches to writing motivated in large part by dissatisfaction with their
ability to foster creative thought and expression. Current-traditional rhetoric was
thought to be too controlled, too linear and prescriptive, and the process approach
became the new dominant paradigm, as researchers argued that 1.2 writers who
already knew how to compose in their L1 would benefit from the use of similar
strategies in their L2. As stated above, however, the process approach actually
embodies a variety of different perspectives, depending on the particular writing

process being emphasized: expressivism, cognitivism, or social constructionism.

4.3.3.1 Expressivism

Expressivism, which reached its zenith in the early 1970s, sees writing as a
creative act in which the "true self" of the writer is discovered and expressed.
Proponents of the expressivist movement encourage students to "take power over
their own prose," and teachers advocating this point of view are likely to be
"nondirective," facilitating writing activities which "promote writing fluency and
power over the writing act" (Johns, 1990, p. 25). Composition tasks, such as
Journal writing and personal essays, typically emphasize self-discovery, and
students are encouraged to write "with honesty, for themselves" (ibid., p. 30).
Advocates of expressivism contend that writing is an individual act and that writers
should "create" their own audience within, establishing the "purpose, meaning, and

form" of their writing in a way that conforms with the text and its purposes (ibid.).

4.3.3.2 Cognitivism

According to Johns, the cognitivist approach has had far more influence on L2
composition instruction than expressivism (ibid.). Its leading proponents have tried
to identify "higher-order thinking skills with problem-solving" in the process of
writing, and research is most often based on think-aloud protocols which have
revealed that "complex writing processes are not linear or formulaic but rather
individual and recursive" (ibid., p. 26). Students are typically required to do
extensive planning, which includes "defining the rhetorical problem, placing it in a
larger context..., exploring its parts, generating alternative solutions, and arriving at
a well-supported conclusion" (ibid.). Once the problem has been identified and the
solution planned, "students continue the wrifing process by translating their plans
and thoughts into words, and by reviewing their work through revising and editing"
(ibid.). The goal is to create writers who can "guide their own creative process"
(Flower; cited in Johns, ibid.) and develop a self-awareness of their inner process of

writing through the use of a large repertoire of powerful writing strategies.
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Researchers such as Zamel (1983), Spack (1984), and Raimes (1987) have
applied L1 cognitivist theories to L2 composition research, and conclude that L1 and
L2 students are very similar in terms of the processes they go through when writing.
Teachers using this approach in L2 writing contexts will generally try to "prepare
students to write through invention and other prewriting activities..., encourage
several drafts..., require...revision at macro levels [often through group
collaboration], and delay...correction of sentence-level errors until the final editing
stage" (Johns, 1990, p. 26). This approach sees composing as non-linear and
exploratory, and writing as a complex, recursive, and creative process or set of
behaviors in which writers discover and reformulate their ideas.

The two central tenets of this approach to process writing are that content
determines form and good writing is involved writing. Thus, content, the need to
communicate meaning, and the desire to express ideas take precedence over
organizational and syntactic concerns— the focus is on the writer and the process he
or she undergoes, rather than the form of the product. To facilitate this endeavor, the
classroom is designed to be "a positive, encouraging, and collaborative workshop
environment where students have ample time and a minimum of interference" (Silva,
1990, p. 15). Guidance from teachers is thought to be preferable to control, and the
teacher's role is to help students develop strategies at different stages of writing,
while feedback and correction often take place in the form of peer collaboration.

4.3.3.3 Social constructionism

Social contructionism is an approach to L1 composition pedagogy which is
particularly difficult to characterize because the concept carries a wide range of
connotations and is defined in different ways by different researchers. Furthermore,
there is little agreement on the extent to which it has impacted L2 composition
instruction. Social constructionism is generally viewed as "consciously ideological,"
with an implicit political agenda for social reform in which writing is seen as "a
social act that can only take place within and for a specific context and audience"
(Johns, 1990, p. 27). Social constructionists argue that "reality, knowledge,
thought, facts, texts, selves and so on are constructs generated by communities of
like-minded peers" (Bruffee, 1986, p. 776), and the nature of written discourse is
determined for the writer by this "discourse community." Social constructionism
rejects "the traditional view that writing is an act of an individual mind attempting to
express itself" (Santos, 1992, p. 3) because "what we normmally regard as
individual, internal, and mental is actually social in origin" (Brumfee, 1986, pp.
784). This implies "a drastic reorientation of a wide range of ideas" such as
cognition (socially based), knowledge (socially justified belief dependent upon
social relations, not reflections of reality), and objectivity (impossible to achieve,
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since the social is naturally subjective); as a consequence, speech and writing are
perceived as social constructs (Santos, 1992, p. 4).

Allied with the more extreme versions of social constructionism is a political
ideology which is "left-wing or Marxist in nature" and which provides "a major part
of the pedagogical framework of the theory" (ibid.). Radical social constructionists
such as Berlin (1988, p. 478) advocate a "Marxist liberatory pedagogy" which is
"self-consciously aware of its ideological stand, making the very question of
ideology the center of classroom activities." Inherent in this stance is the belief that
"education must be understood as inherently political and ideological" (Santos, op.
cit.), and that "students must be taught to identify the ways in which control over
their lives has been denied them, and denied in such a way that they have blamed
themselves for their powerlessness" (Berlin, 1988, p. 490). When applied to
teaching, "the unequal power relations between student and teacher in the traditional
classroom must be circumvented," and learning itself must be "negotiated among
students and between students and teacher" (Santos, op. cit.). Collaborative learning
is one pedagogical result of social constructionist theory, which stresses that
learning should take place through group efforts in reaching consensus through
negotiation. As a result, "a composition class would proceed via group negotiation
and consensus at every stage of the writing process...; [t]he teacher's role is initially
to introduce the task, making sure it is an open-ended one—i.e., with no set answer
or pre-conceived, favored result..." (ibid., p. 5).

Social constructionism has "not met with unmitigated enthusiasm," however. It
has been "less charitably" described as a response to the "presumptively dreary
though necessary labor of teaching composition" (Santos, 1992, pp. 7-8; after
Freedman, 1987), and "the call for...politicization...a self-serving excuse to avoid
the hard job of teaching the basics" (Siegel, 1991, p. 38). Some have "decried the
tendency toward 'groupthink'," others have defended the value of the individual
voice of the writer, while still others find the ideological orientation distasteful
(Santos, 1992, p. 6), denouncing "the epistemological position which asserts that
our use of language is what constructs society, that reality is not described in
language —rather that there is no reality except as soaked in discourse" (Moberg,
1990, p. 67). Clifford (1989, p. 517) objects to the "influential resurgence of
intellectual Marxism within English studies," while as "no less a figure in L1
composition" than Maxine Hairston expresses the feelings of many in the following
letter to College English:

I have been reading College English with increasing irritation in the last several months, and
finally I just have to protest. I find the magazine dominated by...fashionably radical articles
that I feel have little to do with the concerns of most college English teachers.... I'm also
very concerned about the image of the profession I think the magazine would convey to the
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public if they read it...: that of low-risk Marxists who write very badly, are politically naive,
and seem more concerned about converting their students from capitalism than in helping
them to enjoy writing and reading. (Santos, op. cit.) »

Although critical approaches to pedagogy such as social constructionism
illustrate how discourse is "shaped by relations of power and ideologies, and the
constructive effects discourse has upon social identities, social relations, and
systems of knowledge and belief" (Widdowson, 1995, p. 158), critical theory "not
only describes discourse but interprets it as social practice" (ibid.), equating social
and linguistic theory with sociopolitical and ideological commitment. Because of this
ideological commitment, particular interpretations are privileged, and this, according
to Widdowson (ibid., p. 159), undermines its validity as a vehicle for analysis,
since there is rarely a suggestion that alternative perspectives are possible—the
interpretation offered is presented as being uniquely validated by the textual facts.

Finally, to the extent to which social constructionism can be considered part of
the process approach to writing (and there is considerable ongoing debate on this
issue), the question remains as to the extent of its impact on L2 composition
instruction. Santos (1992, pp. 6-7) argues that social constructionism has received
scant attention in L2 writing for a number of reasons. One is that "L1 composition,
residing mostly in English departments, has been highly influenced by cntical
literary theories, whereas ESL writing has identified itself as part of applied
linguistics, accommodating itself to the prevailing standards of inquiry and research
in that field," and adopting a research paradigm in which dominant studies are
quantitative rather than ideological (ibid., p. 8). Secondly, there is a powerful
school of thought within the ESL community which sees L2 composition instruction
in essentially pragmatic terms, as exemplified in the following opinion by Swales:

I shall not consider differences that arise as a result of differing ideological perspectives...such
as those found in the work of neo-Marxist(s).... A specific reason for this exclusion is that
the proposed approach is not activated by a wish to make a contribution to intellectual
history..., but rests on a pragmatic concern to help people, both non-native and native
speakers, to develop their academic communicative competence. (1990, p. 9)

Thirdly, there are significant differences between ESL and EFL approaches to
composition that must be taken into consideration. The primary frame of reference
for social constructionism is "American society [with] its inequalities, its exclusions,
its power structures" (Santos, op. cit.). Teaching overseas, however, "makes
critical pedagogy much more problematic [as the] aims tend to be incompatible with
explicit ideology in the classroom" (ibid., pp. 9-10). If this argument is correct,
"only features of collaborative learning would seem to have a chance of gaining a
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hold in ESL, not for the affiliation with social constructionist theory, but rather for
the possible effectiveness of the groupwork procedures” (ibid., p. 12).

Recent developments in the field, however, suggest that these issues may not
be so clearcut, and it has been argued that advocates of social constructionism are, in
fact, vigorously applying their ideological precepts to many other fields,*® including
L2 teaching contexts, although increasingly, such studies "may come dressed in
elaborate statistical costumes" (Gross & Levitt, 1994, p. 12). Bizzell (1987; cited in
Johns, 1990, p. 25), for example, claims that becoming a member of an academic
discourse community presents special problems for L2 learners, who must often
develop "multiple literacies" in order to be accepted, and maintains that these
students should not be forced to acquire academic literacy. Rather, it is the academy
itself that should adapt and become more open to the many cultures that the students
represent: "We must help our students...to engage in a rhetorical process that can
collectively generate...knowledge and beliefs to displace the repressive ideologies an
unjust social order would inscribe in the skeptical void" (Bizzell, 1990, p. 671).
Canagarajah (1987, p. 303) concurs:

In practicing academic writing, students are acquiring not only a skill, certain cognitive
processes, or communicative competence, but also the set of preferred values, discourses, and
knowledge content of the academic community. Students coming from non-English-speaking
communities will need to confront the temptation to give up their native discourses based on
local knowledge and take up the academic discourse which enjoys much more power and
prestige. [S]uch ideological reproduction will destroy the distinctiveness of local communities
in the long run and simply make them clones or satellites of the Western academic-military-
industrial complex. That is, the internationalization of academic discourse through writing
will be instrumental in ushering in the international hegemony of Western discourses and
institutions.

Such "composition as colonization" perspectives contend that L2 composition
teachers should not present just one privileged form of text (i.e., Standard Written
English) as the most logical and desirable, and that altemnative rhetorics should be
valued. This ideology equates L2 composition instruction with "cultural
imperialism," and advocates a greater degree of "cultural relativism," as well as an
acceptance of "rhetorical pluralism." These accusations of "cultural imperialism" and
"composition as colonization" in L2 teaching practices, arising from the ideological
influences of social constructionism, have also been strongly criticized in many
quarters, however:

[Olne of the concerns of ‘critical linguistics' is the global encroachment of English on other
languages and cultures. Applied linguistics is being rebuked...(e.g., Pennycook, 1994) for its
complacency and ignorance of critical and postmodem paradigms of language.... This view
also exists within cross-cultural rhetorical studies [where teachers are urged] to avoid cultural
imperialism in writing courses.... These views have been variously criticized as being overly
and impractically sensitive, or even representative of subtle, even unconscious, manifestations
of patronizing and postcolonial attitudes of superiority (Makoni, 1995). They have also been
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characterized as illogical, in that they assume some apparently utopian ideal of value-free
teaching, and over-deterministic, in that it is doubtful that language alone can 'shatter the
world view' or otherwise 'culturally demolish' an established society (Barrow, 1990).%
(Holyoak & Piper, 1997, pp. 139-140)

Interviews conducted by Holyoak and Piper (1997) with a group of postgraduate
students studying in various fields and for whom English was a second language
would seem to confirm this perspective. The initial reaction of these students to
questions regarding whether they felt "victimized or disadvantaged" by English
academic discourse was one of incredulity and bemusement: "Their approach was
entirely pragmatic: 'T must write for my audience'; 'l want to be understood'; 'I
want to be taught "English" English not "Japanese" English™ (p. 140). Holyoak
and Piper report that "[w]ithout exception, they indicated that issues of linguistic or
cultural domination were not important to them. These were not sensitivities or
concerns which they shared" (p. 141):

Our informants [believed] that their respective cultures, and they themselves, were sufficiently
strong and dynamic to determine the directions in which the acquisition of English took them.
While acknowledging the influence of English rhetoric on academic texts written in their
pative languages, they viewed as patronizing any suggestion that they were impotent victims
of a dominant culture with no control over their cultural destiny. ... Without exception, they
indicated that issues of linguistic or cultural domination were not important to them. These
were not sensitivities or concerns which they shared. (ibid., p. 140)

In short, it seems that if teachers want to truly "empower their students,"
perhaps the most effective and practical approach would be to assist them in
becoming highly proficient in the academic discourse systems they have elected to
learn. As Santos (1992, p. 12) states, "knowledge and experience [are] the strongest
force against an ideological emphasis [and will lead to] greater emphasis on the
cognitive, academic, and pedagogical rather than on the sociopolitical, which usually
only gathers momentum when other explanations appear inadequate."

In conclusion, although the cognitivist approach to process writing was
generally well received in L2 composition circles and still has many adherents,
"teachers did not all strike out along this new path [and] the radical changes that
were called for in instructional approach seemed to provoke a swift reaction”
(Raimes, 1991, p. 410). The common thread of criticisms against process writing is
that, "in its almost exclusive concern with psycholinguistic, cognitive, and affective
variables, [it] has failed to take into account the many forces outside of an individual
writer's control which define, shape, and ultimately judge a piece of writing"
(Horowitz, 1986b, p. 446). In other words, process writing creates an "erroneous
assumption... that writers work in a cultural vacuum..." (ibid., p. 447), and "in its
attempt to develop...students' writing skills, creates a classroom situation that bears
little resemblance to the situations in which those skills will eventually be exercised"
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(ibid., 1986a, p. 144). As Horowitz (1986a, pp. 141) points out, "[t]hough initially
offering fresh insight into an important area of teaching..., [the process approach]
has now been miscast as a complete theory of writing," and while admitting that it
has "undeniable merits" if viewed as a useful collection of teaching techniques rather
than a full-fledged theory of writing, he goes on to raise a number of cautions about
an "uncritical acceptance" of process writing:

[I]ts emphasis on multiple drafts may leave students unprepared for essay examinations...;
overuse of peer evaluation may leave students with an unrealistic view of their abilities...;
trying to make over bad writers in the image of good ones may be of questionable efficacy,
and...the inductive orientation of the process approach is suited only to some writers and
some academic tasks. (ibid., 1986b, p. 446)

Above all, cntics have questioned whether this kind of instruction realistically
prepares students for higher level academic work. Opponents of the process
approach argue that in addition to not addressing a number of theoretical and
practical issues central to L2 writing, it does not adequately prepare students for
writing compositions of an academic nature: "It creates a classroom situation that
bears little resemblance to the situations in which [students' wnting] will eventually
be exercised" and gives students "a false impression of how university writing will
be evaluated" (Horowitz, 1986a, pp. 143 & 144). Leki and Carson (1997, p. 63),
for example, question the idea of personal empowerment as a pedagogical goal,
arguing that "student-centered pedagogy, with its attendant focus on personal
experience...may work against students by denying them access to 'powerful
genres." They state that "giving students direct acquaintance with text-responsible
writing. .. transforms the class from one that is solipsistic and self-referential into one -
that becomes central to students' academic and personal growth" (ibid., p. 64).
Swales (1986; cited in Horowitz, 1986b, p. 446) maintains that an approach which
"emphasizes less the cognitive relationship between the writer and his or her internal
world and more the relationship between the writer, the writing environment and the
intended readership...has much to recommend it." Although conceding the
usefulness of some "soft process" at lower levels of L2 composition (1990, p. 220),
he suggests that process writing is of less value "when students are...required to
deliver texts to a world outside the ESL classroom...a world populated by readers
with highly-developed schemata and fully cognizant of the ground rules of the
genres with which they are professionally engaged" (ibid.). In short, the process
approach "overemphasizes the individual's psychological functioning and neglects
the sociocultural context, that is, the realities of academia" (Silva, 1990, pp. 16-17).
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4.3.4 English for academic purposes

An alternative approach, suggested by proponents of English for Academic
Purposes (EAP), is to shift the emphasis in L2 composition from the writer to the
reader, i.e., to the academic discourse community, and to focus on academic
discourse genres and a wide range of academic writing tasks as a means of
preparing students for integration into this community. According to Silva (ibid., p.
17), EAP stresses the following: the conditions in which actual university writing
tasks are carried out; the close examination and analysis of academic discourse
formats; "the selection and intensive study of source material"; "the evaluation,
screening, synthesis, and organization of relevant data from these sources"; and "the
presentation of these data in acceptable academic English form." In brief, the stress
is on audience: writing is seen to involve the production of texts which must meet
the standards of the academy, and "leamning to write is part of becoming socialized
into the academic community—finding out what is expected and trying to
approximate it" (ibid.). Writers approach these tasks from an essentially pragmatic
point of view, orienting their written production to the standards and requirements
of the academic discourse community, while the audience is "the teacher as reader,”
an initiated expert member of the discourse community, who has "the power to
accept or reject writing as coherent, as consistent with the conventions of the target
discourse community." In academic contexts, this faculty audience is seen as
someone who has "well-developed schemata for academic discourse and clear and
stable views on what is appropriate" (Silva, 1990, p. 17), but also as someone who
is "particularly omniscient" (Johns, 1990, p. 31).

Within English for Academic Purposes, there are actually two separate but
related perspectives, each with a different view of the teaching of the language of
academia. The first, which is sometimes known as EAP proper, supports the stance
that there is a "general set of tasks and a basic academic language" that students can
acquire with the help of informed instruction, and the general academic demands that
students will be expected to meet in the course of their studies form the basis of
instruction. The second, which encompasses both English for Specific Purposes
(ESP) and Writing across the Curriculum (WAC), maintains that general knowledge
alone will not suffice and that specific academic discourse communities have certain
unique characteristics which must be uncovered and taught (Johns, 1990, p. 29).
Advocates suggest that L2 wnting courses be directly linked to content courses in
the "adjunct model" (e.g., Brinton et al., 1989; Snow & Brinton, 1988), or loosely
grouped with courses in other disciplines (e.g., Benesch, 1988). In such courses,
the main empbhasis is on "the instructor's determination of what academic content is
most appropriate in order to build modules of reading and writing tasks around that
content" (Raimes, 1991, p. 411). In addition, autonomous L2 writing classes are
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sometimes wholly or partially replaced by "team teaching, linked courses, topic-
centered modules or mini-courses, sheltered...instruction, and...courses/tutorials as
adjuncts to designated university content courses" (Raimes, ibid.; after Shih, 1986).

English for Academic Purposes has generated its own extensive body of
research (Raimes, 1991, p. 412), mostly in terms of surveys of the expectations of
faculty members (e.g., Santos, 1988; Johns, 1991), the study of genres (e.g.,
Swales, 1990; Bhatia, 1993; see below), the identification of basic academic writing
skills that are transferable across disciplines (e.g., Johns, 1988a), the analysis of the
rhetorical organization of technical writing (e.g., Selinker, et al., 1978), the study of
student writing in content areas (e.g., Selzer, 1983; Jenkins & Hinds, 1987), and
surveys of the content and tasks students will encounter during their academic
careers (e.g., Bridgeman & Carlson, 1983; Canseco & Byrd, 1989). In recent
years, the EAP approach to L2 composition instruction has gained many adherents,
although critics charge it with too much emphasis on scientific and technical fields,
and a need for a more humanities-based orientation toward "general principles of
inquiry and rhetoric" (ibid.). These issues continue to be actively and publicly
debated at the present time (see, for example, Spack, 1988; Braine, 1988; and
Johns, 1988b).

4.3.4.1 Genre analysis

A relatively recent field of study with direct links to both EAP and text
linguistics is genre analysis. Swales (1990, pp. 1-2) describes genre analysis as a
"means of studying spoken and written discourse for applied ends," a bridge
between Applied Discourse Analysis on the one hand and LI1/L2
writing/composition pedagogy on the other. Typically, this kind of endeavor takes
place in post-secondary educational institutions and is categorized as English for
Academic Purposes (EAP), English for Specific Purposes (ESP), or Writing Across
the Curriculum (WAC).* In terms of its applications for composition pedagogy,
genre analysis examines written discourse in academic and professional settings in
order to accomplish specific tasks, such as the writing of research articles, business
letters, resumés, and so on. This type of research is particularly important in EL2
contexts because "the training of people to process and produce academic and
research English is a major intemnational endeavor" and the ability to write advanced
academic English remains a major goal of tertiary education worldwide (Swales,
1990, p. 1).* Long and Richards (cited in Swales, 1990, p. vii) concur: "The role
of language in academic settings is of vital interest to all those concerned with
tertiary education...," and the principal focus of research in this area is on issues
such as "rhetorical styles and discourse types employed in such settings—whether



these are unique to a given language or culture or reflect universal modes of
academic discourse...."

Historically, genre analysis arose from "quantitative studies of the linguistic
properties of functional varieties or regisfers" such as the occurrence of certain kinds
of verb forms in scientific English (Swales, op. cit.). These ground-breaking
investigations into syntax, voice, and vocabulary led to studies providing a "deeper
or multilayered textual account" of academic writing; in addition, an orientation
towards helping EL2 speakers created "a strong interest in the linguistic
manifestation of rhetorical and organizational features," as well as a continued focus
on issues such as syntactic and lexical choices (ibid., pp. 3-4). Genre analysis
successfully adapted a rhetorical approach "originally used for highly-valued
literary, political or religious discourse to more mundane academic writing [with] the
built-in assumption that discourse is indeed both socially-situated and designed to
achieve rhetorical goals" (ibid., p. 5). As such, it integrates the work of several
different traditions, and "attempts to make a virtue of eclecticism for... , to be eclectic
is to be able to borrow profitably from the activities of several distinct discourse
communities” (ibid., p. 13).

The concept of discourse community is central to both genre analysis and
composition pedagogy, although the term is not yet well defined: "like many
imperfectly defined terms, it is suggestive, the center of a set of ideas rather than the
sign of a settled notion":

Use of the term 'discourse community' testifies to the increasingly common assumption that
discourse operates within conventions defined by communities, be they academic disciplines
or social groups. The pedagogies associated with...academic English now use the notion of
'discourse communities' to signify a cluster of ideas: that language use in a group is a form of
social behavior, that discourse is a means of maintaining and extending the group's knowledge
and of initiating new members into the group, and that discourse is epistemic or constitutive
of the group's knowledge. (Hertzberg, 1986; cited in Swales, 1990, p. 22)

This "cluster of ideas" can be summarized as follows: "language use is a form of
social behavior..., discourse maintains and extends a group's knowledge..., and
discourse is epistemic or constitutive of the group's knowledge" (Swales, 1990,. p.
29; after i—Ierzberg, 1986). This third claim is expressed in a slightly different form
by Bizzell:

In the absence of consensus, let me offer a tentative definition: a 'discourse community’ is a
group of people who share certain language-using practices. These practices can be seen as
conventionalized in two ways. Stylistic conventions regulate social interactions both within
the group and in its dealings with outsiders: to this extent 'discourse community' borrows
from the sociolinguistic concept of 'speech community'. Also, canonical knowledge regulates
the world-views of group members, how they interpret experience; to this extent 'discourse
community' borrows from the literary-critical concept of ‘interpretive community’. (cited in
Swales, 1990, p. 29)
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Like the concept of discourse community, the term genre also suffers from
"variable and uncertain usage" (Swales, 1990, p. 1): It is "a fuzzy concept, a
somewhat loose term of art" (ibid., p. 33) which is difficult to classify because
genres themselves are "unstable entities"; i.e., "the number of genres in any society

is indeterminate and depends upon the complexity and diversity of society" (Miller,
1984; cited in Swales, 1990, p. 43):

A genre comprises a class of communicative events, the members of which share some set of
communicative purposes. These purposes are recognized by the expert members of the parent
discourse community, and thereby constitute the rationale for the genre. This rationale shapes
the schematic structure of discourse and influences and constrains choice of content and style.
Communicative purpose is both a privileged criterion and one that operates to keep the scope
of a genre as here conceived narrowly focused on comparable rhetorical action. In addition to
purpose, exemplars of a genre exhibit various patterns of similarity in terms of structure,
style, content and intended audience. If all high probability expectations are realized, the
exemplar will be viewed as prototypical by the parent discourse community. (op. cit., p. 58)

Because different genres (e.g., research articles, business letters, editorials,
presentations, theses, books) have different sets of communicative purposes, their
schematic structures are different. Moreover, there can be subgenres within genres,
such as the research article being comprised of subgenres such as the survey article,
the review article, the state-of-the-art article, and so on. Genres also transcend
individual languages and national borders. As Widdowson (1979, p. 61) points out,
"[s]cientific exposition is structured according to certain patterns of rhetorical
organization which, with some tolerance for individual stylistic variation, imposes a
conformity on members of the scientific community no matter what language they
happen to use." Moreover, the existence of these "transnational discourse
communities" in a wide range of scientific disciplines "is likely to lead to
universalistic tendencies in research genres" (Swales, 1990, p. 65).

Although one of the principal aims of genre analysis is to "gain insights into the
nature of genre that will be useful in ESP [i.e., EAP] materials writing and teaching"
(Dudley-Evans, 1987; cited in Malmkjaer, 1991, p. 176), recent research
approaches have also attempted to correlate linguistic features of texts with human
cognition, explicitly linking genre analysis with schema-based approaches to reading
research (see section 2.3.2.2 for an earlier discussion on this subject).* For
example, Hewings and Henderson (1987) conducted a study on the reading
comprehension difficulties of students who were unfamiliar with (i.e., had no
schema for) academic writing. Their conclusions, which highlight the connections
between genre analysis, schema theory, and pedagogy, suggest that instruction

which includes a concentration on macrostructural elements, combined with an
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emphasis on lexical signaling, can be effective in enhancing the reading efficiency of
such students (ibid., p. 173).

As Swales (1990, p. 81) points out, a genre-based approach to academic
writing pays particular attention to the rhetorical organization of texts, and this also
concerns "the role of schemata, their characteristics and their relationships to genre
acquisition." From this perspective, the concepts of discourse community and genre
can be seen as interlocked, functioning in the following way:

Discourse communities are sociorhetorical networks that form in order to work towards sets of
common goals. One of the characteristics that established members of these discourse
communities possess is familiarity with the particular genres that are used in the
communicative furtherance of those sets of goals. In consequence, genres are the properties of
discourse communities; that is to say, genres belong to discourse communities, not to
individuals, other kinds of grouping or to wider speech communities. ...Genre-type
communicative events (and perhaps others) consist of texts themselves (spoken, written, or a
combination) plus encoding and decoding procedures as moderated by genre-related aspects of
text-role and text-environment. ...The acquisition of genre-skills depends on previous
knowledge of the world, giving rise to content schemata, knowledge of prior texts, giving rise
to formal schemata, and experience with appropriate tasks. (ibid., pp. 9-10)

In other words, our assimilated life experiences give rise to content schemata, while
our prior experiences with texts, both oral and written, provide information
structures and rhetorical elements which give rise to formal schemata. This prior
knowledge of the world, and of texts, not only allows us to interpret facts and
concepts (i.e., content), but also calls up "interactive procedures and routines"
which have been given a wide range of labels, including scripts, scenarios, frames,
and routines. Knowledge of such procedures derives from both non-verbal and
verbal experience in terms of prior texts, as well as from prior life expernences,
giving rise to the formation of formal schemata, or "background knowledge of the
rhetorical structures of different types of texts" (Carrell, 1983, p. 31). Content and
formal schemata thus interact to "contribute to a recognition of genres and so guide
the production of exemplars" (ibid., p. 86).*° When content and form are familiar,
texts will be easily accessible, whereas when they are not, texts will be relatively
inaccessible—in the latter case, "rhetorical form is a significant factor, more
important than content, in the comprehension of the top-level episodic structure of a
text" (Carrell, 1987b, p. 476).

4.4 Conclusions

In summary, in Chapter 3, we traced the evolution of the wrnting canon of
modern English prose, describing the standards, norms, and conventions that define
effective writing in the English-speaking world today, how they originated, and
why they continue to be valued. In the present chapter, we have examined the most

influential approaches to L1 and L2 composition pedagogy currently proliferating in
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the field, and have provided an analysis of the theoretical and ideological
assumptions that underlie the teaching of writing in English and govern how such
writing skills should be taught. We also reported that there is a polemical and
sometimes rancorous debate among proponents of these approaches, in particular
the radical dichotomization between process and product (see also section 7.3.2),
which has had an extremely negative effect on the discipline, causing "a great deal of
insecurity and confusion among ESL composition teachers" (Silva, 1990, p. 18). In
fact, however, each of the principal approaches to L2 composition pedagogy—i.e.,
controlled composition, current-traditional rhetoric, the process approach, and
English for academic purposes (including genre analysis as a bridge between EAP
and text linguistics)—should be viewed in terms of the contribution it makes to the
teaching of EL2 wrting skills and a new approach to composition pedagogy
established which integrates each of these orientations, a subject which will be
discussed in further detail in Chapter 7. In the meantime, in a framework that
roughly parallels our investigation of English rhetoric, the following two chapters
will provide an analysis of Japanese rhetoric from comparable historical, cultural,
and educational perspectives.
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Chapter 5: Defining Japanese rhetoric

5.1 Introduction

If rhetorical transfer from Japanese can be assumed to be one of the main
reasons for students' writing difficulties in English, then it is essential to have a
rigorous accounting of Japanese rhetorical preferences and conventions, including
the cultural and educational traditions from which they arise. As Leki (1992, p. 97)
points out, Japanese rhetoric and the writing skills of Japanese learners of English
have been the focus of more systematic investigation in the West than probably any
other foreign language; however, as is often the case in contrastive rhetoric, these
investigations vary greatly in terms of quality and in the significance of their
contributions to the field. Moreover, much of this research "is not easily available
because it is in unpublished form, often consisting of papers presented at scholarly
conferences, unpublished master's theses and doctoral dissertations, and papers
produced for graduate classes," as well as studies that are published in locations
which are difficult for mainstream readers to access, such Japanese university
journals and other in-house publications (Martin, 1992, pp. 10-11). Consequently,
the following overview of research in the field will be selective in approach,
describing certain studies in detail, while simply referring to others in passing.

To date, most research on Japanese rhetoric has focused on "the organizational
parameters which shape the overall form of discourse" (Hinds, 1983b, p. 78), and
in the past two decades, numerous studies have been published on expositcry
writing in Japanese. In recent times, argumentative writing has also become an
increasingly important subject of investigaton, although most other forms cf
discourse have received "scant attention in the literature" (ibid.).*® Because th:s
research has been conducted from a variety of perspectives, many of which are
difficult to classify, areas of investigation have been grouped loosely below, moving
from predominantly textual concemns, such as discourse types and models,
paragraph development, and modes to reasoning, to the inclusion of scciccultural
factors beyond the level of text, such as the notion of audience, the nature of logical
argumentation, attitudinizing conventions within Japanese culture, and nihonjinron
studies, although there is inevitably some overlap between categories in which the
same recurring themes are interpreted from- differing standpoints. This chapter
concludes with a summary of the principal features of Japanese and English rhetoric
in contrast, as specified by established authorities in the field.

As Kobayashi (1984, p. 25) points out, however, because of a long literary
tradition in which the expression of feelings has been paramount, Japanese writing

"has not much concemed itself with the conscious arrangement of ideas," and in
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contrast to English, "the literature regarding written discourse in Japanese does not
clearly define rhetorical patterns." Nagasaka (1992, p. 137) agrees, stating that "text
organization is not so emphasized in Japanese as in English essays [and] Japanese
expository prose has many different patterns.” Yoshimura (1996, pp. 201-202) also
concurs: "While the characteristics of English writing have been explored by L1 and
L2 researchers in great detail, the characteristics of Japanese writing have not been
revealed yet" (my italics). This contention is certainly overstated, but it is
nevertheless true that research into Japanese rhetoric is still in its formative stages,
especially in terms of descriptions of organizational structures and other discourse
features, and the conclusions reached in this chapter should be considered tentative,
as no final agreements have yet been reached among proponents in terms of

definitions, meanings, or the implications of research findings.

5.2 Discourse types and models

The most extensive and frequently cited research to date on discourse types in
Japanese has been carried out by the American text linguist, John Hinds, who
provides detailed descriptions of the most important rhetorical patterns found in
Japanese expository writing (1976, 1979, 1980a, 1980b, 1981, 1983a, 1983b,
1984, 1987, 1990). In a special issue of the Annual Review of Applied Linguistics
devoted to an examination of research directions in contrastive rhetoric, Hinds
(1983b) identifies two basic sets of organizational patterns in Japanese which he
labels "uncovered" and "disco