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ABSTRACT

Writing in English has become an important tool for communicating knowledge
in today’s international academic discourse community. The need to fully
participate in the activities of this community has motivated also Estonian
academic writers to produce increasingly more academic prose in English.
There is a considerable concern, however, that Estonian writers are not
sufficiently knowledgeable about the cross-culturally different norms and
conventions of the Anglo-American writing style and lack discourse and socio-
cultural competences in English writing necessary for them to succeed in the
target discourse community. Previous studies (Rummel 2005) have revealed
that, apparently due to the dominance of traditional grammar- and lexis-driven
English language instruction at school, Estonian writers tend to consider
mastery of grammar and lexis as one of the key contributors to the production of
effective English texts, whereas they attribute minimal significance to text level
aspects of discourse in this process. In order to remedy this communicative
deficiency in writing and raise Estonian academic writers’ awareness of the
important textual aspects of English written discourse a renewed perspective for
teaching writing will be required.

This doctoral thesis attempts to investigate whether discourse-oriented
teaching of English academic writing could raise Estonian writers’ awareness of
the Anglo-American academic writing norms and principles and thus enable
them to enhance the communicative quality of their English texts; whether a
discourse perspective to teaching writing could encourage writers to switch their
attention away from sentence-level aspects of writing and enable them to focus
their attention to the global aspects of text construction instead; and whether
discourse-oriented teaching of writing could be beneficial also for writers at
lower levels of English language proficiency. The thesis addresses the findings
of a two-phase empirical study (2004-2008) conducted with 73 students of three
tertiary settings of Estonia (the Tallinn University of Technology, the
Educational Advising Center of Northern American Universities and the
Estonian Information Technology College) at two different levels of L2
proficiency (Level B2 and Level C1, CEFR) in two test samples, taught in an
experimental discourse-oriented EAP writing module, and two control samples,
taught under traditional L2 instructional methods. The research instruments
included student pre-course needs analysis questionnaires, student post-course
evaluation questionnaires and expert reader evaluation of student pre-course and
post-course experimental texts.

The outcomes of the research appear to confirm the positive effect of
discourse-oriented teaching of English academic writing on the communicative
quality of Estonian writers’ English texts. The research outlines writers’
perspective needs in English academic writing instruction and suggests practical
implications for instructors and researchers to be able to conform to these needs.
Implications of the research include the necessity of raising writers’ awareness
of the textual and socio-cultural aspects of English academic writing through a
renewed discourse perspective for EAP writing instruction in Estonia.
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PREFACE

Since Estonia regained its independence in the early 1990s, Estonian academic
writers have shown a growing interest to participate in international English-
medium discourse communities in order to share their field-specific knowledge
and promote their research. However, writers are often not quite successful in
their efforts to publish research articles in English due to their deficient
knowledge of the discoursal and socio-cultural phenomena of the Anglo-
American writing tradition. Apart from that, writers seem to lack the
competences and skills necessary for the construction and interpretation of
English texts, and confidence in their ability to communicate their meaning
effectively to the target audience. Estonian writers’ fairly poor communicative
competence in English academic writing may be associated with the traditional
L2 instruction at school and university that tends to prioritise linguistic rather
than text-level aspects of interaction. In this context, it would seem clear that in
order to confront the professional challenges in the international academia,
Estonian writers should become better informed of the intricacies of English
written discourse by the best practices of L2 (EFL/EAP) writing research and
pedagogy.

The aim of this doctoral research is to investigate whether a discourse
perspective to teaching English academic writing could improve the
communicative value of Estonian writers’ English texts. Drawing on a two-
phase empirical study (2004-2008) in three tertiary institutions of Estonia —
the Tallinn University of Technology, the Educational Advising Center of
Northern American Universities, and the Estonian Information Technology
College — the research attempts to explore the efficacy of discourse-oriented
EAP writing instruction on Estonian undergraduate students’ writing
performance. The research addresses students’ composing abilities and practices
in English writing so as to clarify how knowledgeable they are about the Anglo-
American academic writing norms, discourse patterns and genre conventions,
and what students perceive as their main constraints in written discourse. The
research outlines Estonian students’ perspective needs in EAP instruction and
suggests practical implications for L2 instructors and researchers to be able to
conform to these needs.

The doctoral thesis aims to find answers to the following questions:

1. Could discourse-oriented teaching of EAP writing inform Estonian
students of the significance of writing as an important mode of
communicating knowledge in the international academia and thus
empower them as more motivated writers?

2. Could discourse-oriented teaching of EAP writing raise Estonian
students’ awareness of the Anglo-American academic writing norms and
principles of text-construction and thus enhance the quality of their
English texts? Could a discourse perspective to teaching writing
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encourage students to switch their attention away from sentence-level
aspects of writing and focus on text-level features instead?

3. Could discourse-oriented teaching of EAP writing be beneficial for
students also at lower levels of L2 proficiency in drawing their attention
to the global aspects of writing?

The thesis is structured as follows:

The introduction addresses the increasing significance for Estonian writers
to improve their competences in English academic writing required to
participate in international discipline-related discourse. It outlines important
theoretical and practical considerations of EAP writing and draws perspectives
for EAP writing instruction in Estonia. The introduction emphasises an urgent
need for EAP curriculum designers and instructors to upgrade EAP writing
programmes in Estonia in order to provide students with a more advanced
knowledge of the Anglo-American writing style and thereby meet their further
demands for international discourse.

Chapter 1 reviews different research methodologies and instructional
techniques in L1 and L2 writing and discusses their effects on L2/EAP writing
pedagogy. The chapter addresses several writing issues critical in the
development of instructional programmes for tertiary study, including the
specific nature of the Anglo-American academic writing style, fundamental
principles of text construction, varied competences and knowledge bases of
writing, and the socio-cultural aspects of English written discourse. Drawing on
the works of distinguished writing scholars — Belcher, Bhatia, Carson, Connor,
Flower, Flowerdew, Grabe, Halliday, Hasan, Hayes, Hoey, Hyland, Kaplan,
Kroll, Leki, Matsuda, Mauranen, Ortega, Raimes, Silva, Swales, Tribble,
Ventola, Weigle, Wennerstrom, White, Zamel, and a number of others — the
chapter serves as a theoretical and methodological basis for the design of the
empirical study into Estonian undergraduate students’ English academic
writing.

Chapter 2 presents the rationale and methodology for the empirical study
conducted in the Tallinn University of Technology (TUT), the Educational
Advising Center of Northern American Universities (EAC) and the Estonian
Information Technology College (ITC). The research was performed in the test
samples of TUT (TS1 and TS2) and the control samples of EAC (CS of EAC)
and ITC (CS of ITC) at two levels of L2 proficiency (Level B2 and Level CI;
CEFR) by means of different research instruments, including student pre-course
needs analysis questionnaires and post-course evaluation questionnaires, and
expert reader evaluation of student experimental texts. The aim of the first
phase of the study (2004—2005) was to examine how knowledgeable Estonian
writers are about the Anglo-American academic writing competences and
conventions, and what problems they may encounter in composing English
academic texts. The aim of the second phase of the study (2006-2008) was to
clarify writers’ perspective needs in English academic discourse and test the
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efficacy of the experimental discourse-oriented EAP writing module devised for
the undergraduate students of TUT.

Chapter 3 reviews the principle methodological approaches, instructional
content and classroom procedures employed in the discourse-oriented EAP
writing module. The module was designed with the twofold aim: to foster
improvement in the communicative quality of students’ English texts and to
identify appropriate instructional strategies and techniques for their acquisition
of skills and competences crucial in English academic written discourse.

Chapter 4 reports on the findings of the empirical study obtained from
student pre-course and post-course questionnaires, and from expert reader
evaluation of student experimental texts. The chapter identifies the students’
perceptions of the instructional methods, classroom procedures and assignments
of the experimental EAP writing module, and thorough a statistical analysis of
expert reader ratings on student texts interprets the effect of discourse-oriented
instruction on student achievement in writing.

Chapter 5 provides an interpretation of the qualitative and quantitative data
collected in the empirical study and discusses the value of discourse-oriented
teaching of EAP writing to Estonian students. The chapter addresses the
implications of this doctoral research on L2 (EFL/EAP) writing research and
pedagogy in Estonia and other EFL contexts, proposes perspectives for further
investigations in the field, and identifies possible limitations of the research.
The overall data obtained from the study lend themselves to the conclusion that
focus on the communicative aspects of discourse in EAP writing instruction can
minimise the constraints Estonian academic writers have in English writing and
enable writers to improve the quality of their English texts.

The conclusion argues that in the English-medium international academia,
with its increasing demands on written communication, it is essential for writing
skills to be presented to L2 students through discourse. On the above basis, this
doctoral research advocates a discourse perspective to teaching EAP writing in
Estonia so as to encourage instructors to address the global features of English
writing adequately and empower students in writing texts that truly
communicate.

The thesis is complemented by 38 Appendices that list additional
methodological details and summarised results of the data collected in the
research, including illustrative theoretical input on L2 writing research and
pedagogy, samples of the research instruments (e.g., questionnaires), the
syllabus of the experimental writing module, a sample set of instructional
materials and activities of the module, samples of student written texts, and
other relevant data.
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INTRODUCTION

English as a lingua franca for international
academic discourse

In the globalising world, communication across cultures and languages in all
walks of life has become more significant than ever. To facilitate
communication, English is now being widely recognized as a global /lingua
franca in many spheres of discourse both in oral and written modes (see, e.g.,
Crystal 1997; Seidlhofer 2005). Even though there is some controversy over the
global status and long-term future of English (see, e.g., Brown 1999; Jenkins
2003), it is considered a ‘key to entry into the community of the educated elite’
(Tonkin 2001: 2) and due to its socio-cultural power the primary means of
imparting and storing knowledge and information (e.g., Crystal ibid.; Graddol
1997). To date, the vast majority of academic, scientific and technical texts are
being published in the English medium; however, most writers of these texts are
not native speakers of English.

For academics, writing texts in the internationally accepted medium of
discourse is central to their success and professional development in the target
community (e.g., Flowerdew 1999; Kaplan 2001; Ortega 2004, Tardy 2004).
The ability to produce effective texts in English enables writers to communicate
their knowledge to the intended readership on a wider scale and thereby gain
recognition as members of the international academia. However, although
writers may be highly motivated to disseminate their research findings in
English-medium publications, to be eligible for publication, writers have to
conform to the conventions and standards of the Anglo-American academic
writing style and of the field-specific discourse community. Beyond doubt, the
ability to produce effective texts for international academic publication is of
utmost importance for non-native writers, especially of smaller nations and
language communities.

For Estonian academic writers, representatives of a nation of fewer than one
million native speakers of Estonian in the country of origin, competence in
English written discourse is a prerequisite for their success in the academic
world. Since Estonia regained its independence in the 1990s, new possibilities
have opened up for academic writers to promote their research accomplishments
on an international scale. There is a concern, however, that writers’ knowledge
of the Anglo-American academic writing conventions and principles of text
production is not always adequate to adhere to the expectations of the target
audience. Anecdotal evidence suggests that quite a few Estonian academics
have experienced difficulty in publishing their research results and have often
been rejected due to poor readability of their texts.

Recent studies along these lines (Rummel 2005b, 2009) have revealed that
while Estonian academic writers may appear linguistically quite proficient in
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English and able to recognise reader-based English texts, they are not always
successful in communicating their knowledge to the intended readership. They
seem to lack the global competences of the target language and are therefore not
sufficiently aware of what aspects of writing to focus on in the production of
English academic prose. More specifically, writers are not quite familiar with
the discourse and socio-cultural differences in the Estonian and English writing
styles in regard to the communicative aspects of discourse such as the purpose
and the writer-reader relationship, text overall organisation and patterning,
coherence and cohesion, argumentation and style, metadiscourse, and genre
conventions, among other issues. In short, when composing in English,
Estonian academic writers tend to overlook the macro-level features of
discourse and focus on the micro-level aspects of writing such as grammar,
lexis and syntax instead; similar findings have been observed in the English
written discourse of Finnish academic writers, representatives of another Finno-
Ugric language akin to Estonian (see, e.g., Mauranen 1996; Ventola 1996). As
the textual deficiency in writing may further limit Estonian academics’
participation in scholarly discussions and considerably impede their
professional interaction, one of the priorities for writers should be to acquire
knowledge about how to write for the academic audiences guided by Anglo-
American writing norms and conventions.

Spoken versus written modes of discourse

Language competence has a complex nature: it entails a number of different
abilities, including speaking proficiency, literacy (with writing and reading as
its vital components) and socio-cultural awareness, among others. For many
years linguists have maintained that written language is simply a reflection of
oral language, whereas education researchers have taken the position that
‘written language is the true representation of the correct forms of language’
(Grabe and Kaplan 1996: 15).

Despite the fact that constant attention to the spoken mode of English has
partly challenged the status of written language, it is now generally recognised
that written language has adopted a number of unique functions not shared by
oral language (see, e.g., Olson 1994). Thus, written language has gained a new
perspective for academics as a prime communication skill central to their
professional development:

In our present globalized and technologized world, it is writing in English, rather
than simply speaking in English, that can open or close doors to individual,
national, and international progress and advancement. (Ortega 2004: 1)
Scholars (e.g., Biber 1988; Brown and Yule 1983; Halliday 1989; Harklau
2002; Kern and Schultz 2005; Kress 1989; Olson 1994; Purves 1991; Riley
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1996; Wennerstrom 2003) have examined different properties of oral and
written languages and various ways of how these media vary and overlap
depending on functional dimensions and register variation. Whereas a strong
relationship between the competences of spoken and written discourses has
been found, certain crucial distinctions in rhetorical, organisational and lexico-
grammatical constructs manifest themselves in these two modes of discourse.
The characteristic features of written mode as opposed to spoken mode can be
outlined as follows:

1. specific rhetorical structures (e.g., paragraphs);

2. explicit cohesive devices (e.g., ‘however’, ‘furthermore’, etc., in academic
essays);

3. frequency of specific grammatical structures;

4. frequency of nominalizations in scientific writing;

5. parallel structures, sentential organization, and embedded clauses;

6. linguistic features common to certain text types (e.g., corpus linguistics data);

7. specific relationship between the speaker/writer and the audience.

(Wennerstrom ibid.: 8)

Literacy experts maintain that written language is vastly more complex to
acquire and teach than spoken language as it involves a rich variety of specific
qualities and parameters and requires a myriad of highly varied thinking
processes and ways of composing (e.g., Arndt 1987; Raimes 1985; Riley 1996;
Wennerstrom 2003). These variations may occur not only in structural and
organisational patterns and frequencies of use of specific linguistic features but
also in different discourse production methods, register constraints, and the
specific relationship between the producer of the discourse and the audience.
What exactly constitutes effective L2 writing performance still remains difficult
to judge since apart from various socio-cultural influences and cognitive
differences in the writing process, various learner differences (e.g., age, socio-
psychological factors, personality, cognitive style, learning strategies, gender,
etc.) may play a significant role in L2 production and interpretation (Larsen-
Freeman and Long 1991).

Brown and Yule (1983) have referred to different communicative functions
as one of the fundamental distinctions between the oral and written languages:
while speech is applied primarily for immediate human interaction, written
language is used for transaction of information and knowledge over time and
distance. Yet, while writers appear to have more opportunity than speakers to
review and revise their final products, this feature of writing may not
necessarily serve as an advantage in communication since ‘there is higher
audience expectation for written text” (Wennerstrom 2003: 9). Awareness of the
audience is of critical importance in the production of texts since, unlike
speaking, writing is a monologue-type discourse with no direct contact between
the writer and the reader. Therefore, writers should aim to contribute to as

23



coherent transaction of ideas and write as effectively as possible, making their
intentions and arguments ‘unmistakably clear’ (Lorentz 1999: 55) and reading
as easy as possible.

The communicative nature of writing seems to lie in Cooper’s (1979) basic
question ‘Who writes what to whom, for what purpose, why, when, where, and
how?’ elaborated by Kaplan (1991) into a model of parameters involved in a
generation of written text (Figure 1).

Within a socioculturally defined universe
(when and where)

Constrained by Constrained by the Constrained
author’s intent shared phenomeno- by logical
(why) cultural conventions world and by
and available genres reader’s
(what) intent
(how)
AUTHOR <« P TEXT -mmmemmeenmnenneeans » RECEPTOR
(who) (Text construction) (to whom)
(what)

And performative And further constrained And performative
ability (process), by Steiner’s four kinds of ability and ability
and recognition of difficulty to perceive author’s
audience expectation (for what purpose) intent

(writes) (why)

Figure 1. Model of parameters involved in writing (Kaplan 1991, quoted in Grabe and
Kaplan 1996: 215).

The writer-reader relationship embedded in this question well reveals the social
character of the writing practice: the writer influences the reader by the
selection and organisation of material, signposting and variation of emphasis;
the text itself contributes to effective communication both through the language
(structures and vocabulary) and the physical appearance; and the reader
responds to the text based on his or her motivation, attitudes and also mental
state. In written discourse, both the writer and the reader, applying the overall
knowledge of the typical genre conventions (e.g., layout, specific ways of
organising thought and formulating intention) contribute to the joint
construction of ideas.
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Socio-cultural considerations
of English written discourse

Writing is socially and culturally situated in specific intellectual and
institutional frameworks; beyond the immediate social context of writing is the
broader cultural context in which the written discourse occurs (e.g., Gee 1990,
Grabe and Kaplan 1996; Hayes 1996; Myles 2002; Scollon and Scollon 1981,
1995). The socio-cultural phenomenon of writing is well presented in the
following words:

[Writing] is also social because it is a social artifact and is carried out in a social
setting. What we write, how we write, and who we write to is shaped by social
convention and by our history of social interaction /.../ (Hayes ibid.: 5)

In this sense, the ability to write is ‘learned or culturally transmitted as a set of
practices’ (Myles ibid.: 1) that reflect the social and cultural background of the
writer.

Writing in the academia

Writing in the academia has generated considerable interest among researchers
attempting to unfold the specific nature of this phenomenon (e.g., Barton 1994;
Borg 2003; Burgess 2002; Connor 1996; Flowerdew 2002; Hyland 2003; Johns
1997; Joliffe and Brier 1988; Jones 2004; Myers 1989; Porter 1986; Scollon and
Scollon 1995; Swales 1990; White 1997, among others). Researchers have
recognised academic writing as a crucial means of communicating scholarly
knowledge within a particular discourse community that ‘involves more than
the generation, translation and organization of ideas’ (Connor ibid.: 18). Writing
in the discourse community can be characterised by a number of unique features
shared by members of the community, in particular, ‘common goals,
participatory mechanisms, information exchange, community specific genres, a
highly specialised terminology and a high general level of expertise’ (Swales
ibid.: 29). Community writers are often concerned with various textual patterns
of arrangement of ‘analyzing and interpreting information critically,
synthesizing disparate sets of information, creating information, arguing
alternative perspectives, and presenting and promoting research’ (Grabe and
Kaplan 1996: 341). This group of communicators can be viewed as a distinct
segment of the academic society such as, for instance, Estonian expert academic
writers’ discourse community or Estonian undergraduate students’ discourse
community. Focused on the community-oriented features, scholars view
academic writing as a socio-culturally embedded practice and strongly
emphasise the communicative nature of the writing process.
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Novice and expert academic writers

The true membership of the academic discourse community may be difficult to
define, yet, three broad categories based on the mode of communication (i.e.,
oral or written), communicative context (e.g., general or discipline-specific) or
discourse experience (e.g., novice or expert) can be outlined. The latter
classification is related to the concept of academic literacy that indicates fluency
in particular ways of interaction in the community. While the specialised
language of the community may be readily understood by expert writers, it is
not always comprehensible for outsiders and novice academic writers.
McDonald (1994, quoted in Leydens and Olds 2000: 2) has proposed the
‘novice-expert continuum’ to specify four different types of writing members of
the academia may be concerned with: non-academic writing, general academic
writing, novice approximation of disciplinary writing, and expert/insider
writing. Whereas the first three groups involve members of the academia with
general knowledge of the academic field, the expert writers’ group includes
‘established members’ (Swales 1990: 22) of the community, ‘dealing with the
same field-specific problem or closely related problems’ (Myers 1989: 3).

Since writing is socially situated, special consideration should be given to
situational expectations and writing practices of specific discourse communities
displaying a range of different literacies and specific interdisciplinary
conventions (e.g., Bhatia 2002, Taylor and Drury 1996). In this regard, the
ultimate stage of expert academic literacy would involve the ability to
communicate knowledge in ways that reflect scholarly standards in both L1 and
L2 media. The diverse nature of the academic discourse community, however,
has raised concerns among L2 writing scholars as to the extent to which L2
students as novice academic writers should be exposed to the narrowly
discipline-specific norms of the community. In fact, most scholars regard
knowledge of the academic ‘common core’, specific to most of the discourse
types in the academia, as most valuable for novice L2 academic writers — as a
‘vehicle for engaging with core content’ (Hedgcock 2005, quoted in Panofsky et
al. 2005: 18). This perspective to teaching English academic writing to L2
novice writers is highly relevant in the light of a recent emphasis in research to
create awareness of the communicative context of writing rather than tackle
with the intricacies of unique academic discourses.

In Estonia, tertiary students as novice academic writers are mostly engaged
with general academic writing to demonstrate their native language (L1)
academic literacy and L2 linguistic proficiency. For students, L1 graduation
paper is an important genre for expressing field-specific knowledge, while L2
argumentative essay functions as the assessment mode for demonstrating
linguistic competence in a foreign language. These types of writing denote a
transition stage from school literacy practices to the ones specific to expert
academic practices for which novice academic writers are expected to adopt a
basic set of disciplinary discourse conventions.

26



English written discourse and L2 writers

The study of contrastive rhetoric (e.g., Clyne 1987, 1991; Connor 1996, 2002,
2004; Cmejrkova 1996; Fine 1988; Hinds 1987; Johns 1990, 1993, 1997;
Kaplan 1966, 1987; Leki 1991, 1992, 2000; Markkanen et al. 1993; Mauranen
1993a, 1993b, 1996; McCarthy 1993; Riley 1996; Swales 1990; Vande Kopple
1985, 1997, 2002; Vihipassi 1998; Ventola 1996, Wennerstrom 2003, among
others) has demonstrated that L2 writing ability is conditioned not only by
writers’ level of L2 proficiency, but also by the cross-cultural similarities or
differences of the languages in question. As different cultures and discourse
communities value different ways of expressing thoughts and exploit different
rhetorical patterns for written discourse, writers’ socio-cultural background may
limit or enhance their comprehension of other writing cultures and the ability to
produce texts acceptable to the norms of the target culture. Of relevance here is
Wennerstrom’s argument that even those L2 writers whose academic texts are
considered excellent in one socio-cultural system, may struggle with the
academic traditions of another system.

It is widely recognised that the Anglo-American writing tradition with its
linguistic, discourse and socio-cultural intricacies may pose particular
challenges for writers. Composing a quality text in English that conforms to
certain rules that ‘most good writers unconsciously follow and native readers
unconsciously expect to find’ (Hadley 1995: 2) is a difficult task to accomplish
even for L1 expert academic writers, let alone L2 writers. Many of the common
problems of L2 academic writers producing texts in English may stem from
their poor knowledge about reader expectations in terms of the discourse and
textual strategies employed in English writing (Hinds 1987) and from writers’
applying the typical native language composing processes and conventions to
writing in English (see, e.g., Connor 1996; Mauranen 1993a, 1993b, 1996;
Ventola 1996).

For many years, the prevailing assumption was that L1 and L2 writing are in
their broad outlines similar and L1 writing strategies are transferable to L2
writing contexts (e.g., Arndt 1987; Jones 1982; Krapels 1990; Krashen 1984;
Zamel 1983). This approach led L2 writing researchers and practitioners to
adopt writing techniques and practices directly from L1 composition theories
applied in Anglo-American colleges and universities (e.g., Johns 1990; Silva
and Leki 2004). As a result, researchers largely failed to address the specific
needs of a much wider community of L2 academic writers.

Although experts have reported several findings of common underlying
processes that writers are involved in while composing both in L1 and L2
(Zamel 1987), it has been established that fundamental differences between L1
and L2 writing practices persist (see, e.g., Raimes 1991; Silva 1993). Silva
(ibid.: 657), for example, refers to ‘salient differences’ manifesting themselves
not only in composition processes but also in specific features of written texts
including ‘fluency, accuracy, quality and structure’. Even if the composing
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behaviours of L1 and L2 writers may be identical in nature, L2 written texts are
typically regarded less effective in terms of quality and reader expectations as
opposed to L1 written products. Some writing scholars (Carson 2001; Hyland
2003; Raimes 1991) believe that due to the above influential factors, non-native
learners rarely achieve native-speaker proficiency and therefore, they should be
viewed as distinct from L1 writers. Some scholars (Krashen 1984) maintain that
writing ability is not language specific at all but abstract knowledge that writers
have about composing and in many cases the low quality of writing may be
inherent already in the original L1 written text. Yet, while coherence problems
in L2 written texts may sometimes stem from poor L1 writing, insufficient
knowledge of L2 writing conventions as well as generally inadequate
communicative competence in L2 remains one of the main reasons why L2
writers composing in English fail to attend to the whole text aspects of written
discourse and tend to focus on the local features of writing instead (e.g., Lorentz
1999; Mauranen 1996).

Clearly, L2 academic writers have a different English language competence
than L1 academic writers, and therefore, L2 writers may experience difficulty in
expressing their thoughts appropriately and persuasively in the Anglo-American
writing style. While L1 writers have the inherent ability to handle the grammar
and lexis of English when they begin to compose in English as their native
language, L2 writers have to transform their expert knowledge and develop their
L2 linguistic competence simultaneously. Formulating ideas in a coherent
manner can be quite challenging for L2 writers as they have to acquire
proficiency not only in L2 writing strategies, techniques and skills but also in
text processing issues.

Theoretical and practical considerations
of English academic writing

Most L2 academic writers aim to produce error-free texts to be able to ‘cope
with the demands of academic discourse, and receive recognition as well-
informed, critical thinkers’ (Myles 2002: 9). Writers often assume that the
linguistic competence of English grammatical and lexical conventions is likely
to ensure the good quality of their written products and acknowledgement of
their research by the Anglo-American discourse community. However, writing
effective academic prose in English is not an easy task to accomplish for L2
writers since the English text should conform to certain norms and exhibit
specific communicative qualities that the target readership would expect to find
in the text. In line with this, many scholars (e.g., Bereiter and Scardamalia 1987,
Bhatia 2002; Connor 1996; Cooper 1979; Coulthard 1994; Flowerdew 2002;
Grabe and Kaplan 1996; Halliday and Hasan 1989; Hyland 2003; Kroll 1990;
Leki and Carson 1994; Mauranen 1996; Raimes 1991; Silva 1993; Swales 1990;
Tribble 1996; White 1997; Zamel 1998, 2004) have emphasised the need for L2
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writers to become more thoroughly informed of the intricacies of Anglo-
American writing in terms of the various discourse strategies, knowledge bases,
skills and competences necessary for the production of reader-based English
texts.

The multifaceted nature of the English written text would certainly require
awareness from L2 writers of both micro-level and macro-level attributes of
discourse: syntax and semantics on a sentential level, cohesion and coherence
on a textual level and lexicon as the ‘diffuse element’ underlying the other four
(Grabe and Kaplan 1996: 62). The textual level of discourse exhibits the
linguistic properties, which reflect its organisation, logical flow, rhetorical force
and thematic focus. In this respect, effective academic writing can be defined
not only by the linguistic quality of isolated sentences but rather by the textual
patterning and logical presentation of meaning in context. The textual
information structures and patterned functions of English, such as, for example,
the problem-solution (Hoey 1994), the claim-counterclaim (McCarthy 1993),
the hypothetical-real (Winter 1994), the general-specific (Coulthard 1994), and
various other structures enable writers to achieve the communicative purpose of
written discourse.

In reality, as a likely consequence of grammar- and lexis-driven methods of
traditional L2 writing instruction at school, L2 writers tend to attribute a
primary role in the production of English texts to micro-level features of writing
such as grammatical conventions, word choice and syntax. While the writers
may have become linguistically fairly competent in English after years of
language study at school, they do not always appear to have acquired the
communication skills essential in effective written discourse. This discrepancy
is likely to remain an issue of constant debate among L2 writing scholars:
whereas some scholars (e.g., Swan 1985a, 1985b) seem to believe that L2
writers must master the language forms before aiming at fluency, coherence and
style, a growing number of scholars (e.g., Cumming 2006; Ferris 1999; Hyland
2003; Kepner 1991; Raimes 1991; Semke 1984; Sheppard 1992; Truscott 1996)
insist that in L2 context the ability to construct meaning in discourse and the
fluent expression of ideas are the most crucial aspects of English writing that
should be developed right from the start.

The primary focus on grammar, as Hyland (2003: 26) argues, ‘shifts writing
instruction from the implicit and exploratory to a conscious manipulation of
language and choice’. This can be well seen in examination-driven L2
instructional contexts in which excessive focus on accuracy affects students’
writing behaviour as it encourages them to produce texts simplified in meaning
though grammatically correct. However, research (e.g., Grobe 1981; Spack
1988; Truscott 1996; Widdowson 1979) has revealed that increased linguistic
proficiency does not necessarily contribute to increased writing quality and is
therefore not the only prerequisite for good academic writing. While mastering
grammar may be a great challenge for non-native writers, learning to write
effectively in Anglo-American academic settings requires not only linguistic
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competence but also communicative competence related to the discoursal,
socio-cultural and strategic aspects of the English language (see, e.g., Canale
and Swain 1980; Chapelle et al. 1993; Savignon 1997). Therefore, in order to
succeed in English-dominant academic discourse, L2 writers should attempt to
combine the inherently complex characteristics of writing ranging from
‘mechanical control to creativity, with good grammar, knowledge of subject
matter, awareness of stylistic conventions and various mysterious factors in
between’ (Wall 1981: 53). Apart from focusing on the micro-level linguistic
features of discourse, L2 writers should recognise the macro-level fundamentals
of unity, text organisation, and coherence. Moreover, writers should consider a
number of important socio-cultural conditions for writing, in particular, the
intended message, the writer’s purpose, the topic and the expectations of the
audience.

English academic writing in the Estonian context

In order to participate in the distribution and processing of academic-scientific
knowledge, Estonian writers will have to adapt themselves to the situation in
which the English language has a dominant position in the global academia.
However, as the differences between Estonian and English languages are quite
remarkable and the forms of transmitting knowledge vary considerably,
acquiring adequate proficiency in English academic writing requires
considerable effort from Estonian writers.

Estonian belongs to the Finnic branch of the Finno-Ugric group of
languages, whereas English is an Indo-European language of the Germanic
branch. Estonian is spoken by only about 1.1 million native speakers throughout
the world with 86% of them living in Estonia and 14% scattered over Sweden,
Canada, USA, Russia, Australia, Finland, Germany, the UK and some other
countries (Sutrop 2008). The first educated Estonians began publishing
scholarly research in their mother tongue only in the 20" century. The historical
and cultural development of the Estonian academic writing tradition appears to
have mostly been affected by German, Russian and Finnish styles, once
influential foreign languages taught at Estonian schools (Laanekask 2004). As
one of the Finno-Ugric languages, Estonian can be linguistically compared with
Finnish; yet, in the course of history, Estonian is likely to have adopted far more
academic writing norms from the German and Russian languages than from its
kin language. While up to the 1930s, the Estonian writing tradition can be
regarded as greatly influenced by the German writing style, after World War 11,
Estonian was for many decades strongly constrained by the (Soviet) Russian
writing norms and practices. In fact, both German and Russian academic
writing styles represent the Teutonic intellectual style of thought and behaviour
(Galtung 1981). Recent changes in the global socio-political context and that of
Estonia in the 1990s have probably introduced a new era in Estonian academics’
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native-language writing style with the growing influence of the Anglo-
American writing tradition on it.

Over the years, English has held a special position in Estonia as one of the
major foreign languages taught and studied at secondary and tertiary
institutions. The tendency to opt for English has been steadily growing amongst
Estonian students; according to the data of the National Examinations and
Qualifications Centre of Estonia (E. Roosmaa, personal communication, 4
March 2008)', learners of English account for as many as 84% of the total
population of foreign language learners in secondary education and nearly 47%
of the learners in tertiary education. Another important finding is that roughly
50% of the Estonians claim to use English ‘quite frequently’ with the largest
representation being the youth (ages 15-29) and the highly qualified
professionals (Masso and Vihalemm 2005).

Research in L2 (EFL) academic writing and pedagogy
Gap in the research

The unique, interdisciplinary nature of L2 (ESL/EFL) writing has given rise to a
number of distinct developments in L2 writing theory, research and practice and
different approaches to L2 writing instruction (further discussed in Chapter 1).
Until quite recently, EFL academic writing was a relatively neglected area in
the research of L2 writing theory and pedagogy. Even today, most EFL
instructional programmes attend primarily to the development of oral language
and grammatical conventions, whereas due to several constraints, they rarely
address the critical issues of written discourse (e.g., Casanave 2003; Ferris
1999; Grabe and Kaplan 1996; Hedgcock 2005, Hinkel 2000; Kepner 1991;
Leki 2000, 2001; Panofsky et al. 2005; Semke 1984; Sternglass 1997). This
common oral product-oriented approach to language in ESL/EFL pedagogy can
be explained by a number of reasons. First of all, in the past few decades, oral
cross-cultural communication was deemed highly important all over the world
and oral proficiency was considered the primary goal of ESL and especially of
EFL instruction (e.g., Harklau 2002; Ortega 2004). Since instruction was
mainly focused on grammar and correctness in oral and written language, most
L2 instructors were also educated in that orientation (e.g., Leki 2000; Panofsky
et al. ibid.). Teachers’ focus on spoken language, error correction and grammar
teaching, and limited attention to the issues of written language may have
largely contributed to the widening gap between the EFL learners’ English

' The National Examinations and Qualifications Centre is a governmental body
administered by the Ministry of Education and Research. Its main objective is to
implement the national education and language policy in the field of primary, basic and
secondary education as well as vocational and adult education.
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linguistic proficiency and their discourse proficiency of writing (e.g., Ferris
1997; Truscott 1996).

In the last three decades, the number of non-native speakers using English as
a medium of professional international communication or study in Anglo-
American tertiary educational institutions has grown dramatically. This
development has led to an increasing interest in the research of L2 (ESL/EFL)
writing and writing pedagogy and the need to equip L2 writers and language
instructors with the latest body of knowledge in the field (e.g., Hyland 2003;
Kroll 1990; Silva and Matsuda 2001; Swales and Feak 1994). However, despite
the marked interest in L2 writing research and outstanding developments in this
field, scholarly work on ESL/EFL writing contexts has been relatively scarce,
except for studies in ESP and contrastive rhetoric. A considerable shortcoming
in the research lies in its primary focus on issues specific to the needs of
international ESL students in the educational institutions of the UK and US,
while scholarship in EFL, especially in non-native English contexts, has
remained quite insignificant (see, e.g., Casanave 2003; Matsuda 2003; Ortega
2004). This may also be one of the reasons why important EFL-oriented issues
of academic writing have not been addressed adequately and the research base
and practice literature available for EFL instructors is rather limited. Data from
a recent survey by Ortega (ibid.) on 109 studies of L2 writing published in
1992-2004 is quite revealing: while as many as 54% of these studies
investigated ESL students in higher educational contexts of the English-
speaking countries such as the USA, Canada, the UK, New Zealand and
Australia, only 34% of the studies focused on EFL contexts for Anglo-
American writing, with most research conducted in Japan and Hong-Kong.
However, as in the recent years non-native writers’ academic and professional
needs for English writing have increased enormously, a much wider range of
writing research from different non-native cultural backgrounds and educational
settings of EFL writing instruction will be required:

Recently, L2 writing research has shifted its focus from ESL instruction into the
specific contexts of EFL instruction. Yet, caution should be taken when applying
research findings across the wide population of EFL learners in different
educational and socio-cultural settings. (Ortega ibid.: 8)

Ortega insists that EFL researchers are uniquely equipped to make ‘cutting edge
contributions’ relevant to their educational and socio-cultural EFL contexts. In
the same vein, context-specific investigations would allow L2/EAP teacher-
researchers in Estonia to produce theoretical knowledge for the development of
L2 writing expertise in the country.
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Perspectives for research in EAP writing and
pedagogy in Estonia

While the need for a more thorough knowledge for teaching English academic
writing in Estonia has grown substantially, involvement of scholarship in this
field of research is not quite well pronounced. With such a small population of
native speakers, it is perhaps not surprising that text-level contrastive studies of
the Estonian and Anglo-American writing styles have not gained a wider
perspective so far and detailed studies on English texts composed by Estonian
academic writers are rare.

Nonetheless, a few significant studies by EAP/ESP professionals from
different tertiary institutions of Estonia, including the University of Tartu, the
Tallinn University of Technology and the Tallinn University have added a
substantial value to the research in L2 academic writing and pedagogy, and
contributed to the development of expertise in the field. In detail, Alas (1999,
2004, 2005) has explored L2 academic writing assessment and subject reader
expectations to L2 student academic essays; Konovalov (2005) has studied
transfer in English academic texts of L2 writers; Laane (1997), and Laane and
Tammelo (2006) have analysed Estonian academic writers’ English texts with
regard to rhetorical and cultural differences in comparison with native speaker
texts; Rummel (1997, 1999; 2005a, 2005b, 2006, 2009) has investigated L2
academic writing assessment and syllabus development, Estonian academic
writers’ practices and common problems in English writing, discourse and
socio-cultural phenomena of English texts, and perspectives for discourse-
oriented teaching of EAP writing in Estonia; Tiirk (1989, 1996, 2002) has
explored ESP courses and their relevance to teaching foreign languages in
Estonian universities, and the aspects of testing (e.g., national school-leaving
examinations in English); and Vogelberg (2003, 2004) has examined
negotiation of power in intercultural communication, models of politeness
behaviour and interpersonal meanings in academic discourse.

Furthermore, a number of international projects have been implemented in
Estonia with the aim to promote change in EAP writing syllabus design and in
quality assurance and assessment, and disseminate knowledge in the field. In
1996, a two-year Pan-Baltic Academic Writing Project was undertaken at the
Tallinn University of Technology (TUT), sponsored by the British Council and
supervised by Clare Furneaux and Ron White from the University of Reading
(the UK). As a direct outcome of this project, the first EAP Writing Programme
was introduced in TUT, and an international Advanced Writing Conference was
held in 1997 (Rummel 1997). In 2002, another two-year project — Quality
Assurance in Languages for Specific Purposes (QALSPELL) — was launched
at TUT on the initiative of Hele Saar and Mari Uibo, and with the assistance of
Barry O’Sullivan from the University of Reading (the UK). Drawing on the
Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR), this
project aimed to establish unified criteria for quality assurance and assessment
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in learning and teaching Foreign Language for Specific Purposes (all language
skills) at tertiary institutions. In line with the above projects, Rummel has
devised an experimental discourse-oriented EAP Writing Module (tested in
2004-2007) for the integrated-skills EAP course of TUT.

It should be admitted, however, that despite several efforts, the issue of how
to teach Estonian academic writers to produce quality texts for the English-
medium audiences has not received sufficient attention from EAP/ESP
curriculum designers and instructors at TUT and elsewhere in tertiary study.
This situation may derive from a number of factors. First of all, due to its
complex nature, writing is traditionally considered to be the most difficult skill
to teach and acquire. A more plausible reason for writing to have been
sidelined, however, is that for immediate communicative purposes, developing
learners’ oral proficiency has been targeted as a priority in L2 instruction in
Estonia for many years, both in secondary and tertiary education. As a result,
even at tertiary institutions, EAP writing courses are exceptional and in most
cases, the teaching of writing is incorporated in the integrated-skills EAP/ESP
courses of different levels and types. In these L2 instructional programmes,
however, writing as a mode of communication has traditionally remained
undervalued. Perhaps a valid argument for neglecting L2 writing may be the
lack of instructional resources and administrative capacities. Since the Estonian
education system is not well endowed, and the majority of higher educational
institutions have been forced to curtail their EAP/ESP programmes, it seems
clear that these institutions are not in the position to earmark resources for the
development of autonomous EAP writing courses.

On the other hand, there is evidence (Rummel 2005b) to suggest that L2
teachers in Estonia may lack not only instructional time but also knowledge,
strategies and techniques to encourage students to compose effective English
prose for intended audiences, reflect critically on their written drafts and revise
their products for better readability. Even though teachers may recognise the
role of text-level discourse in effective writing, teaching discourse and socio-
cultural aspects of English writing to Estonian students is not an integral part of
EAP instruction in Estonia. Furthermore, while teachers may aim to draw on a
number of instructional approaches to L2 writing in their pedagogy, in effect,
most of them are inclined to employ merely one preferred approach in their
classrooms. Under these circumstances, it appears to be increasingly important
for Estonian L2 teachers to familiarise themselves with the latest research on
L2/EAP writing and pedagogy in order to maximise their learners’ efforts for
interaction in the English-medium academia.
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The aim of this research

This doctoral research attempts to investigate the efficacy of discourse-oriented
teaching of EAP writing in enhancing the communicative quality of Estonian
undergraduate students’ English texts. The research focuses on undergraduate
students — novice academic writers — with the assumption that in their target
academic careers, these writers would be expected to function as expert writers
in the international academia. Although due to socio-cognitive differences,
students may lack not only L1 (and L2) linguistic and discoursal competences
but also subject knowledge, which may prevent them from producing effective
texts, this research treats both novice and expert writers as nearly similar in
regard to their deficiencies in L2 writing.

The research is aimed at exploring whether discourse-oriented teaching can
develop students’ understanding of writing as an important mode of commu-
nication; whether discourse-oriented teaching can raise student awareness of the
significant principles of the Anglo-American writing style and text construction;
whether discourse-oriented teaching can provide students with skills and
competences necessary for the construction and interpretation of English texts
and thus enable them to improve the quality of their written products; and
whether discourse-oriented teaching can be effective also with students at lower
levels of L2 proficiency. An important consideration is to reflect on Estonian
students’ experiences, practices and common deficiencies in English writing,
and identify students’ perceptions of the most important aspects of effective
written discourse.

The research is guided by the hypothesis that Estonian writers, regardless of
their L2 proficiency, prioritise the linguistic aspects of grammar and lexis while
composing English written texts and thereby tend to disregard the
communicative aspects of discourse. Another assumption is that Estonian
writers do not have adequate knowledge of the textual and socio-cultural
phenomena of English written discourse nor do they have awareness of the
skills, competences and strategies contributing to effective writing. A likely
reason for that may be that L2 writing instruction in Estonia has focused
primarily on developing learners’ linguistic rather than discourse proficiency in
English writing.

The ultimate aim of the research is to suggest general guidelines for the
further development of discourse-oriented EAP writing modules in Estonia. It
seems clear that the increasing need for academic writers to produce effective
English texts for publication should shift the focus of instruction from surface-
level features of grammar and mechanics to the communicative aspects of
written discourse. It is hoped that a discourse perspective to teaching English
writing would enable Estonian academic writers to become better familiarised
with the Anglo-American writing style and gain mastery of the techniques and
competences involved in it. In particular, writers should be provided with
knowledge of how English-speaking writers organise their thoughts, what

35



features native speakers associate with coherent written texts, and how Estonian
writers should communicate with the readership that is guided by the Anglo-
American academic writing. Drawing on the above issues, the importance of
discourse-based research into EAP writing and pedagogy in Estonia should be
well recognised.
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CHAPTER I:
THEORETICAL ISSUES IN TEACHING
ENGLISH ACADEMIC WRITING
IN L2 CONTEXTS

This chapter provides an overview of the pertinent issues of L2 writing theory
and pedagogy that should be regarded as instrumental in teaching English
written communication to Estonian tertiary students. These issues comprise the
varied competences and knowledge bases involved in writing, the inherent
features of written text and the principles of text construction, the specific
nature of the Anglo-American academic writing tradition, and the socio-cultural
differences between the English and Estonian writing styles. Furthermore,
drawing on various research methodologies and teaching techniques,
complementary as well as conflicting, applied over the history of L2 writing
pedagogy in different educational settings, the chapter outlines the instructional
principles and themes relevant to the development of Estonian students’
discourse proficiency in English writing. The chapter serves as a theoretical and
methodological basis for the design of a discourse-oriented EAP writing
syllabus for the Tallinn University of Technology (TUT), and for the further
development and implementation of discourse-oriented EAP writing syllabi in
Estonia.

Insights into L2 writing research and pedagogy

In recent years, research on L2 writing and pedagogy has experienced an
unprecedented growth due to the increasing number of non-native speakers
using English as a medium of professional communication or academic study.
The history of this field of research, however, can be characterised as ‘a merry-
go-round of approaches’ (Silva 1990) and ‘pendulum swings’ (Erickson 2002)
from one theoretical-instructional method to another, each designed to compen-
sate for the deficiencies of the preceding pedagogies:

This merry-go-round of approaches has a number of negative effects on the
discipline: it generates more heat than light and does not encourage consensus on
important issues, preservation of legitimate insights, synthesis of a body of
knowledge, or principled evaluation of approaches. (Silva ibid.: 18)

The disciplinary origin of L2 writing lies in the four most influential pedagogies
outlined by Silva (1990) as controlled composition (Briére 1966; Pincas 1962),
current-traditional rhetoric (Carr 1967; Kaplan 1972), the process approach
(Arndt 1987; Flower and Hayes 1981; Hayes and Flower 1983; Krapels 1990;
Krashen 1984; Raimes 1985; Silva 1990; Zamel 1987) and English for
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academic purposes (Horowitz 1986; Reid 1984). Research in L2 writing has
also addressed a number of significant theories of L1 writing, many of them
complementary and overlapping in nature, including the genre-based approach
(Hyland 2003; Swales 1990), the socio-literate approach (Johns 1999; Scollon
and Scollon 1995), the critical literacy approach (Blanton 1999; Morgan 1998),
the functional approach (Halliday 1999), and the post-process approach
(Atkinson 2003; Grabe 2003; Kent 1999), among others. Three commonly
applied approaches to writing — the formalist approach (product), the
constructivist approach (process) and the social constructionist (genre) approach
— can be distinguished (Nystrand, Greene, Wiemelt 1993; quoted in Warschauer
2002).

The multitude of approaches and supporting theories of L2 writing has led
several prominent writing scholars (e.g., Bruce 2008; Grabe 2001; Hirvela
2004; Johns 1990; Leki 1991; Raimes 1991; Reid 1984; Silva 1990; Silva and
Leki 2004) to argue for the importance of establishing a comprehensive overall
conception of L2 writing, combining the elements of writing in the
communicative interaction of the writer, reader, text and socio-cultural context:

An appropriate and adequate theory of L2 writing /.../ is one that, at a minimum,
regards writing as an interactive activity; is reasonably comprehensive and
internally consistent; reflects an understanding of historical developments in the
field; is informed by current work in relevant disciplines; and is sensitive to the
cultural, linguistic, and experimental differences of individuals and societies.
(Silva ibid.: 19)

Focus on writing as communicative interaction has led writing scholars to
pronounce the need for a renewed instructional paradigm of writing with focus
on the communicative purpose of written discourse:

Twenty-five years ago, writing instruction was characterized by an approach that
focused on linguistic and rhetorical form. Since then, we have gone into the
woods in search of new approaches, focusing in turn on the writer and the
writer’s processes, on academic content, and on the reader’s expectations.
(Raimes ibid.: 407)

Today, socially-culturally oriented research (see, e.g., Casanave 2004; Grabe
2001; Rienecker and Jorgsen 2003; Silva 1990; Warschauer 2002) has gained
increasing prominence in the communicative teaching of L2 written discourse,
which is indicative of a move from a cognitive view of language learning to a
socio-cognitive one. That perspective may be especially relevant in the context
where the dominance of English in political, economic, cultural and educational
spheres sets particular communication barriers for L2 academic writers. A few
of the significant examples of the latest developments in the pedagogy of L2
writing are ‘the post method condition’ (Kumaravadivelu 1994), the process
genre approach (Badger and White 2000), the lexical approach (Lewis 1993,
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1997), the task-based approach (Bruton 2005; Hyland 2003; Nunan 2001; Willis
1996) and the ‘enlightened and eclectic approach/method’ (Brown 2007).

Limitations to L2 writing paradigms

Controversies in L2 writing research have initiated major debates within the
field, which have set up several false dichotomies, for example, those between
product and process approaches to writing (e.g., Erickson 2002; Kroll 1990),
between pragmatist and critical approaches to EAP (e.g., Casanave 2001), or
discussions on the validity and best application of critical contrastive rhetoric
(e.g., Atkinson 2004; Connor 2004; Kubota 2004a, 2004b; Kubota and Lehner
2004). Other controversial issues in the theoretical literature concern the
dilemma of accuracy versus fluency in L2 writing (e.g., Coe 1987; Elbow
1986), the guiding principles for teacher response and assessment of writing
(e.g., Wennerstrom 2003), and a number of others. Today, quite a number of
theoretical assumptions about L2 writing and the early writing practices have
been found questionable (see, e.g., Cumming 2006).

Pedagogical variation in L2 writing instruction

Despite the fact that scholars have attempted to combine different developments
and approaches of L2 writing to formulate a universally acceptable L2 writing
theory, these efforts have yet not been successful. The three leading approaches
to writing (product, process and genre) have frequently been regarded as
mutually exclusive, each focusing attention on only one important element of
writing (see, e.g., Grabe 2001; Raimes 1991; Silva 1990). However, Raimes
insists that an ideal EAP writing syllabus should combine the product, the
process, the genre (social context and the subject matter content) in a
meaningful whole with its perspectives and constraints.

The product approach

The formalist approach to teaching L2 writing focuses on the correct form of
the product. The concept of the linear form of Western rhetoric, first addressed
in Kaplan’s (1967) work on contrastive rhetoric contributed much to L2 writing
pedagogy, even though it was based on the false assumption that both textual
form and the writing process are linear in nature. To a certain extent, product-
oriented writing can have a highly positive effect on L2 writers’ discourse skills
both in text composition and comprehension. For writers, the primary benefit of
this approach lies in the helpful composing notions such as thesis, topic
sentence, and transition, and the text constructing principles of arranging ideas
more effectively into a well-constructed paragraph and the standard five-
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paragraph essay, for example. While product-oriented writing may be
considered most valuable at the beginning stages of academic text construction
and for lower-level students, this pedagogical approach might also assist other
writers to arrange their thoughts more effectively (Johns 1986).

However, despite its notable instructional benefits, product-oriented teaching
of L2 writing has distinct shortcomings in terms of its impact on the writers’
communicative abilities in composing. This is the likely reason why several
scholars do not regard product-oriented writing ‘real writing’ (Ferris 1999) and
refer to it as ‘writing without composing’ (Grabe and Kaplan 1996). A
significant disadvantage of the product approach lies in its instructional
practices: although some L2 instructors have adopted more communicative
methods to raise their students’ awareness of English text construction
principles, the existent practices in many L2 settings still reveal ‘the lockstep
rigidity of traditional pedagogy’ (Matsuda 2003: 69) and focus on form,
grammar and correctness still remains a prevalent practice in EFL writing
pedagogy (see, e.g., Casanave 2003; Ferris and Hedgcock 1998; Matsuda ibid;
Sheppard 1992; Truscott 1996).

The process approach

The most notable influences in L2 academic writing instruction can be
associated with the process approach. With roots in the cognitive linguistics of
Chomsky (1959, 1965), this approach originates from the 1980s scholarship in
L1 composition that developed a cognitive theory of writing with focus shift
from product to process. The process theory introduced the cognitive models of
writing, formulated by Flower and Hayes (1981) and Bereiter and Scardamalia
(1987), focusing on the development of distinctive mental processes of what
writers do as they write rather than the mastery of formal models. According to
Coe (1987):

/.../ any process approach /.../ concerns 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 (Coe ibid.: 14).

In process writing pedagogy, L2 writers are trained how to master the thinking
processes and composing strategies of expert L1 writers (e.g., Ferris 2002;
Raimes 1991; Reid 1984, 1993; Silva 1990; White and Arndt 1991). This
approach, which regards writing as a complex, multi-layered and recursive
cognitive process, postulates certain conditions for writing and therefore,
writers are instructed to perform communicative tasks in multiple steps through
pre-writing activities, peer collaboration, multiple drafting, self- and peer
editing, and other similar activities, whereas attention to the surface-level issues
of writing is intentionally postponed to the very end of the writing process:
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/.../ that students should write multiple drafts of their papers, that feedback on
content and form should be given at separate stages of the writing process, that
grammar issues should be de-emphasised and perhaps skipped altogether, that
students should collaborate in peer-feedback sessions, and that one-to-one
teacher-student writing conferences were critical. (Ferris ibid.: 5)

A common feature for the multiple variations of process-oriented L2 writing
pedagogies is that they all focus on the writer to create meaning. In the meaning
construction process, the cognitive activities that the writer is involved with
appear to contribute to the production of more effective texts. The attendant
benefit of the process method is that it advocates writers’ active role in the
writing skills development process.

While process pedagogy and the composing processes of academic writers
have received increasingly more emphasis in both L1 and L2 academic writing
contexts, especially in North-America since the 1990s (for recent contributions
see Ferris 2003, 2006; Ferris and Hedgcock 2005), this method has also
provoked certain controversy among L2 writing scholarship (see, e.g., Faigley
1986; Hamp-Lyons 1986; Horowitz 1986; Liebman-Kleine 1986). Indeed, in
spite of the seemingly efficient strategies of the process approach, its positive
effect on L2 writers” composing skills may not always be as well pronounced as
expected. Even though L2 ‘process writers’ are provided with maximum
individual freedom for creative writing with minimal teacher intervention, their
composing problems in regard to content, form or rhetoric do not always
disappear. Likewise, even if the cognitive models of writing seem to closely
characterise the composing processes academic writers are engaged in, a major
demerit of those models is that they fail to consider audience, context, purpose
and the significance of a discourse community. While focusing merely on the
writer, the process method appears to ignore the social construct of meaning in
the writer-reader relationship in a specific context (Bhatia 1993).

Due to the above demerits, the concept of process was further challenged in
the 1990s through the introduction of the post-process approach to teaching
writing (e.g., Kent 1999; Matsuda 2003). This approach posits that writing
should be regarded as a public, interpretative and situated interchange of
meaning, even if no generalised writing process exists. Matsuda considers the
term ‘post-process’ as a useful heuristic for expanding the scope of L2 writing
and pedagogy since the term describes complex intellectual developments.
Thus, the post-process paradigm denotes recognition of the multiplicity of L2
writing theories and pedagogies rather than the rejection of process:

/... post-process might be more productively defined as the rejection of the
dominance of process at the expense of other aspects of writing and writing
instruction. (Matsuda ibid.: 67)

In short, whereas the introduction of the process approach to teaching writing
was claimed to be a response to the dominance of the product approach, the
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growth of the post-product approach was a reaction to the theories of process
that ignored the importance of the socio-cultural aspects of constructing
meaning best reflected through genre. In this respect, the post-process method
provides a sound framework for the genre-based approach to teaching L2
academic writing.

The genre approach

The social constructionist genre approach, introduced by Hymes (1972), views
writing as essentially concerned with knowledge of language in context and as
an interaction between the writer and the reader. Hyland (2003) has
characterised this approach in the following words:

Teachers who take a genre orientation to writing instruction look beyond subject
content, composing processes and textual forms to see writing as attempts to
communicate with the readers. They are concerned with teaching learners how to
use language patterns to accomplish coherent, purposeful prose. /.../ genre
teachers focus on texts, but this is not the narrow focus of a disembodied
grammar. Instead, linguistic patterns are seen as pointing to contexts beyond the
page, implying a range of social constraints and choices that operate on writers
in a particular context. (Hyland ibid.: 18)

The genre approach has contributed much to both L1 and L2 analytical writing
research and methodology and to the understanding of academic discourse.
Written genres of the academia and their role in EAP pedagogy have been
thoroughly investigated (e.g., Bazerman 1988; Berkenkotter and Huckin 1995;
Bhatia 1993; Bronson 2001; Dudley-Evans 1994; Frankenberg-Garcia 1990;
Hyland 2003; Johns 1997; Jordan 1996; Leki and Carson 1997; Nystrand et al.
1993; Silva 1990; Swales 1996, 2001; Wennerstrom 2003) with special focus
on the importance of a discourse community and the social construction of
language in the community. In this respect, the genre-approach has common
features with what Silva refers to as ‘English for academic purposes approach’.

The recent corpus-based studies of academic writing (e.g., Hyland 2000,
Salager-Meyer 1994; Swales et al. 1998) have strengthened the significance of
genre-based approach to teaching, revealing the diversity of salient linguistic
and organisational features inherent in different academic genres. As English
academic writing is highly rhetorical, to be able to construct and process the
rhetorical styles and discourse types employed in different academic settings,
specific writing skills and competences would be required. The ability to
produce the most common text types for the academia (e.g., research papers and
other research related genres) should be considered a major goal of tertiary
writing instruction and thus writing scholars have posited the need for L2
academic writers to become aware of the traditional modes and conventions of
the English-medium academic discourse community to be able to further adapt
their writing to field-specific generic conventions:
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While process-oriented pedagogies have given too much attention to teaching
[L2 skilled] writers skills they already possess, product-oriented approaches have
promoted little more than standards of correctness these writers are already
aware of /.../ what these writers seem to need most is to become aware of the
discourse conventions of the genres they wish to master in L2 /...
(Frankenberg-Garcia 1990: 6)

Moreover, scholars (e.g., Johns 1997) believe that genre-based writing can also
be highly beneficial for novice writers facing the discourse and textual demands
of the academia.

The main criticisms of the genre approach have been that it minimises the
significance of text production skills and views writers as largely passive (see,
e.g., Badger and White 2000). The latter factor may lead to writers’ inability to
deal with real-world writing tasks effectively and thus reduce their motivation
and creativity in composing. To accommodate for the inadequacies of the genre
approach, a modified version of genre-based writing, the process genre
approach, has been introduced. This pedagogy is geared towards training writers
to produce texts in line with their own specific academic needs and with the
support by the teacher, peers and sample texts.

In sum, academic writing is a multifaceted mode of interaction between
‘continuously developing knowledge and continuously developing text’
(Bereiter and Scardamalia 1987: 12); likewise, written text construction in
academic English involves activities from the more mechanical aspects of
knowledge telling to the more complex act of knowledge transforming. This
complexity has necessitated more recent approaches to teaching L2 academic
writing to recognise the importance of integrating all the different aspects of
writing with focus on the writing process, a written text as a product, and
writing as communication dependent on the specific purpose and context of
writing.

English written text construction

Although text is a commonly used notion in writing research, there is as yet no
consensus among scholars about how to define text precisely as the term
embodies a multitude of concepts. Some scholars (Brown and Yule 1983) refer
to text as a pre-theoretical term for any stretch of language collected or recorded
— ‘the verbal record of a communicative event’; others (Halliday and Hasan
1976) consider text as a theoretical ‘unit of language in use’ (both quoted in
Trappes-Lomax 2000: 1). Whereas some linguists treat text as ‘static’ distinct
from discourse as ‘alive’, most linguists still seem to agree that any verbal data
has ‘social meaningfulness only as texts not as collections of isolated word or
phrases’ (Lemke 1998: 7). From this perspective, text is equated with discourse
defined as a verbal form of social behaviour, an instance of communicative
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language use, and the process of unfolding an idea into a text (Brown and Yule
1983; Cook 1989; Nunan 1993).

Written text can be defined as an instance of textual communication that
adheres to certain principles of ‘textuality’ (de Beaugrande and Dressler 1981)
comprising the ‘constitutive principles’ of cohesion, coherence, intentionality,
acceptability, informativity, situationality and intertexuality; and the ‘regulative
principles’ of efficiency, effectiveness and appropriateness. As written
interaction involves ‘not only the process writer uses to put words to paper but
also the resulting product of that process’ (Archibald 2004: 9), written text
should likewise be viewed from three different perspectives as a product,
process and communication. Written text can be viewed as a product with its
text-internal linguistic, organisational and discourse features, and commu-
nicative functions. Another perspective is to view written text as a process with
its text-external factors of how academic prose in English is composed. Most
significant of all, however, is the position that treats written text as
communication with focus on how the text is received and interpreted by target
readers (see, e.g., Grabe and Kaplan 1996; Markkanen and Schroder 2000;
Raimes 1983b; Widdowson 1980, 1996).

Written text structure

According to the prevailing approach, a written text is a case of writer-reader
interaction that can be considered as the writer’s attempt to communicate his or
her intentions and information to the reader. Scholars who advocate that
approach (e.g., Bereiter and Scardamalia 1987; de Beaugrande and Dressler
1981; Brown and Yule 1983; Grabe and Kaplan 1996; Halliday and Hasan
1989; Hyland 2003; Kinneavy 1971; Martin 1992; Raimes 1983b; Singer 1990;
Ventola 1987; Widdowson 1980) have attempted to create models of written
text construction considering the essential parameters of communication: the
message, the writer’s purpose, the topic and the reader expectations. While
different scholars have each emphasised certain isolated aspects of text analysis
in their models, most experts have accepted the notion that text is ‘a
multidimensional construct’ that is made up of various interacting components
and subcomponents at a number of different levels which reflect its
organisation, logical flow, rhetorical force and thematic focus. The following
linguistic, sociological and psychological features influencing written text
construction can be specified:

1. Gricean maxims — the need to be informative, factually correct, relevant, and
clear/.../

2. Conventions for conveying status, situation, intent and attitude.

3. Mechanisms for indicating newness of information, rate of information, and
probability of information.
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4. Predictability of cognitive structures which anticipate larger patterns of
organization: schemata, scripts, frames, goals, etc. (Grabe and Kaplan ibid.:
41).

Research has provided substantial evidence to assume that the structure of a
written text contributes significantly to textual coherence and to how the text is
received and interpreted by the reader. Not only surface-level structuring of text
but also structuring at deeper levels can considerably affect the quality of
written communication. Figure 2 depicts the fundamental elements of text
structure introduced by Grabe and Kaplan (1996: 62) as syntax and semantics
on a sentential level, cohesion and coherence on a textual level and lexicon as
the ‘diffuse element’ underlying the other four. More specifically, text is
constructed of syntactic structures, semantic senses, cohesion markers,
organisational structuring, lexical forms and relations, stylistic dimensions and
non-linguistic knowledge bases (Appendix 1 provides a more elaborate 