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Abstract 

This major research paper presents the findings of the literature review that explores the effects of 

teaching rhetoric on L2 writer identity. The study was conducted based on three central questions: 

how do both advocates and critics of contrastive rhetoric (CR) view the practices of teaching 

rhetoric to L2 student writers; what impact does teaching rhetoric have on the L2 writer identity; 

and when teaching rhetoric, could EAP instructors encourage L2 student writers to develop a 

plurilinguistic identity? Chapter one provides an introduction to the research study, which includes 

the research questions, methodology and an outline of the study. Chapter two discusses the debate 

over contrastive rhetoric, a pedagogical solution that Kaplan (1966) presented in his seminal paper, 

“Cultural Thought Patterns in Inter-Cultural Education” (1966) as a pedagogical solution to the 

problems encountered in the L2 writing instruction and research in 1960s. Chapter three discusses 

how prevailing assimilative nature of teaching rhetoric in North American, Asian or any other 

EAP, ESL or EFL contexts may help L2 student writers develop a monolingual or monocultural 

identity. Chapter four discusses the possibilities of implementing polyliterate practices such as 

code switching, code meshing and translanguaging as alternative practices to help students develop 

plurilingual/pluricultural identities. Chapter four also discusses how such polyliterate practices 

would benefit the L2 student writers. Finally, chapter five concludes the discussion while further 

suggesting pedagogical/research implications and acknowledging certain limitations of this study. 
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Chapter One 

Introduction 

Area of Study  

Contrastive Rhetoric (CR), as a theory of teaching discourse-level features, emerged with Kaplan’s 

(1966) seminal paper “Cultural Thought Patterns in Inter-Cultural Education” in response to 

finding a pedagogical solution to the problems that second language (L2) writers faced in English 

composition studies. Kaplan’s paper suggests that “paragraph structures, like sentence structures, 

[are] language and culture specific” (Matsuda, 2003, p. 20), and the cultural patterns inherent in 

the rhetorical conventions of the L2 writers’ first language (Connor, 1996, p. 5) hinder the second 

language student writers acquiring the rhetorical conventions of the target language (TL). The 

proponents of CR, thus, claim that, the teachers and researchers’ awareness of these changes can 

help them explain the difficulties that L2 student writers face in organizing their writing as 

acceptable to the whims and fancies of the native speakers (Casanave, 2004, p. 27). However, 

eliminating one’s first language rhetorical systems and appropriating the conventions of another 

language may not be so convenient to the L2 students’ writer identity. The student writers may 

undergo certain cognitive and emotional instability during the process of transiency from their 

prior mental schemas to the ones that they are expected to appropriate. For example, Scollen’s 

(1994), suggestion that “the first person [singular] pronoun, (“I”) is not acceptable in Asian 

cultures” due to their sense of collective identity (cited in Hyland, 2002, p. 1110) makes me, a Sri 

Lankan by birth, confess that I had used to write in the first person plural pronoun, (“We”) until I 

came to Canada. However, my choice of using “We” was not deliberate but intuitive and 

spontaneous. I should have been conditioned to use such rhetoric that had been transmitted from 

one generation to another in the traditional Sri Lankan culture though the popular writing system 

had taken the form of a hybrid identity due to the influence of the British colonial writing system. 
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My failure to replace “We” with “I” or any other traditional Sinhalese rhetoric and discourse-level 

features with those of English should not have been due to my inability to internalize the English 

rhetoric conventions, but rather it may have been due to a problem of appropriation or making “I” 

a part of my life, the repertoire of my everyday vocabulary. Interestingly, in consequence of 

assimilation into the North American academic style of writing, now I deliberately try to use the 

first person singular pronoun (“I”) whenever I write an essay or any other text type. In addition, I 

try hard to adhere to the other paragraph level rhetorical features that I was often asked to comply 

with when I was doing BA English at York University. It is true that such discourse-level features 

may be commonly considered as appropriate to the target reader in the North American academic 

writing context. However, this process of assimilation into a different writing tradition seems to 

have kept my writer identity at risk and confused. Hyland (2002) too claims that “academic 

writing, like all form of communication, is an act of identity” (p. 1092), by means of which “people 

convey to one another what kind of people they are” (Cameron, 2005, p. 109).  

Therefore, the purpose of this research study is to critically explore how the practices of teaching 

rhetoric in the academic writing classroom would affect the second/additional language (L2) writer 

identity. This research study also aims at exploring whether assimilation is a notion that is 

generally considered when teaching rhetoric to the L2 learner and the impact this practice has on 

the L2 writer identity. Another purpose that is closely linked with the above purpose is to 

investigate the role that plurilingualism could play in terms of identity negotiation. I did this 

research study in relation to the research studies/articles in the field of second language acquisition 

(SLA) particularly, L2 writing and necessarily, in relation to sociocultural theory (SCT) due to 

SCT’s growing interest in exploring language learner identity. 
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Since the primary focus of this research review is to study how teaching rhetoric would affect the 

L2 writer identity, I did an in-depth review of the contrastive rhetoric, on which teaching and 

reviewing of L2 student writers’ rhetoric is based. CR proponents further claim that “cultural 

patterns inherent in the rhetoric of different languages cause L2 learners to write in ways that are 

not native-like (Casanave, 2004, p. 30) and to encourage the L2 learners to write with the rhetoric 

commonly used by the native-speaker writers. I explored some significant papers, both proposing 

and opposing the concept of contrastive rhetoric, beginning from Kaplan’s (1966) initial paper that 

illustrates five different rhetorical types (p. 66).  

Research Questions  

Based on the above revelation, in this secondary research study, I reviewed the literature on 

contrastive rhetoric (from 1966 – to date) to find possible answers for the following questions: 

1. How do both advocates and critics of contrastive rhetoric (CR) view the practices of 

teaching rhetoric to the L2 student writers? 

2. What impact does teaching rhetoric have on the L2 writer identity? 

3. When teaching rhetoric, could EAP instructors encourage L2 student writers to develop 

plurilingual identity?  

Procedure and Methodology 

I have used secondary research methodology to explore my research questions. The three research 

questions that I have raised are interrelated to the central theme of this study that reflects in the 

title: the effects of teaching rhetoric on L2 writer identity. Thus, the key terms used in this 

secondary research study are “contrastive rhetoric” (as a theoretical approach to teaching rhetoric 

in the L2 composition studies) and “L2 writer identity”.  
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Accordingly, the second chapter focuses on the following issues:  

(a). Pedagogical and theoretical background that resulted in the emergence of CR as a 

theory in response to finding solutions for the problems that the L2 student writers 

encountered in the composition studies; 

(b). Development of CR as a theory of teaching writing through controversies and how 

major proponents and critics of CR view teaching rhetoric to the L2 student writers. 

The third chapter reviews the literature in response to exploring the core question of this study: 

what impact does teaching rhetoric have on the L2 writer identity? In order to find responses for 

this research question, I reviewed the literature under two subdivisions. In the first part, I reviewed 

the research articles that explore the language learner identity especially, the L2 writer identity 

from the poststructuralist perspective. In the second part, I reviewed the research articles that 

explore the effects of teaching rhetoric from the theoretical perspective of contrastive rhetoric. I 

particularly investigated whether assimilation is an intended notion when teaching rhetoric in the 

L2 writing classroom and its effects on L2 writer identity. The chapter four reviews the literature 

in response to the question: when teaching rhetoric, could EAP instructors encourage L2 student 

writers to develop plurilinguistic identity.  

The chapter five briefly reviews the whole discussion in the previous chapters. It also discusses 

the limitations of CR as a pedagogical approach to L2 writing and the limitations of this discussion 

on CR. In addition, the chapter five discusses some strategies for polyliterate practices in teaching 

L2 writing. Finally, it discusses the pedagogical implications and research implications that 

emerged from the discussion on CR and this research review.    
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Context Focused   

This paper primarily focuses on the North American English for academic purpose (EAP) context 

in reviewing the literature of teaching rhetoric with CR as its theoretical perspective for several 

reasons. The first is CR as a theoretical approach to teaching writing emerged in the USA in 

response to finding solutions for the textual difficulties that international students encountered in 

their L2 writing classroom. The second reason is North American researchers pioneered in 

contributing to the development of CR in its fifty years of evaluation amidst different 

controversies. In addition, the research on CR was mostly conducted by the North American 

researchers in relation to North American L2 writing classroom. Therefore, the North American 

L2 writing classroom has been discussed in CR studies as one of the places where L2 student 

writers face dilemmas or identity crises and confusion since they are expected to assimilate into 

native speaker academic rhetorical conventions. However, when exploring contrastive rhetoric, I 

paid my special attention to how Asian L2 student writers’ rhetoric is viewed in the lens of the 

North American rhetorical tradition due to following reasons. First, I personally represent the so 

called “Oriental” (a derogatory term used in the colonial discourse to illustrate Asians as exotic 

“other”) or Asian culture. The second reason is North American researchers on CR have paid 

special attention to the oriental rhetoric claiming that Asian system of writing is spiral, indirect 

(Kaplan, 1966), reader responsible, inductive and digressive (Hind, 1983, 1987). Therefore, in 

exploring research and discussion in relation to North American EAP context, I extended my 

literature review to research studies and discussions conducted by both North American and 

Asiatic applied linguists, academics and L2 writing instructors in Asian ESL/EFL contexts.     
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Motivation behind the Research Interest   

I intended to do a research study on the topic: the effects of teaching rhetoric on L2 writer identity, 

due to several reasons.  The first among those reasons is, as I have stated above, my own confusion 

and intrapersonal conflicts in the process of writing, editing and revising essays (with deliberate 

and conscious focus on the North American rhetoric), while studying English as my major at York 

University. The second reason is the curiosity that I had by reading a research article written by 

Canagarajah (2001), in which he describes how his American professor marked his use of 

vernacular idiomatic expressions as errors. I first, read an article written by Canagarajah in 1990s 

when I was doing a postgraduate diploma in education at the University of Colombo, Sri Lanka 

and since then, I have been interested in his intellectual, honest style of writing. In addition, 

Canagarajah’s (2006a) claim that he is a native speaker of Sri Lankan English (p.589) made me 

want to know whether his American professor’s decision to correct Canagarajah’s (2001) “Sri 

Lankan idiom as grammatical errors” (p.29) was based on linguistic or political notions. Another 

reason is the positive feedback that I received for my final paper on contrastive rhetoric that I 

forwarded for Second Language Instruction, one of the courses that I did in the first semester for 

MA in Applied Linguistic program. The final and the most compelling reason is a Sri Lankan 

Tamil student’s narrative in which he has incorporated his own cultural idiomatic expressions, 

words and phrases without providing them with English translation (Swain, Kinnear and Steinman, 

2015, pp.53-55). By reading the Tamil student’s narrative, I felt how would EAP instructors in the 

North American academic writing context would react (in their feedback) if they found such 

foreign rhetoric in narratives or any other academic genres written by their students. These 

thoughts made me further question whether those instructors would encourage their students doing 

such innovative experiments in their writing and gradually help them shift through different writer 
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identities, or take a prescriptive approach and insist them of using the North American rhetoric. 

Finally, if they took such a revolutionary step, I was inquisitive to unravel, how they would do it, 

whether such an approach would benefit the L2 student writers to be successful in North American 

academic context or such an approach would be too idealistic.  

Key Terms: Definitions 

I will define the following key terms: rhetoric, contrastive rhetoric, identity, assimilation and 

plurilingualism that I would use throughout the discussion.   

(a). Rhetoric 

When referring to ‘rhetoric’, this paper does not refer to the original Greek meaning of rhetoric, 

which is “rheto-rike’ - public speaking – (Connor, 1996, p. 62) or the conventions that the public 

speakers may use to pursue their message to the audience. Nor does this paper refer to any negative 

connotations that the word carries in its everyday common use. This paper refers only to the 

persuasive, discourse-level features and conventions used in writing compositions especially, the 

rhetoric conventions deemed suitable in the North American academic writing context. Some of 

the discourse-level features and rhetorical conventions this paper refers to will include the logical 

placement of controlling idea, flow of ideas or general organization of a paragraph or essay: how 

it begins, develops and concludes, the authorial voice, point of view, tone, coherence, cohesive 

devices and other discourse-level features.  

(b). Contrastive Rhetoric 

Contrastive Rhetoric, which Robert Kaplan (1966) introduced in his seminal paper, “Cultural 

Thought Patterns in Inter-Cultural Education” is a theoretical approach that he proposed in way of 

finding pedagogical solutions to the problems and difficulties that both L2 student writers and L2 

writing instructors encountered in composition studies in 1960s. This approach helps L2 writing 
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instructors identify their student writers’ cultural thought patterns (embedded in the rhetorical 

patterns they use when writing paragraphs) as a root cause for the differences between the texts 

written by the non-native speakers (NNSs) and the native speakers of English (NSs).  

(c). L2 Writer Identity 

In this research study, I use the phrases, ‘L2 writing’ and ‘L2 writer identity’ to refer to academic 

English writing by non-native speaker (NNS) students who study English as their second or an 

additional language either in North American academic English/ESL classroom or in the ESL/EFL 

English writing contexts. In this study, I also chose L2 instead of ELL (English language learners), 

L1 (native or first language), NNS (non-native speakers), ESOL (English for speakers of other 

languages) or EFL (English as a foreign language) to broadly refer to those who learn English as 

a second/additional language.     

(d). Assimilation 

Assimilation is another key term this research review focuses when exploring the purpose of 

teaching rhetoric to L2 student writers. Assimilation refers to a particular system of language 

teaching in which the educational institutions expect the L2 language writers to sacrifice their prior 

schemas of L1 rhetorical patterns so as to accommodate into the rhetorical conventions of the L2.    

(e). Plurilingualism 

Coste, D., Moore, D., & Zarate, G. (2009) define plurilingual and pluricultural competence as an 

individual’s ability to use the languages for different communicative purpose and participate in 

“intercultural interaction, where a person, viewed as a social actor, has proficiency, of varying 

degrees, in several languages and experience of several cultures” (p. 9). Canagarajah (2009) 

defines plurilingual competence by highlighting the following features that he claims to emerge 
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from the research studies by Canagarajah (2007), Silverstein (1996), Khubchandani (1997) and 

Garcia (2009): 

1. Proficiency in languages is not conceptualized individually, with separate competencies 

developed for each language. What is emphasized is the repertoire – the way the different 

languages constitute an integrated competence. 

2. Equal or advanced proficiency is not expected in all the languages. 

3. Using different languages for distinct purposes qualifies as competence. One does not have 

to use all the languages involved as all-purpose languages. 

4. Language competence is not treated in isolation but as a form of social practice and 

intercultural competence. 

5. There is a recognition that speakers develop pluricultural competence by themselves 

(intuitively and through social practice) more than through schools or formal means. 

                       (p. 601)   
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Chapter Two  

Teaching Rhetoric in L2 Writing: Critical Understanding 

 Introduction   

This chapter addresses the first research question: how do research and advocates of contrastive 

rhetoric (CR) view the practices of teaching rhetoric in L2 writing? The objectives of raising this 

question are:  

(a). to briefly explore the origin of contrastive rhetoric with Kaplan’s (1966) seminal paper 

in response to finding a solution to the problems L2 student writers encountered in the 

North American composition classroom;  

(b). to study how CR developed as a field of study through the research conducted in North 

American L2 writing classroom and in other specifically, ESL/EFL contexts, amidst 

controversies; 

(c). to critically understand how research findings shape and inform the practices of 

teaching rhetoric in L2 writing classroom.  

First, the chapter provides the reader with an introduction to the theoretical foundation of 

contrastive rhetoric with close analysis of Kaplan’s seminal paper, “Cultural Thought Patterns in 

Inter-Cultural Education” (1966), which Kaplan proposed in way of finding a pedagogical solution 

to the problems in the L2 composition studies.  

Second, this chapter explores the discussions and articles about the pedagogical background and 

the developments in the second language research in the North American context that helped shape 

the L2 writing specially, English for academic purposes (EAP) and also emergence of contrastive 

rhetoric as a theoretical approach to finding a solution to the problems in L2 writing. The chapter 

does this exploration with reference to Silva (1990), Leki (1991), Krapels (1990), Ferris and 
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Hedgcock (1998), Matsuda (2003) and Leki, Cumming and Silva (2008). These writers, in their 

discussions, present an overview of the pedagogical background of L2 writing, including the 

genesis of second language writing issues, an outline of the research in teaching writing over the 

past few decades, certain controversies in L2 writing, which created a background for the 

emergence of different theoretical approaches, including CR. 

Third, in an extension to contrastive rhetoric as a field of research inquiry into the influence of L1 

culture on L2 writing, the chapter discusses how North American CR researchers particularly, 

Kaplan (1966, 1976, 1987) and Hind (1983, 1987) view ‘Oriental’ (a derogatory term coined by 

colonial writings to refer to Asians) rhetorical patterns. The purpose of this brief exploration is for 

the smooth continuation of the discussion because the research review is restricted to investigating 

how Asian rhetoric is viewed and assessed in North American lens. As an example, the chapter 

explores the articles and discussions on the Japanese writing style as a typical Asian rhetorical 

tradition.  

Next, the chapter discusses how CR research views the rhetorical patterns that L2 students are 

supposed to bring into the writing classroom, the controversy of conflicting views over different 

rhetorical patterns (specially, Asian rhetoric) and teaching of rhetoric in L2 composition studies.  

The chapter reviews the research studies/articles or discussions by both proponents of CR and 

those who have critiqued it. This critical review particularly refers to Kaplan’s initial CR concept 

as a pedagogical solution to the organizational problems in L2 writing (Kaplan, 1966, 1976, 1987), 

CR research in Japanese context in form of text analysis (Hind, 1983, 1987) and development of 

CR as a pedagogically important concept and defense against criticism (Connor, 1987, 1990, 1996, 

2003, 2004, 2005; Matsuda, 1997, 2001, 2003; Leki, 1991; Leki et al., 2008). The chapter also 

explores the controversies among proponents of CR and their conflicting attitudes to explicit 
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teaching of CR in L2 writing. Kaplan (1987) himself accepts that he “overstated both the difference 

and [his] case” (p. 9) and his “assignation of linear and spiral information structures to ‘English’ 

and ‘Oriental’ cultures respectively…is too strong” (Reynolds, 1997, p. 12). In order to give a 

balance view of CR as a pedagogical approach, the chapter focuses on how critics: both North 

American and multilingual writers, review contrastive rhetoric and teaching rhetoric in L2 writing.  

The chapter refers to the articles/discussions by the researchers and academics such as Canagarajah 

(2002, 2006a), Casanave (2004), Yamuna Kachru (1997), Kubota (1997, 2004), Kubota and 

Lehner (2004, 2005), Reynolds (1997), Scollen (1997), Spack (1997) and Steinman (2003, 2009) 

so as to build a critical understanding of CR and how it may affect the writer identity, which the 

chapter discusses in detail.   

Introduction to Contrastive Rhetoric: Theoretical Approach 

Kaplan (1967) defined contrastive rhetoric as “the method of organizing syntactic units into larger 

patterns” (cited in Silva, 1990, p. 13). Also, in his seminal article, “Cultural Thought Patterns in 

Inter-Cultural Education” (1966), Kaplan introduced the proposition that the texts written by non-

native speakers (NNSs) reflect discourse patterns specific to the rhetorical traditions of their L1 

and are distinct from the texts written by NSs (Hinkel 2002, p. 5). Further explaining CR, Kaplan 

(1966) stated that it might benefit the language learners by enabling them to grasp not only 

“contrastive grammar and a new vocabulary, which are parts of any reading task” (p. 21) but also 

the non-linguistic units such as ‘idea and structure’ that are larger than the sentence (p. 21). Also, 

he argued that “the discrepancy between students’ ability to produce correct sentences and the 

ability to achieve logical organization…stemmed from the transfer of L1 structures beyond the 

sentence level.” (cited in Matsuda, 2003, p. 20). Kaplan (1966) further stated that the L2 language 

research in 1960s had understood “cultural variance as a [decisive] factor in second language 
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teaching” (p. 12). However, he was of the view that its recognition had been limited to “the level 

of the sentence – that is, to the level of grammar, vocabulary, and sentence structure” (p. 12). 

Kaplan’s above note refers to the contrastive analysis, a theoretical approach that Fries (1945) 

developed and Lado (1957) later ‘expanded’, which hypothesizes that L2 learner errors are due to 

the influence of L1 grammatical structures (Eckman, 1977, p. 317). In order to reveal this dilemma 

in L2 composition classroom, being influenced by Francis Christensen’s “Generative Rhetoric 

Paragraph” (1965) and also drawing from contrastive analysis and Sapir-Whorf hypothesis of 

linguistic relativity, Kaplan (1966) suggested that “paragraph structures, like sentence structures, 

were language and culture specific” (Matsuda, 2003, p. 20). Contrastive analysis, developed to its 

second stage, ‘Interlanguage’ that hypothesizes that the L2 learner errors do not necessarily stem 

from their L1 influence, but they display a developmental stage of the language acquisition. 

However, contrastive rhetoric “never entered the next stage, interlanguage analysis” (Connor, 

1996, p. 15) though its research studies developed in different areas such as text analysis, genre 

analysis, corpus analysis and critical contrastive analysis (Connor, 2004; Kubota & Lehner, 2004). 

Kaplan’s initial idea thus implies the assumption that the differences between the L2 student 

writers’ L1 and L2 discourse features make it difficult for them to acquire discourse level features 

of the targeted language (TL). By understanding such differences, the L2 instructors can help their 

students organize their texts with rhetorical patterns acceptable to the native speakers (Casanave, 

2004, p. 27). Kaplan’s (1966) notion of CR, according to Casanave, is further “tied to modes of 

thinking, [in the sense that] what is considered logical in one culture may not be in another” (p. 

27), or in other words, rhetoric that is evolved out of culture is not universal but is different “from 

culture to culture” (Kaplan, 1966, p. 12).  
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According to Connor (1996, p. 5), “one of the most fervent advocates of CR studies” (Colombo, 

2012, p. 1), CR was the first serious attempt by North American applied linguists to explain L2 

writing. Connor also claims that CR “studies have received more attention than any other single 

issue” in L2 writing (p. 5) though ‘novices’ have interpreted it “too simplistically and too literally” 

(p. 31). Further defining CR studies that Kaplan (1966) initiated, Connor (1996) states that CR is 

“an area of research in second language acquisition that identifies that problems in composition 

encountered by second language writers, and by referring to the rhetorical strategies of the first 

language, attempts to explain them” (p. 5). Later, researchers, academics and writing instructors 

(Brown, 2007; Canagarajah, 2002; Ferris and Hedgcock, 1998; and Steinman, 2009) acknowledge 

the significant role CR played in L2 writing at a time when composition studies had been restricted 

to writing grammatically correct sentences. However, they state that Kaplan’s initial idea that 

students’ L1 culture would influence on their L2 writing is too ethnocentric, essential, prescriptive, 

simplistic, and overgeneralized. In addition, Kachru (1997) criticizes the promotion of Kaplan’s 

model of CR for cross-cultural teaching, as though it were universally valid. However, she states 

that most of the researchers agree the important role that CR played in research “on writing across 

cultures” (p. 337). Similarly, Brown (2007) states that CR has been overgeneralized because, “one 

cannot conclude that English writers consistently use a straight line”. However, he assures that 

there is still “a ring of truth to Kaplan’s claims” (p. 394).     

L2 Writing: Pedagogical Background  

Before discussing the critical views on contrastive rhetoric, it would be worthwhile to explore the 

historical background in which Kaplan (1966) introduced the concept of contrastive rhetoric as a 

pedagogical approach to L2 writing. While briefly exploring the historical background of the 

development of English composition instructions, Silva (1990) notes the controlled composition, 
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traditional rhetoric, the process approach and English for academic purposes as the four most 

influential approaches during 1945-1990 (p. 12). However, the research in relation to L2 

instruction generally, and L2 writing particularly, had been lagging behind until 1960s. L2 

instructors usually had to rely on L1 research findings, and as Johns (1990) states, this nature of 

relying on first language composition continued until the 1980s (p. 24). Even in L1 writing, 

according to Ferris and Hedgcock (1998, p. 3), the composition instructions from 1945 – 1960s in 

the USA “were largely rooted in … analysis of literature, [in which] native-speaking students” 

were expected to analyze different genres of literature in written compositions (p. 3). Interestingly, 

Silva (1990, p. 12) states that the L2 writing approach that had dominated by 1965 was the 

controlled composition, which considered writing as an essential activity to reinforce oral habits. 

Therefore, in this approach, composition was given a secondary concern (p. 12). However, the 

excessive influx of international students especially, from European, East Asian and Arabic 

countries to American universities and colleges in 1960s changed the demographics in the 

composition classroom. This situation attracted the L2 specialists’ serious attention to L2 

composition studies.  

According to Matsuda (2003), the interest in second language composition studies began to grow 

in 1960s in way of finding solutions to the problems encountered by international students in 

college and university academic programs in the USA (p. 19). Erazmus (1960) proposed the 

approach of free composition or writer originated discourse as a way of finding solutions to 

problems in the composition studies and “developing fluency in writing” (Matsuda, 2003, p. 19). 

However, the free composition as an approach to L2 writing was rejected by L2 researchers such 

as Pincas (1962) who promoted the controlled composition approach that focused on sentence-

level grammatical structures (Matsuda, 2003, p. 19; Silva, 1990, p. 12), which in turn was 
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supported by the oral/aural approach. In this control composition approach to writing, the L2 writer 

was considered as a “manipulator of previously learned language structures” (Silva, 1990, p. 13) 

and the ESL teacher was the only reader who did not expect the language learner to write original 

or creative ideas but correct formal linguistic features (p. 13). According to Krapels (1990), the 

dearth of L2 research was a reason for this situation. In addition, he states that L2 composition was 

not based on insights drawn from L2 composition studies; instead, the L2 composition teachers 

found guidance from the 1st language composition research (p. 37). Leki et al. (2008) describe the 

situation stating that the focus of writing at the time, due to influence of audiolingual method, was 

on teaching grammatical patterns and mere imitation of model texts (pp. 1-2). 

In mid-sixties, the necessity to attend to the “ESL students’ needs with regard to producing 

extended written discourse” (Silva, 1990, p. 13) increased. Kaplan (1966) presents this inadequacy 

of the second language instruction as well as the discrepancy between students’ mastery of 

syntactic structures and their inability to “compose adequate themes, term papers, theses and 

dissertations” (p. 13). While quoting L2 writing instructors’ typical comments such as: the 

composition is ‘out of focus’, it ‘lacks organization’ or ‘cohesion’, Kaplan stated that the reason 

was the “foreign student [was] employing a rhetoric and a sequence of thought which violated the 

expectations of the native reader” (p. 13). Thus, the controlled composition did not provide the 

necessary skills that the L2 writers needed to fill the gap between their ability to produce 

grammatically correct sentences and to achieve logical organization (Matsuda, 2003, p. 20) so that 

they could “build a bridge between the controlled composition and free writing” (Silva, 1990, p. 

13). In this context, Kaplan (1966) proposed contrastive rhetoric, a theoretical approach, as “one 

possible answer to the existing need” (p. 21) in the L2 composition studies. 
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Rhetorical Patterns: English-Oriental Dichotomy 

The focus of this research review was to explore how rhetoric specifically, Oriental rhetoric is 

viewed and assessed through a North American lens. Several reasons prompted the focus of this 

research review on Oriental rhetorical patterns. Kaplan, in his initial paper (1966), “mistakenly 

overgeneralized the term, ‘Oriental’ to include four different language families” (Casanave, 2004, 

p. 33): Sino-Tibetan (Mandarin), Austro-Asiatic (Cambodian and Vietnamese), Austro-Tai (Thai, 

Lao, Malay), and Altaic (Japanese and Korean). Later researchers such as Hind (1983, 1987), who 

researched Japanese rhetoric, repeatedly used the term ‘Oriental’ though the research findings 

exclude South Asian countries (South Asian region that represent the Outer Circle in Braj Kachru’s 

(1992) concentric circles model of World Englishes and some of the other East Asian countries.   

Kaplan used the following two illustrations to represent English and Asian paragraph styles: 

According to Kaplan’s (1966, pp. 11-12) description, English and Asian/Oriental paragraph styles 

display distinctly different rhetorical patterns. The English paragraph style, according to him, is 

linear, straight and to the point, and it has no whatsoever digression. For an example, English 

expository paragraph begins with a topic statement followed by a series of supportive statements 

with examples and illustrations to support them. Thus, all the other ideas help the writer develop 

the central idea that s/he presents in the topic statement. The NS writer may sometimes use a 

contrary different style. S/he may “state a whole series of examples and then relate those examples 

into a single statement at the end of the paragraph” (p. 17). These two types of paragraphs, 

according to Kaplan, represent the common ‘inductive and deductive’ reasoning the English reader 
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may integrate in written or any type of formal communication. In contrast, the Oriental paragraph 

style, according to Kaplan, is circular, indirect and digressive (p. 17). In the Oriental paragraph, 

the subject is “never looked at directly” (p. 17). Instead, the subject is suggested from different 

viewpoints or those writers “tend to circle around a topic rather than approaching it directly” 

(Ferris and Hedgcock, 1998, pp. 11-12). In addition, Kaplan claims that Oriental writers would not 

develop the things as they really are, but they would do it in terms of “what they are not” (p. 17). 

However, as Kaplan himself states, the intention of his discussion is not to criticize “other existing 

paragraph developments” (p. 20) or to claim that English rhetorical pattern, which has evolved out 

of Anglo-European cultural pattern, is a better or a worse system (Kaplan, 1966, p. 12; 1976, p. 

19) than that of the Asian rhetorical pattern. Whatever, his intention would have been, critics of 

CR argue that Kaplan’s “classification of all Asian writers under the broad category” of ‘Oriental’ 

is too prescriptive and simplistic (Ferris and Hedgcock, 1998, p. 12). Ironically, Casanave (2004, 

p. 31) claims, though “Kaplan (1966) discussed the linear nature of English expository prose”, that 

she does not see Kaplan’s own article linear (p. 31). In his later reflections (1980) Kaplan 

acknowledged that his claim about the uniqueness of paragraphs in certain cultures was “both 

naïve and too strong” (cited in Casanave, 2004, p. 32).  

Japanese Rhetorical Tradition: A Typical Asian Example 

In East Asian context, Japanese writing style seems to have attracted CR researchers’ keen interest, 

might be due to a greater influx of Japanese students to the North American colleges and 

universities. Hind (1987), one such researcher, whose findings later led to much controversy, 

identifies digression as a unique feature in Japanese writing, and claims the digression is a typical 

element (ten) of the Japanese traditional writing structure: ki-shoo-ten-ketsu, arrangement. 

According to this arrangement, a Japanese writer may first, begin an argument (ki), develop it 
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(shoo), digress (ten) and conclude (ketsu) it. While discussing the differences of the coherence, by 

digression, between Japanese and English writing, Hind (1987) states that the writer’s task is to 

“provide appropriate transition statements”, because for the English readers, unity is important and 

they expect “landmarks along the way” so that then they “can piece together the thread of the 

writer’s logic” (p. 146). In Japanese writing, relatively, the landmarks may be absent or they are 

so subtle that the reader tends to play a more active role (p. 146). Another difference that Hind 

(1987) finds in English and Japanese writing is the first is a writer responsible system of writing 

whereas the latter (Japanese) is a reader responsible system. According to Hind, the person who 

should be “primarily responsible for effective communication” in English is the writer while in 

Japanese, the reader has to bear this responsibility (p. 143). In summary, Hind (1983, 1987) 

hypothesizes that Japanese writing style displays unique rhetorical conventions such as 

inductiveness (developing the paragraph from specific to the general and writing the main idea at 

the end), indirectness, reader responsibility and digression.  

Teaching Rhetoric: Views & Controversies 

Some researchers representing both North America and Asian EFL contexts (Connor, 1987, 1990, 

1996, 2004, 2005; Leki, 1991; Matsuda, 1997, 2001, 2003; Hinds, 1983, 1987; and Grabe 1987) 

promote contrastive rhetoric as a study of inquiry that can be used to identify problems that L2 

student writers encounter in composition studies. Their assumption is that, by identifying the 

differences in their students’ writing, L2 instructors can help them minimize those irregularities so 

that their writing may conform to the NS readers’ expectations. In contrast, both North American 

and multilingual writers (Canagarajah, 2002, 2006a; Casanave, 2004; Kachru, 1997; Kubota, 1997, 

2004; Kubota and Lehner, 2004, 2005; Spack, 1997; and Steinman, 2003, 2009) question whether 

it is reasonable or logical to insist L2 student writers, who come to the composition class with 
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multiple discourse patterns, to adhere to a rhetorical tradition of a particular variety of English. 

Spack (1997), for an example suggests that teachers and researchers on CR should “view students 

as individuals, not as members of a cultural group” (p. 772). Similarly, Steinman (2009) 

recommends that Academic writing instructors who teach L2 students from other cultural contexts 

“should consider western academic writing as just one of many possible constructs” (Steinman, 

2009, p. 34).   

Debate on Teaching Rhetoric: Critical Reviews 

This literature review on CR does not suggest to the reader that there is whatsoever conformity 

even among the proponents of CR with regard to its function as a theoretical approach to teaching 

L2 writing. Kaplan (1966) claims that “contrastive rhetoric must be taught in the same sense that 

contrastive grammar is presently taught” (p. 20). When teaching rhetoric to L2 students, Kaplan 

suggests that L2 instructors must be aware of the rhetorical differences and should show these 

differences overtly to their students (p. 20). Leki (1991), whom Connor (1996, p. 167) identifies 

as a “strong advocate for the employment of CR insights in the ESL classroom”, states that 

Kaplan’s (1966) work was “more intuitive than scientific” (p. 123). Also, Leki (1991) “proposes 

viewing students as individuals rather than members of a generalized cultural group” (cited in 

Kubota and Lehner, 2004, p. 10). However, Leki (1991) acknowledges the significance of 

Kaplan’s (1966) work by claiming that it is valuable “in establishing contrastive rhetoric as a new 

field of inquiry” (p.123). Spack (1997) and Zamel (1997) criticize CR for its “reductionist, 

deterministic, prescriptive and essentialist orientation” (cited in Kubota and Lehner, 2004, p. 10). 

Thus, the critics such as Casanave, 2004; Kachru, 1997; Kubota, 1997, 2004; Kubota and Lehner, 

2004, 2005; Spack, 1997; and Steinman (2003, 2009) do not acknowledge CR as an effective 

theoretical approach to teaching L2 writing. They argue that CR is not a suitable pedagogical 
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approach in finding solutions for the problems in L2 writing classroom because it is too 

ethnocentric and monocultural. What is more problematic is there is no conformity even among 

the proponents of CR such as Connor Leki and Matsuda in their views about CR as an effective 

theoretical approach to teaching L2 writing.  

With regard to CR’s value as a teaching approach, Kaplan (1976), in his article “A Further Note 

on Contrastive Rhetoric” (1976), restated that rhetoric, which is a ‘culturally coded system’, is a 

part of socialization process and therefore, it needs to be learned through teaching (p. 14). 

However, the other proponents of CR such as (Connor, 1996) insists that Kaplan did not mean 

contrastive rhetoric as a “teaching pedagogy” (p. 167) and he “warned ESL writing teachers that 

contrastive rhetoric does not offer a curriculum” (Matsuda, 1997, p. 46). This seems to suggest to 

the reader that, in the face of criticism leveled against his theory of contrastive rhetoric, Kaplan 

changed his original view. Kaplan and Grabe (1989, p. 269), for example, state that CR is not a 

“methodology for teaching though some of its findings can be (and indeed have been) applied to 

teaching” (cited in Connor, 1996, p. 167). Self-contradictorily, Connor (2003) while referring to a 

Senegalese teacher and Toshiko Yoshimura (2001), an EFL teacher in Japan, states that those 

teachers have found CR a “powerful research tool and a useful theory for teaching” (p. 219). 

Moreover, Connor claims that CR “has had and will continue to have an effect on teaching” (p. 

219), and that CR can offer useful activities for ESL/EFL teachers of writing (p. 219). Matsuda’s 

(1997) statement that “insights gained by [CR] research have not been effectively applied into the 

practice of teaching organizational structures” (p. 45) may also suggest to the reader the value of 

CR as a theoretical approach to teaching L2 writing. Matsuda (2003), in his attempt to respond to 

Ying’s (2001) and other opponents of CR, warns that they need to consider Kaplan’s (1966) work 

“on its historical context” (p. 257).  
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Similarly, instead of merely teaching students in L2 writing classes that rhetorical differences exist 

between English and their L1, Hind (1987) suggests to the L2 writing teachers that they should 

take a further step by “teaching a new way to conceptualize the writing process” (p. 151). Hind 

(1987) hypothesizes that Japanese writing displays unique rhetorical conventions such as 

inductiveness (developing the paragraph from specific to the general and writing the main idea at 

the end), indirectness and reader responsibility (cited by Kubota, 1997, p. 461). Moreover, by 

assuming that Japanese students tend to expect their readers to be sympathetic and comprehend 

“whatever meaning [they have] intended”, Hind (1987) claims that those ESL students need to 

learn that “effective written communication in English is the sole provenience of the writer” (p. 

152). Hind (1987) developed this hypothesis by analyzing a popular Japanese newspaper article.  

However, while reanalyzing Hind’s (1987) sample essay, McCagg (1996) challenges his assertion 

that Japanese writing is inductive, indirect and reader responsible (cited in Kubota, 1997, p. 461; 

Casanave, 2004, p. 35). Also, McCagg argues that the Japanese reader who is familiar with 

Japanese culture may comprehend the so called reader responsible Japanese writing far easier than 

the English readership would do (Casanave, 2004, 35). Casanave’s above comment suggests that 

those with similar rhetorical assumptions can comprehend the meaning of a text better, but it does 

not justify the traditional CR notion that L2 writers should adhere to somebody else’s rhetorical 

pattern. Further adding to this argument, Kubota explains that “good Japanese and good English 

essays (expository and persuasive) share some similar discourse-level features (p. 461). While 

acknowledging the weaknesses of CR, Ferris and Hedgcock (1998) state that they would not claim 

that writers from a particular L1 may find the same difficulties in L2 writing. However, they are 

of the opinion that being aware that “logical patterns of organization differ cross-culturally and 
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cross-linguistically” can help both teachers and L2 student writers understand some of the 

difficulties L2 writers encounter in the composition classroom” (p. 13).   

Brown (2007), in his Teaching by Principals: An Interactive Approach to Pedagogy, which is 

commonly used as a guide for novice teachers in North American TESL programs, does not deny 

“the effect of one’s native culture” (p. 394). Nor does he insist that teachers should hold ‘dogmatic 

views’ that L2 writers find difficulties merely because of their L1 influence. Instead, he 

recommends the teachers to “consider students’ cultural/literary schemata as only one possible 

source of difficulty” (p. 394).      

Kachru (1997) claims that the assumption that there are “identifiable norms of writing in English 

is problematic” (p. 338) since there are differences within and among the Inner Circle varieties of 

English. While quoting Grabe (1987) and Biber (1989), Kachru claims that there is no “well-

defined text types such as “expository prose’ in English” and also that “the concept of a monolithic 

norm in academic writing is a myth” (338). While critiquing on Kaplan’s (1966, p. 20) notion that 

contrastive rhetoric “must be taught in the same sense that contrastive grammar is presently 

taught”, Kachru (1997, p. 338) rebukes that CR studies are “increasingly being presented as 

universally valid”. Process oriented researchers such as Mohan and Lo (1985) argue that the 

problematic rhetorical features that certain L2 writings display are the problems that any 

developing L2 writer would display (cited in Leki, 1991, p. 124), and so the problems should not 

be viewed as emanating from a different rhetorical tradition. While deconstructing the CR 

proponents’ claim, as an example, that the problems in Chinese L2 writing English is due to the 

transfer of their L1 rhetorical patterns, Mohan and Lo argue that Chinese students’ problems are 

the “usual difficulties of any inexperienced” writer would display (cited in Leki, 1991, p. 124). 

However, Leki (1991) objects to this position of zero influence from L1 rhetoric by stating that L2 
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writers come with their previous ‘discourse schemata’ or the rhetorical patterns that they have 

learnt in formal school settings, so their L2 writing “reflects the culture of school system and 

culturally preferred discourse styles” (p. 124). Also, both Canagarajah (2002) and Steinman (2009) 

are critical of original CR proponent’s tendency to consider the use of L1 rhetoric in second 

language writing as hindrance or interference. Steinman (2009) appeals the North American EAP 

instructors to consider L2 writers’ use of their L1 rhetoric or their first language writing knowledge 

as a “powerful resource” (Steinman, 2009, p. 33) and consider presenting Western writing 

practices not ‘as the way’ but ‘as a way’ (p. 84) to L2 writing. 

Here, it would be useful to pay attention to how the traditional view of contrastive rhetoric defines 

culture. According to Connor (1996), CR research defines culture as “a set of rules and patterns 

shared by a given community” (p. 101). Accordingly, compositions written by L2 writers exhibit 

rhetorical patterns unique to each culture those students represent. However, a different view of 

culture questions whether culture can exist static state without any changes while everything else 

is in a constant flux. In this context, Kubota (1997) is critical of Hind’s (1987) assumption that the 

reader responsibility and incoherence “often exhibited in English texts written by L2 [Japanese] 

writers” (p. 464) naturally stems from the traditional Japanese ki-shoo-ten-ketsu style of writing. 

According to her, the assumption that “Japanese texts are characterized by a classical ki-shoo-ten-

ketsu reflects the view” (p. 464) that language is static and it does not change over centuries. She 

instead, states that “language is neither historically fixed nor emergent out of a vacuum, [but] it is 

fluid, dynamic, and constituted through the change of social and political conditions both within 

and between language groups” (p. 464). She further states that Hind’s assertion that Japanese 

writing is digressive, indirect or reader responsible might be only relevant to certain texts, but it 
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cannot be overgeneralized to entire Japanese writing, and insists that such “overgeneralization 

should be avoided in contrastive rhetoric research” (p. 473).  

Also, Kubota (2004) states that the common research tendency is to highlight the “existence of 

essential [and] stable” cultural traits in the two languages: the L2 writer’s L1 and English may 

“create a fixed, polarized differences between the two” (p. 21). Therefore, Kubota (1997) warns 

both teachers and researchers, who may rely on the common implication and the suggestion that 

teachers can help students raise their awareness of cultural differences in writing conventions 

through teacher-student conferences, that there is a danger of “dichotomizing us and them and 

constructing, instead of discovering, cultural differences” (p. 475). Though proponents of CR 

insists that Kaplan did not mean contrastive rhetoric as a “teaching pedagogy” (Connor, 1996, p. 

167) or as a ‘curriculum’ for teaching rhetoric (Matsuda, 1997, p. 46), Kubota and Lehner (2004) 

quote a list of techniques that researchers suggest for teaching rhetoric (p. 13). The list includes 

rearranging scrambled paragraphs, filling out an outline following topic sentences, imitating 

models, doing controlled exercises, identifying topic structures in authentic texts, narrowing down 

a topic, explaining chronological and logical sequences and discussing rhetorical differences (p. 

13). Thus, the proponents of contrastive rhetoric recommend teaching the target language rhetoric 

by making rhetorical differences explicit and raising students’ awareness of those differences 

(Kubota and Lehner, 2004, p. 13). Accordingly, Kaplan’s “view keeps standard English in its place 

of authority and positions second language student writers as needing correction (Kubota and 

Lehner, 2004, p. 17).  

However, Connor (2005) in her response to Kubota and Lehner (2004) states that Kubota and 

Lehner’s argument is due to their misreading. She further insists that even Kaplan, in his original 

article on CR, “did not say that we substitute English patterns for the learners’ own style of writing” 
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(p. 123). Thus, Connor (2005) denies Kubota and Lehner’s (2004) claim that proponents of CR 

promote “explicit teaching” of English rhetoric. With regard to CR researchers’ opinion that 

rhetorical differences exist in languages based on their cultural differences, Connor insists, 

“distinct cultural patterns in their culture do exists because [Japanese writers] said they do” (cited 

in Kubota and Lehner, 2005, p. 139). However, Spack (1997, p. 766) argues that researchers may 

definitely assume a standard to measure “what is different from what is not different” when they 

“construct students’ identities by calling them linguistically different”. The researchers’ assumed 

standard, as Spack argues, may be “speakers whose L1 is English”. Similarly, in their counter-

response to Connor’s (2005) argument, Kubota and Lehner (2005) insist that Connor, in her 

attempt, supports the opinion of mainstream CR research that existence of distinct patterns of 

written texts in different languages is an objective fact (p. 137). Their position, in turn, is that 

contrastive research does not “generate universally generalizable results but only taps some trends 

among specific writers in a specific time and place” (p. 138).  

With regard to essentialist and deterministic assumptions (above discussion) that original 

proponents of CR still hold, Canagarajah (2002) is of the opinion that they “make boundary 

crossing difficult and define communities as exclusive in membership” (p. 37). However, he 

acknowledges that his Tamil oral interactions had influenced the English of his writing, and states 

that there was no ‘explicit teaching’ of writing and the corrections, in his essay writing class in 

Jaffna Sri Lanka, “usually focused on grammatical, syntactic and spelling errors” (Canagarajah, 

2006a, p. 25). Canagarajah (2006a) reveals, from his own personal experience as a graduate student 

in a USA university, the repercussions of overdose of teaching Western writing conventions to L2 

student writers. According to his revelation, his American professor marked his constant use of 

“Sri Lankan idiom as grammatical or syntactic errors” (p. 29). 
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Conclusion  

Thus, there is no consensus among proponents and opponents or even among proponents about 

contrastive rhetoric as a theoretical approach to writing or teaching Western rhetoric in L2 writing 

classroom. Connor (1996) comments that novices have interpreted CR “too simplistically and too 

literally” (p. 31). Similarly, Matsuda (2003), another defendant of CR, argues that critics should 

not forget the context during which Kaplan originated contrastive rhetoric (p. 257). According to 

him, Kaplan (1966) proposed CR, as a pedagogical solution to the existing problems in the L2 

writing classroom, at a time composition writing had confined to constructing grammatically 

correct sentences. Brown (2007) recommends researchers consider students’ “cultural/literary 

schemata as only one possible source of difficulty” (p. 394). Mohan and Lo (1985) argue that 

rhetorical differences cannot be considered as errors due to second language writers’ L1 influence. 

They claim that those so called errors could be seen in any developing writer’s essays/articles. 

(cited in Leki, 1991, p. 1240)  

Different North American and Multilingual researchers/writers (Canagarajah, 2002; Casanave, 

2004; Kachru, 1997; Kubota, 1997, 2004; Kubota and Lehner, 2004, 2005; Spack, 1997; and 

Steinman, 2003, 2009) question how reasonable it is to argue that L2 student writers should learn  

the rhetoric of a particular variety of English. According to Kaplan (1976), the founder of this 

concept of CR, learning to use Western rhetoric is a part of L2 student writers’ socialization 

process (p. 14). However, a question rises how and to what extent L2 student writers should be 

socialized in to the Western academic community. Steinman (2009) argues for a “flexible, additive 

intent rather than a prescriptive [and] subtractive one” (p. 36). Thus, the argument over the concept 

of CR and its validity as a theoretical approach to teaching L2 writing seems to find no consensus 

or agreement.    
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Chapter Three 

Effects of Teaching Rhetoric on L2 Writer Identity 

Introduction 

The research review, in the previous chapter, on contrastive rhetoric as an approach to teaching 

writing brought out the traditional rhetoricians’ (Connor, 1996, 2002, 2004, 2005; Hind, 1983, 

1987; Kaplan, 1966, 1976, 1987; Leki, 1991 and Matsuda, 1997, 2001) general claim that 

languages represent culturally-oriented different rhetorical patterns. In addition, though there is no 

consensus among them that CR could be a better pedagogical approach to teaching L2 writing, 

their general beliefs is that CR could enable L2 writing instructors to find solutions for the 

problems and difficulties stem from cross-cultural differences in the L2 writing classroom. The 

previous chapter explored the above research findings in response to the first research question of 

this study: how do research and advocates of contrastive rhetoric (CR) view the practices of 

teaching rhetoric in L2 writing? 

Therefore, this chapter explores the research findings in response to the second research question 

of this study: what impact does teaching rhetoric have on the L2 writer identity? The objectives 

expected to achieve by raising this question and through the exploration of the relevant research 

findings are:  

(a). to review how academics and applied linguists define second language writer identity.  

(b). to investigate whether cultural assimilation is still valid in EAP writing classroom. 

(c). to study whether teaching rhetoric has any impact (both positive and negative) on L2 writer 

identity. 

This chapter, thus, attends to the impact of teaching rhetoric on L2 writer identity because non-

native writers, whose “rhetorical identities may [probably have been] shaped by very different 
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traditions” (Hyland, 2002a, p. 1112), may undergo identity crisis when they are expected to 

assimilate into a different set of rhetoric. Since identity is one of the key issues in this research 

study, this chapter first, elaborates the notion of L2 writer identity in relation to research 

findings/discussions by applied linguists, academics and researchers such as Bakhtin, 1981; 

Hyland 2002a, 2002b; Ivanic, 1994; Ivanic, Aitchison and Weldon, 1996; Ivanic and Camps, 2001; 

Kramsch, 1998; Norton and Toohey, 2011; Pavlenko & Norton, 2007 and Toohey, 2008. These 

writers, who stand for the poststructuralist view of identity, while resisting the static, essentialist 

notion of identity, claim that identities are socially-constructed, so are “contingent, shifting and 

context-dependent” (Norton & Toohey, 2011, p. 418).   

After the exploration of the different notions of L2 writer identity, the chapter discusses how L2 

writing instruction is conceived and is generally practiced in North American academic writing 

context. As an extension to this brief discussion on EAP practices, the chapter explores the 

available research by applied linguists, multilingual writers and academic writing instructors 

(Canagarajah, 2001, 2002, 2004, 2006a, 2006b; Casanave, 2004; Colombo, 2012; Leibman, 1988; 

Kubota, 1997; Kubota and Lehner, 2004, 2005; Ramanathan and Atkinson, 1999; and Steinman 

2003, 2009) to investigate whether assimilation is still an accepted norm in the North American 

EAP teaching context. Ironically, Kubota and Lehner (2005) in their response to Connor (2005) 

claim that “Anglicism (assimilation) and Orientalism (segregation) are two sides of the same coin 

in colonial discourse” (p.141). This chapter critically discusses both positive and negative effects 

of teaching rhetoric on L2 writer identity. 

L2 Writer Identity  

Exploring research and academic views on identity in general and L2 writer identity particularly, 

is significantly important in this kind of a study that deals with how implicit or explicit teaching 
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of rhetoric would affect the writer identity. Hyland (2012) defines identity as who or what a person 

is. Generally, people “see themselves as unique individuals with a true, stable identity locked away 

deep inside [them]. (p. 1). SLA theorists such as Gardner and Lambert (1972) define L2 learner 

identity in binary terms as motivated or unmotivated, introverted or extroverted and inhibited or 

uninhibited (Norton and McKinney, p. 73). However, Hyland (2012) acknowledges that identity 

cannot be so easily described and it is far more complex. Peoples’ “behaviors, affiliations and even 

their ways of talking shift through encounters with different people, often creating tensions and 

conflicts” (p. 1). Similarly, Norton (2000, p. 5) uses the term identity to “reference how a person 

understands [her or his] relationship to the world, how the relationship is constructed across time 

and space and how the person understands possibilities for the future” (cited in Norton, 2011, p. 

73). Poststructuralist notion of identity, thus, does not see ‘identity’ as belonging within the 

individual person. Instead, it sees identity as something belonging between persons and within 

social relations as constituted socially and historically (Hyland, 2012, p. 2). According to Cameron 

(2001), “a person’s identity is not something fixed, stable and unitary that acquires early in life 

and process forever afterward. Rather identity is shifting and multiple, something people are 

continually constructing and reconstructing in their encounters with each other in the world” (pp. 

3-4). Accordingly, even L2 writer identity cannot be described so easily as SLA theorists have 

done in binary terms such as motivated versus less motivated or extrovert versus introvert students, 

and try methodologies to change the L2 learner identity according to the expected norms.  

According to Hyland (2002a), the concept of L2 writer identity “has surfaced in writing research 

relatively recently” (p. 1112). A handful of researchers and academics have explored the issue of 

L2 writer identity from different perspectives based on both poststructuralist and sociocultural 

views of identity, and their own teaching and research experiences. Norton and Toohey (2011) do 
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not consider language as a socio-culturally isolated phenomenon with abstract rules and structures 

that individuals can internalize in formal institutional settings (p. 416). Ascertaining this view, 

Bakhtin (1981) claims that language should not be understood as a “system of grammatical 

categories” but should be conceived as something ‘ideologically saturated’ or as a ‘world view’ 

(p. 271). Bakhtin may hold this claim since particular socio-cultural beliefs, practices values and 

standards are embedded in those apparently abstract rules and structures. When writing in L2, the 

second language learners consciously or unconsciously represent their own sociocultural identities 

through the usage of language, which is “of course social” (Bakhtin, 1981, p. 416). 

Poststructuralists view academic writing not as an exclusively different act of communication yet 

an act of identity (Hyland, 2002a, p. 1092). According to Hyland, individual writers, whether they 

are writing in their L1 or L2, do not merely convey information or ‘disciplinary content’ (2002a, 

p. 1092). Instead, they position their own identity or convey something about themselves (Ivanic, 

1994, p. 3) through their writing. Both the content and the writer’s discourse choices play a 

significant role in positioning the writer’s identity (Ivanic, 1994, p. 3). Thus, writing cannot be 

exclusively discussed without attending to the writer identity because “every word that a writer 

writes contributes to the impression that [s/he] is creating of herself [/himself] to the reader” 

(Ivanic, 1994, p. 5). As an example, Ivanic and Camps (2001) state that even when one uses 

pronouns such as ‘she’ or ‘he’, that person would make the choice to project her/his identity. If 

one intends to promote feminism or wants to regret the issue of women being marginalized by 

male-oriented language may try to compensate it by replacing the pronoun “he” with “she”, a 

practice that Ivanic and Camps describe as “more militant feminist language use” (p. 5). In 

contrast, somebody else may use both “she” and “he” together in order to compromise the 

situation.   
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Interestingly, the question that is often raised about one’s identity is whether it is static, fixed, 

predispositioned and may remain unchanged in any context, or it is fluid, dynamic, heterogeneous 

and context dependent. According to Norton and Toohey (2011), contemporary identity theories 

offer ways to see the individual language learner situated in a wider world whereas some of the 

earlier SLA theories define language learner identity as something that is fixed, static and 

homogenous. SLA theorists (e.g. Gardner and Lambert, 1972), thus, define language learners in 

binary opposite terms such as motivated versus unmotivated, introvert versus extrovert and good 

versus bad language learners (p. 414). Even the discussion of contrastive rhetoric is not devoid of 

the stereotypical categorization of student identities that they position through their writing. For 

an example, traditional CR describes the writing by Asian and Western writers in binary terms 

such as linear versus circular writing, reader responsible versus writer responsible, direct versus 

indirect and deductive versus inductive writing. In this discussion of ‘cultural and linguistic 

determinism’, in which Asian and Western rhetorical patterns in writing are considered as polar 

opposites, L2 writer identity may be viewed as deficient and their act of writing would be 

considered as a strange behavioral pattern that ought to be corrected immediately before they get 

fossilized. Reviewing this situation, Hakuta (1986) states that popular SLA discourse considers 

NNS or L2 writer identities with “disability and cognitive impairment” (cited in Pavlenko and 

Norton, 2007, p. 596). This discussion may remind the reader of the stereotypical characterization 

in 18th century novels in which individual characters have been portrayed two dimensionally: 

moral heroes versus moral villains, the civilized versus uncivilized and the generous versus 

miserly, while forgetting human complexities. Moreover, SLA discussions attribute ‘marked’ 

identities to the language learners as ESL writers and nonnative speaker (NNS) writers. Spack 

(1997) views this native-speaker (NS) writer versus nonnative speaker (NNS) writer dichotomy 
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and “rhetorically constructing multilingual writers” in such terms as a “potentially hazardous 

enterprise” (p. 765). As Shuck (2010) states, the NS-NNS dichotomy is “rooted in the assumption 

that the world is fundamentally monolingual, with every language being associated primarily with 

one country, and every country with one language” (p. 120). Pavlenko and Norton (2007) speak 

of language learners in terms of five identity clusters: postcolonial, global, ethnic, multilingual and 

gendered identities (p. 596).  

In the postcolonial context, writers react to the issue of language and writer identity from different 

perspectives. Pavlenko and Norton (2007) state that in postcolonial contexts, “national identities 

are oftentimes fashioned in relation to English as a global language” (p. 592). In African context, 

Ngugi wa thiong’o (1986, 1990) resisted against the use of English “as a vehicle of expression as 

it is impossible for native African sensibilities to emerge through it” (Canagarajah 1995, p. 127) 

and started writing in Gikuyu. In contrast, Chinua Achebe (1988) continued writing in English, 

yet declared that he “may write in English [and] do unheard things with it” (Pavlenko and Norton, 

2007, p. 592). Achebe practically proves the above pledge in his novels specially, in Things Fall 

Apart (1958) by incorporating the traditional Nigerian stories to the formal, western-oriented 

rhetorical patterns in narrative writing and by using native idiomatic expressions/phrases such as 

‘egwugwu’ (masked men representing dead spirit) and ‘like a bush-fire in the Harmattan’ (p. 3-4). 

What is interesting in his style of writing is he does not provide the above idiomatic expressions 

or phrases with English equivalents as most other multilingual writers used to do in the second 

half the 20th century. In addition, Achebe exploits the Western plot structure since he addresses 

the Western audience; however, he deliberately makes structural experiments to construct hybrid 

identities. Similarly, in Sri Lankan context, Wikkramasinha (1965) states that “to write in English 

is a form of cultural treason” (Canagarajah, 1995, p. 155) and uses vernacular discoursal features 
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to challenge the ideological hegemony of British English in Sri Lankan creative writing in English. 

Similarly, the World Englishes view (a view that there exist different localized varieties of English 

that can legitimately be used for intra and international communication) questions these labeled 

identities and particularly, the dichotomy between NS writer and NNS writer identities. 

Canagarajah (2006b), a native speaker of Sri Lankan English, ironically asks those who stand for 

NS writer and NNS writer dichotomy “which language [he is] a native speaker of” (p. 589). 

Discussing the writer identity from the World Englishes’ (WE’s) point of view, Canagarajah 

(2006b) claims that “appropriating English according to the preferred interests and identities of the 

[writer] is both a condition for gaining voice and also the most effective way of developing 

proficiency in that language” (p. 588).  

Accordingly, the above views may suggest to the academic writing instructors about the multiple 

identities that L2 student writers bring into the academic writing classroom. Those views also 

suggest that the notion of one language, one culture is outdated in the L2 writing classroom, which 

is teemed with students from different linguistic and cultural backgrounds. In this context, 

Canagarajah (2006b) states that writing instructors ought to “keep in mind that not all textual or 

linguistic difference is an error” (p. 602). Instead, he claims that those ‘presumed errors’ may be 

deliberate choices that authors consciously make “to achieve their communication purposes” (p. 

602). Finally, as Spack (1997) recommends, L2 writing instructors need to consider L2 writers not 

merely as members of a cultural group, but as individuals with their own individual differences 

and preferences.  

EAP Practices  

 Hyland’s (2002b) claim that students often approach academic writing “with the idea that 

academic prose is dry and impersonal” (p. 351) may imply to the reader that the practice of 
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teaching rhetoric in English for academic purposes (EAP) classes is sensitive to learner identities, 

or it adores cultural diversity and students’ attempts for linguistic appropriation. Further explaining 

the situation, Hyland states that students may conceive such attitudes because they are taught that 

they need to “subordinate their views, actions and personality” to the writing conventions and 

explore ideas rather objectively (p. 351). 

Thus, academic writing seems to aim at being “objective in its expression of ideas” (p. 351). 

Accordingly, the writing practices in the EAP classroom compel the student writers to avoid using 

“specific reference to personal opinions” (p. 351). Giving advice to the students not to use the first 

person pronoun is one such limitations of authorial identity. In university literature classes, for an 

example, students are asked to limit using expressions such as “it seems”, “in my opinion” or “I 

believe”, and when students use such expressions in their writing, it is considered as the writer’s 

lack of knowledge or too much personal involvement. They are instead, asked to write their essays 

with the third person pronoun so that they can avoid such stock phrases that help them project their 

identity (Hyland, p. 352). Further describing the academic writing practices, Hyland states that 

different disciplines have different views of seeing the world, and these differences are reflected 

in diverse forms of argument and expression (p. 352) and such writing norms could be apparent in 

academic writing because “academic writing is not a single undifferentiated mass, but a variety of 

subject-specific literacies” (p. 352). However, the question is whether any of these disciplines 

tolerate L2 students’ deliberate or spontaneous display of different rhetorical patterns that may or 

may not have been conditioned by their L1 culture. Critiquing on this, Canagarajah (2006b) states 

that when L2 writing instructors see any different tone, style, organization or discourse-level 

features, they instinctively tend to seek explanations form the student writers’ first language or 

their native culture (p. 589). Further elaborating his stance, Canagarajah states that it “was the 



40 
  

practice of some early versions of contrastive rhetoric” and a practice that writing instructors, still, 

continue in the EAP classroom (p. 589).    

Similarly, Jenkins (2014) conducted a research study by exploring 60 websites from international 

universities representing East Asia, Mainland Europe including UK, Latin America, Australia and 

US, and by giving 166 questionnaires to a sample of university staff in 20 counties to investigate 

the prevailing academic English language policies in those universities. The study reveals that 

those universities maintain a normative approach to the use of English or in other words, they tend 

to expect their students to adhere to native [Inner Circle] standard academic English. The study 

also reveals that the respondents do not resist or argue against the use of hegemonic Inner Circle 

varieties of English in those universities. Instead, the study reveals that those respondents are more 

tolerant towards those institutional language policies (pp. 81- 164). The responses that she obtained 

from East Asian university staff, do not suggest that they favour their own varieties of English. 

Her study further reveals that there is no indication that the international students in those 

universities are “valued in relation to the diversity of their English. Instead, they are portrayed as 

a homogenous group: ‘non-native students’ or ‘international students’ (p. 120). Thus, the study 

suggests that the native (Inner Circle] varieties of English dominate in academic programs of those 

universities.           

It is due to this hegemony of certain varieties of English that Canagarajah (2006a) claims that the 

place of World Englishes (WE) in academic writing is still “unequal and pejorative” (p. 594). He 

further states that teachers in college writing classes may prescribe texts written by Achebe, Raj 

Rao and Walcott, who use local varieties, yet when students write essays on those texts, the 

students are expected to use Inner Circle varieties of English (p. 594). Canagarajah’s above critique 

may suggests to the reader that the students’ local varieties are tolerated in reading and speaking, 
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yet when such varieties are used in formal writing, they are marked as “awkward” or “not clear”. 

The irony of this practice is while the rhetorical features in their writing seem ‘odd’, ‘strange’ or 

‘alien’ to some teachers, those who have a broader world view may tend to ignore those 

differences.  These kinds of practices, in turn, may suggest to the reader the inconsistency of values 

and beliefs among L2 writing instructors in academic English programs.   

 Assimilation or appropriation. 

According to traditional CR approach to teaching writing, when student writers’ L1 rhetorical 

features appear in their L2 writing, such an act should be considered as a cultural “interference 

than a creative case of appropriation or negotiation” (Canagarajah, 2002, p. 34). Therefore, the 

implication is that writing instructors should explicitly make their L2 students aware of those 

“cross-cultural differences in writing styles” (Connor, 1996, p. 167) and train them to use culturally 

desirable rhetorical patterns so that their writing would conform to the expectations of the native 

speaker reader. For an example, Leki (1991, 1992) suggests that L2 student writers should know 

that they can convince their arguments to the North American readers by using facts, statistics, 

illustrations and developing their argument from generalizations to specific examples with 

“explicit links between main topics and subtopics” (cited in Connor, 1996, p. 167). Multilingual 

writers (Canagarajah, 2002, p. 35; Kubota, 2004, p. 24), in contrast, are critical of the traditional 

CR proponents’ assumption that L2 students should adopt to the normative discoursal features of 

North American community when they write to the academy. Kubota (2004) further comments 

that this traditional approach to teaching writing could compel L2 students to acquire the norms of 

the dominant language at the cost of the students’ linguistic identity (p. 24).  

In this context, Leki (1991) states that CR has “greatest potential application” in L2 writing class, 

yet the practices in general seem to be prescriptive in nature (p. 123). Though Kaplan (1987) 
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himself acknowledged that he overstated the difference between Asian and Western styles of 

writing in his initial article (1966) on CR, Leki (1991) claims that Kaplan’s “doodles” or diagrams 

have been generally used in writing textbooks and even in teacher training manuals to justify 

prescriptive approaches to teaching writing (p. 123). Leki claims that even Kaplan (1966), for his 

description of English writing, relied on style manuals from 1960s that instructed how to write 

proper paragraphs (p. 127), whereas Braddock (1974) states that professional native-speaker 

English writers do not necessarily write in a straight line beginning with a topic sentence and 

moving directly to support the topic. According to him, there are numerous variations apparent in 

a normal English text (cited in Leki, 1991, p. 123). Leki further states that this “prescriptive and 

simplistic application of contrastive rhetoric” is mostly happens in product-oriented writing classes 

and it is this prescriptive nature of application that process-oriented teachers and researchers most 

object (p. 134). Commenting on this prescriptive and assimilative nature of teaching rhetoric, 

Sugiharto (2007) states that many “textbooks used in the teaching of writing in English (especially 

for EFL and ESL learners) expose student writers to paragraphs and essays which exclusively 

adhere to English rhetoric” (p. 108). Further commenting on this, Sugiharto claims that course text 

writers consider English rhetorical forms as ‘absolutes’ and recommend writing instructors to train 

their students to adhere to English ‘deductive reasoning’ when they write ‘expository prose’ (p. 

108). This continuous adherence to traditional academic English rhetoric may suggest to the reader 

that “traditional rhetoric still plays a prescriptive role in writing classroom” (p. 108). 

In this situation, Kramsch (1998) claims that only the powerful decide whose values and beliefs, 

either in writing or whatever, are worthy of being adopted to either in composition writing or any 

other genre. Further, Kramsch states that the national cultures “resonate with the voice of the 

powerful, and are filled with the silence of the powerless” (p. 9). Though Leki (1990) criticizes 
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the prescriptive nature of CR practices in EAP classroom, she is of the opinion that L2 writers 

have linguistic and rhetorical deficits in comparison to NS writers (cited in Ferris, 2004, p. 31). 

Ferris justifies Leki’s opinion about L2 students’ linguistic deficit, and further claims that those 

L2 writers have “overriding sense of urgency to perfect their English” (p. 31). Both Ferris and 

Leki’s assumptions may imply to the reader that what those researchers promote is nothing but 

assimilative practices in academic writing in English. Reynold (1993) in his essay, “Evaluating 

ESL and college composition texts for teaching the argumentative rhetorical form”, evaluates 14 

texts both from ESL and college courses. He highlights that students in academic writing often 

represent cultures with different rhetorical patterns, so they may need formal classroom guidance 

to write linear Aristotelian argumentative style to cater to the needs of the Western coursework 

expectations (p. 474). For an example, Reynold (1993) cites an example from Cambodia and 

explains that those students’ (who may have been taught to write in Hindi pattern) argumentative 

essays may be allowed to digress, in their context, if their act of digression has some relevance to 

the main argument. However, he claims that such practices are not allowed in English rhetorical 

pattern that follows Aristotelian rule (p. 475). The assumption is that teachers ought to train their 

students to write paragraphs/essays that rhetorically adhere to the NS reader expectations.  

Similarly, Kaplan (1966), the initiator of contrastive rhetoric stated that the “foreign-student paper 

is out of focus because the foreign student is employing a rhetoric and a sequence of thought which 

violates the expectations of the native reader” (p. 13). His assumption is that writing instructors 

should overtly make the L2 student writers aware of their rhetorical differences. Further 

elaborating his stance, Kaplan recommended teaching rhetoric “in the same sense that contrastive 

grammar is presently taught” (p. 20). For the purpose of teaching native speaker rhetoric, he 

proposed incorporating “more pattern drills…at the rhetoric level than syntactic level” (p. 15) into 
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the writing exercises. According to Kaplan, such discourse-level exercises are necessary to provide 

the students with a form within which they may operate” (p. 20). He recommended this kind of 

rigorous writing practices because he believed that non-native speakers, when they write in 

English, “violate the norms of English rhetoric” (cited in Casanave, 2003, p. 37). Kaplan further 

suggested that L2 students should adhere to North American rhetorical norms to avoid teacher 

comments such as “lacks organization” or “Lacks cohesion” (p. 13). According to Kubota (2004), 

the traditional CR research considers different rhetorical patterns that L2 writers bring into the 

writing classroom as barriers for them to become competent writers since those rhetorical patterns 

have evolved from different cultural inheritance. The implication is that English rhetorical 

conventions are treated as the “norm to which these student writers [need] to conform” (p. 24). 

This situation suggests to the writing instructors that they need to find different strategies to train 

the L2 student writer so that they can conform to the existing rhetorical norms. Kubota further 

states that CR’s emphasis on cultural differences reflects “a normative, reductionist and essentialist 

understanding of culture” (p. 24) and it tends to neglect “multiple and shifting nature of rhetorical 

structures” that students bring into L2 writing (p. 24) and the result is “undermining of the agency 

and subject position of student writers” (p. 24). Similarly, Steinman (2003) states that “the 

readership of academic writing is becoming as diverse as the authorship” (p. 85) and this diverse 

nature of readership implies that there should exist “diverse notions what constitute good writing 

is” (p. 85). In this context, her stance is the academic writing instructors may be doing their 

students “a disservice in preparing them to write only for Western audiences by assuming that the 

academic audience in the West is Western or cannot learn to become accustomed to a variety of 

discourse styles” (p. 85).     
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According to Canagarajah (2006a), “everytime [teachers] insist on a uniform variety of language 

or discourse, they are helping reproduce monolingual ideologies and linguistic hierarchies” (p. 

587). According to Hyland (2002b), the process of learning to write at university often involves 

the process of creating a new identity that fits the expectations of the subject teachers (p. 352). 

Similarly, Benesch (2001) argues that EAP research and teaching have focused on preparing L2 

student writers, while forgetting their needs, for institutional and faculty expectations (cited in 

Jenkins, 2014, p. 47). Even EFL academic writing context does not seem to be free from this 

assimilative nature of teaching rhetoric. Pennycook (1998) figuratively describes a situation from 

China, where students following a “circuitous course in their writing and ESL teachers giving their 

students a course of geometrical study in order to remove those bends, curves and digressions” (p. 

160-161). Pennycook also describes a personal incident, in which he asked his students especially, 

East Asian students about the popular geometrical practices in their writing classrooms. He reveals 

that his students nodded their heads recollecting the textbooks with “diagrams, circles drawn on 

blackboards [and] scribbles at the end of essays” (p. 161). Pennycook’s dramatic description 

illustrates the prescriptive and assimilative nature of teaching rhetoric even in the EFL/ESL writing 

classroom.  

In contrast, Shen’s (1989) confession of his learning writing at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln 

presents positive effects of teaching native speaker rhetoric in an assimilative way.  He describes 

how his composition professor at the university asked him why he always used “We” instead of 

“I” and commented that his “paper would [have] been stronger if [he had] eliminated some 

sentences in the passive voice” (p. 93). Here, Shen seems to have considered his professors’ 

comment on his use of “We” instead of “I” positively and adopted to the desired rhetorical pattern 

gradually. However, his revelation may imply to the reader how assimilative the practice of 



46 
  

teaching rhetoric in academic writing is. Finally, Canagarajah (2001) describes a similar personal 

incident while he was doing his postgraduate degree in the USA, in which he describes the 

assimilative practices of teaching rhetoric in academic writing. According to Canagarajah’s 

description, he found his instructor had used the red pen too much when giving his feedback to 

one of his early assignments. His professor wanted to know “why the first sentence of his 

paragraph announced one thing while the rest of the paragraph went on to talk about different 

matters” (p. 29). In addition, his professor had marked his Tamil vernacular idiomatic expressions 

as “grammatical or syntactic errors” (p. 29). Thus, the above discussion, findings and personal 

revelations by applied linguists, researchers, L2 writing instructors and L2 students may suggest 

to the reader that the practice of teaching rhetoric generally, in the academic writing classroom, is 

prescriptive and assimilative.  

Effects on Writer Identity 

An area of study that seems to have been relatively less attended by researchers and academics in 

relation to the issue of teaching rhetoric is the painful processes that L2 writers tend to undergo 

when shifting from their existing identity to the desired one and how far the L2 writing instructors 

consciously and strategically attend to this emotional issue. Vygotsky’s (2000) claim that 

“language is not just a cognitive struggle, [yet] it is an emotional struggle” (cited in Swain, 2011, 

p. 205) may suggest to the reader how painful it may be for the L2 writers to shift from their 

already established writer identity to the expected new writer identity. Kaplan (1966), the prime 

promotor of teaching cross-cultural rhetoric to L2 writers, claimed that “any attempt rigorously to 

eliminate our human perspective from our picture of the world leads to absurdity” (p. 13). Though 

Kaplan insisted that contrastive rhetoric should be taught the same way that contrastive grammar 

is taught, he seemed to have realized the underlined effects of forcing L2 writers to assimilate into 
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a different set of rhetorical patterns. What the language learner is asked to eliminate is not mere 

dry and mechanical linguistic structures but, in Kaplan’s own terms, an individual’s worldview. 

Hyland (2002a) states that writers as individuals develop their sense of who they are in their home 

countries, but when they bring this ‘sense of self’ to the academic setting, the ‘act of writing’ can 

“create an acute sense of dislocation and uncertainty” (p. 1094). 

In this context, Canagarajah (2001) remarks about his Sri Lankan colleagues who comment about 

his new pompous style of writing that he developed due to influence of the Western deductive 

writing style. Further writing on this issue, Canagarajah (2002) states that multilingual students, 

since “they already come with the membership in other communities of practice”, may not find it 

easy to hold membership in two different communities (p. 31). According to him, the student’s 

unease may worsen if “they have a history of antagonistic relations” (p. 31). Here, if he referred 

to the relationship between British English and his Tamil, he might mean the antagonism that 

prevails between the colonizer and the colonized. Moreover, his claim that a writing classroom 

that promotes only traditional English rhetoric may limit “the linguistic acquisition, creativity and 

production among students” (Canagarajah, 2006b, p. 592) presents a realistic image of the effects 

of teaching rhetoric on L2 writer identity. Similarly, Ivanic and Camps (2001) state that “national, 

geographical or social identity is often erased when people write (p.5) in a second language. An 

Irish national, whom Ivanic and Camps cite as an example for their above claim, says that he does 

not like to write [in English, his second language], because then people cannot identify him as an 

Irish. Here, he feels that his national identity is ‘eradicated’ (p.5). Even when a student writes in 

his L1, due to academic writing norms, s/he may have to hide behind an ‘academic identity’ that 

is expected to be free from social, geographic or national ties” (Ivanic and Camps, 2001, p. 5). 

Similarly, Englander (2009) reveals how international scientists happen to sacrifice their identities 
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since they are compelled to revise their manuscripts to meet journal reviewer expectations. This 

situation suggests to the reader how painstaking it would be for students who write in their second 

language whose norms may compel them to sacrifice their feelings, emotions, values and beliefs 

for the sake of improving their second language writer competence. In this context, Colombo 

(2012) states that the “application of CR in the classroom can reveal another downfall if it is only 

addressed to having students to write in a native-like manner” (p. 3). According to her, such 

teaching practices may deny the writer agency and prevent student writers from “expressing their 

own native lingual and cultural identities” (Connor, p. 235).    

Taft, Kacanas, Huen and Chan’s (2011) research study suggests how raters’ rhetorical preference 

may affect L2 writers in the evaluation process. They conducted this study at the University of 

New South Wales with a sample of Chinese, Spanish and Australian (native English speakers) to 

investigate whether language-specific rhetorical structures have an impact on the evaluation 

process. They claim that the L2 writer is adversely affected when her/his writing is read by a person 

from a different language background due to the “mismatch between the preferred rhetorical 

structure of the writer and reader” (p. 503). Further elaborating their claim, Taft, Kacanas, Huen 

and Chan state that even if a L2 writer is proficient in English syntax and vocabulary, s/he may be 

disadvantaged when it comes to writing because “while the accuracy of grammar and word use 

can be objectively determined, rhetorical structure may merely be a matter of preference” (p.503-

504). They further question whether native speaker instructors devalue the texts written by non-

native speakers. Their claim that if the instructors devalue the students’ texts with the argument 

that texts have been written in ‘poorer quality’, those instructors’ evaluation should have been 

affected by the “mismatch between the [rhetorical] expectations of the reader and writer based on 

their L1. Their assumption is that if this devaluation occurs due to rhetorical preference, which is 
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subjectively biased, the L2 student writer tends to be disadvantaged especially, in test situations 

(p. 505-506). Similarly, Kachru (1997) states that this assimilative nature of teaching tends to 

exclude those writers who write differently to participate in contributing their expertise to the 

development of knowledge in all fields, including science and technology (p. 344). According to 

her explanation, in the field of world literature, “almost all the major literary prizes in recent years 

have been awarded to multilingual, multicultural writers” (p. 345) and thus, those writers have 

been able to contribute their due to the world readership.       

Voice and author identity. 

Those researchers and academics who have discussed the impact of assimilative nature of teaching 

rhetoric have mostly concerned how choice of rhetoric would affect the authorial identity or voice, 

which is usually projected with the choice of subject pronouns. By defining voice, Ivanic and 

Camps (2001) state that it is “often used to refer to expressions of writer’s own views, 

authoritativeness and authorial presence” (p. 7). Further explaining the representation of authorial 

identity, they state that it “may or may not be present in a piece of writing” (p. 7). Ivanic and 

Camps (2001) claim that the first person is “the marker of equality between writer and reader” (p. 

26). Similarly, Hyland (2002a) states that writers can represent themselves to readers and also can 

“explicitly affirm their role in the discourse through first person pronouns” (p. 1093). Moreover, 

Hyland claims that the first person singular pronoun, “I” helps writers to establish a sense of 

commitment to their words and set up a relationship with the reader. (p. 1093). In this context, 

Shen (1989) seems to be positive of the effects that prescriptive teaching of rhetoric had on his 

writer identity. He says, “Rule number one in English composition is: Be yourself.” (p. 94). He 

reveals that, in China, he had to ‘bury’ his individual “I” in collective “We” because of the concept 

of collectivism in the country’s communist party politics (p. 94) and “I” was merely another bad 
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word since it was considered to represent Western capitalist individualism. He goes on saying how 

the prescriptive teaching of rhetoric finally, enabled him to getting out of his old identity, “the 

timid, humble, modest Chinese “I” and creeping into [his] new identity, the confident, assertive, 

and aggressive English “I” (pp. 96-97). However, Ramanathan and Atkinson (1999) ask whether 

it is realistic to expect or demand the L2 student writers “to become someone else” (p. 56). They 

further explain that “laboring under such extreme cultural-academic demands does not produce 

happy outcomes or desirable results” (p. 53). In this context, Fox (1994) quotes a Nepalese 

student’s following confession, which reveals the real agony of L2 student writers who are 

expected to assimilate into native speaker rhetoric in the academic writing classroom:  

What is the process, what is the way we can change so radically here [in the U. S. 

university] so that we can be accepted, so that we can gain recognition?...Foreign students 

have been getting recognition from the ways they have been thinking, communicating and 

writing in their previous settings. And all of a sudden they lose all that. You can’t imagine 

what happens to these people! They become very irritated. Very much miserable. 

     (cited in Ramanathan and Atkinson, 1999, p. 57)  

Similarly, Canagarajah’s (2001) experiences in learning Western academic rhetoric prescriptively 

in an American university provide the reader another aspect of the L2 writers’ agony and identity 

crisis. He reveals how his Jaffna (a city in northern part of Sri Lanka) students expressed their 

discomfort over his “too pompous and over-confident” voice in the opening paragraph of a 

research article written by him after having been influenced by western academic rhetoric (p. 31). 

This may suggest to the reader how painful it would be for a writer when her/his writing appears 

foreign or incomprehensive to the reader in her/his own homeland.     
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Conclusion  

Overall, the literature review on the effects of teaching rhetoric on L2 writer identity suggests to 

the reader that it may not produce better results if academic teaching practices expect L2 student 

writers to assimilate into mainstream native speaker (Inner Circle) rhetorical tradition.   

With regard to the language learner identity, a poststructuralist view does not isolate language 

learner from her/his sociocultural context. Neither does poststructuralist view consider language 

as a phenomenon with abstract rules and structures that the language learner can internalize in 

formal institutional settings (p. Norton and Toohey, 2011, p. 416). Instead, poststructuralists 

consider language as a “world view” (Bakhtin, 1981, p. 271) and academic writing as ‘an act of 

identity’ (Hyland, 20021, p. 1092). Thus, the literature review suggests that any rigorous attempt 

that L2 writing instructors do to eliminate [L2 student writers’] human perspective from [their] 

picture of the world leads to absurdity” (Kaplan, 1966, p. 13). 

However, the review of the discussions/research findings by academics, researchers and academic 

writing instructors generally suggest that the practice of teaching rhetoric both in North American 

EAP/ESL context and in Asian ESL/EFL contexts (the two contexts that I paid my special attention 

in this literature review) is prescriptive and assimilative. In both these contexts, L2 language 

learner is expected to conform to a preferred native speaker (Inner Circle) rhetorical tradition. It 

should be due to this assimilative tradition in EAP classes that Steinman (2009) states that 

universities should no longer consider L2 writers’ total adaptation to North American rhetoric as 

the goal of their academic English programs (p. 34). Similarly, Canagarajah (1999, p. 86) advises 

offering alternatives to L2 writers instead of expecting them to erase their voices and assimilate 

into American discourse.   
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Thus, the literature review in this chapter on the effects of teaching rhetoric on L2 writer identity 

suggests that this assimilative practice of teaching writing compels L2 writers to acquire the norms 

of dominant language at the cost of students’ linguistic identities.    

 

 

  



53 
  

Chapter Four 

Identity Shift: Beyond Assimilation 

Introduction  

The previous chapter explored the research and academic discussions on the effects of teaching 

rhetoric on L2 writer identity. The evidence emerged from the literature review suggested that the 

practice of teaching rhetoric in academic English and ESL/EFL classes is assimilative in nature 

and therefore, it negatively affects L2 writer identity. In this context, the consensus among the 

researchers, academics and EAP instructors (Canagarajah 2006a; Ivanic and Camps, 2001; 

Kubota, 1997; Kubota and Lehner, 2004; Steinman 2003, 2009; and Zamel and Spack, 2006) is 

that L2 writing instructors need to find alternative teaching strategies to promote writer agency, 

voice and overall writer identity.  

Therefore, this chapter specifically explores the research studies and discussions in response to the 

third research question: when teaching rhetoric, could EAP instructors encourage L2 student 

writers to develop a plurilinguistic identity. The chapter also discusses the effects of polyliterate 

teaching practices such as plurilingualism on L2 writer identity. The chapter first reviews the 

research articles and the discussion on contrastive rhetoric to explore the possible alternatives to 

the L2 writing classroom in contrast to the existing assimilative approach to teaching rhetoric, in 

which L2 student writing is expected to conform to the native speaker (Inner Circle) rhetorical 

tradition.   

In addition, this chapter elaborates the notion of plurilingualism as a possible alternative to the 

traditional assimilative approach to teaching rhetoric in the L2 writing classroom. The discussion 

by different researchers and writers (Canagarajah, 2006a; Khubchandani, 2003, 2012; Jeoffrin 

Marcouyeux, Starkey-Perret, Nancy-Combes and Birkan, 2014; Lotherington, 2011; Piccardo, 
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2013 and Rocha, 2014) and The Common European Framework of Reference for Languages 

(2001) on plurilingualism as an alternative approach to L2 writing, deconstructs the traditional 

notions: ethnocentrism, monoculturalism and monolingualism. In addition, instead of considering 

the L2 learners as members of a cultural group with static, essential or fixed cultural and linguistic 

identities, this concept compels the L2 instructors to identify the L2 learners/writers as complex, 

rich individuals whose plurilingual/pluricultural experiences would enable them to switch between 

languages and shift through different identities. The chapter also focuses on the discussion that 

explains/suggests how plurilingualism can be practised in the L2 writing classroom and finally, 

the chapter explores the effects or the benefits of plurilingual teaching strategies on L2 writer 

identity.   

Beyond Assimilation: Alternatives  

The replacement of teaching approaches and methodologies in the recent history of L2 learning 

and teaching by different other approaches may suggest to the reader that there are no fixed or 

everlasting methods or approaches. Similarly, even the assimilative practices of teaching rhetoric 

that was promoted by contrastive rhetoric also would or should be replaced by a L2 writer-identity 

friendly approach.  In other words, the traditional assumption that L2 student writers should 

acquire “unidirectional and monolingual literate competence” (Canagarajah, 2006a, p. 587) that 

was promoted by contrastive rhetoric (Kubota and Lehner, 2004, p. 19) which, in turn, was largely 

influenced by modernist positivism of “one language/one nation” (Canagarajah, p. 587), may not 

be valid in today’s multilingual L2 writing classroom. Instead, Canagarajah claims that the present 

postmodern globalization requires the L2 writing instructors to develop in their students a 

“multilingual and polyliterate orientation to writing” (p. 597). Kubota and Lehner (2004), 

similarly, state that postmodernism, which focusses on “plurality of meaning and hybrid, diasporic, 
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and dynamic nature of language and culture” (p. 19) compels the L2 writing instructors to use 

alternative strategies that would help L2 writing reflect the multiple nature of writer identity.  

Moreover, researchers and academics may mostly feel the dire need of encouraging and helping 

the L2 student writers develop polyliterate competence due to the emergence of different local 

varieties of English, which constantly confront with the hegemonic norms since diasporic writers 

and international students bring with them those localized varieties of Englishes to the L2 writing 

classroom. This influx of multilingual students into L2 writing classroom compels the academics 

to think English as a plural language that “embodies multiple norms and standards” (Canagarajah, 

2006a, p. 589) and to accommodate the L2 student writers to express their “diverse local values 

and identities” (Canagarajah, 2006c, p. 211). Moreover, Canagarajah states that one should 

consider English as a language that belongs to diverse communities, yet not as a language owned 

“only by the metropolitan communities” (p. 589).   

Further writing on the conflict between one’s linguistic identity and the hegemonic academic 

writing norms, Canagarajah (2001) states that the “traces of [his] vernacular discourse are 

increasingly visible in [his] writing nowadays”, and the reason, as Canagarajah reveals, is he less 

controls his writing process now. (2001, p. 33). With regard to the betrayal of one’s feelings in 

academic writing, Canagarajah states that though he often reminds himself of the need to restrain 

the display of his feelings, they “get encoded in [his] texts quite unknown to [him]”. Therefore, he 

acknowledges that there is a limit to how much the writers can suppress their subjectivity in their 

writing (p. 34). Thus, this conflicting relationship between traditional norms of contrastive rhetoric 

and localized varieties of English implies to the researchers, academics and writing instructors to 

find alternative teaching strategies to empower L2 student writer identities.  



56 
  

In addition, Canagarajah’s (2006a) statement that teachers prescribe texts written by Walcott, Raj 

Rao or Achebe, who use local varieties of English, as a literary reader but “when students write an 

essay on these texts, they have to use Metropolitan English” (p. 594) may imply to the EAP 

ESL/EFL writing instructors to re-assess the traditional practices of teaching writing. In his attempt 

to safeguard the standard of academic English, Quirk (1982) claims that non-native Englishes are 

inadequately learnt versions of the ‘correct’ native English and therefore not valid as teaching 

models (cited in Jenkins, 2003, p. 61). However, Parakkrama (1995) states that these kinds of 

attempts for standardization of a particular variety of English tends to discriminate against those 

who do not conform to the so called standard versions (cited in Jenkins, 2003, p. 29). He further 

states that “language standardization has systematically worked against the underclass as well as 

women and minorities”. The only ‘viable option’ for this ambiguity, according to Parakkrama’s 

stance, “is to work towards broadening the standard to include the greatest varieties possible, 

particularly the ‘uneducated arenas of usage which have so far been considered inappropriate, 

mistaken, even pathological” (cited in Jenkins, 2003, p. 29).  

In this context, postcolonial creative writers have managed to mesh local values, discourse patterns 

and rhetorical preferences in English (Canagarajah, 2006c, p. 207). Achebe’s experiments in 

creative writing, in which he has adjusted the traditional Western plot structure since he cannot 

tell his Nigerian tale in Aristotelian linear plot structure with exposition, complication, climax and 

resolution, may suggest to the reader that there are alternatives to empower the L2 writers even in 

academic writing arena. For example, Sophoclean (430 BC) King Oedipus, which Aristotle often 

referred to as an ideal play in his drama analysis, ends with Oedipus’ expulsion from the city of 

Thebes since he is proved to have committed the offences of killing the former Theban king and 

committing incest. The structure of Achebe’s novel, Things Fall Apart seems to conform to the 
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Aristotelian plot structure in many aspects. However, he changes the Aristotelian plot structure in 

certain aspects to suit it to tell his Nigerian protagonist, Okonkwo’s tale, in which Okonkwo after 

his punishment comes back to his village. In Nigerian Ibo society, according to Achebe’s 

interpretation, a person with potentialities can regain her/his lost position if s/he is willing to work 

harder. If Achebe tried to conform to Sophoclean plot structure to tell Okonkwo’s tale, it should 

end with Okonkwo’s expulsion to his mother’s village, just as it happens in King Oedipus with 

Oedipus’ ultimate expulsion. However, Okonkwo comes back to his fraternal village, after 

spending the period of his punishment in exile, and regains his property. Interestingly, Achebe 

seems to interpret that his hero would have regained most of the things: his fame and even the lost 

leadership of the Ibo clan, if British imperialists had not intervened their life. In order to make his 

own socio-political interpretation to Okonkwo’s tale, Achebe makes relevant changes and 

extensions or additions to the Sophoclean plot structure, and eventually makes it more hybrid.    

In this context, researchers, academics and L2 writing instructors propose different alternatives for 

polyliterate discourse practices such as Code meshing (Canagarajah, 2011, Michael-Luna and 

Canagarajah, 2007), translanguaging (Canagarajah & Lu and Horner, 2012) and plurilingualism 

(Beacco and Byran, 2007; Canagarajah, 2006a, 2009; Flores, 2013; Jeoffrin et al., 2014; 

Khubchandani, 2012; Piccardo, 2013 and Rocha, 2014) for L2 [writing] instruction         

Plurilingualism: Theoretical Approach 

Plurilingualism as a concept was brought to the forefront by the research conducted in European 

multilingual communities and societies over the past two decades (Piccardo, 2013; Canagarajah, 

2009). However, “plurilingual tradition of communication, competence, and pedagogy” has been 

in effect in South Asia since precolonial times (Canagarajah, 2009, p. 5). Also Canagarajah (2009) 

states that discussions about similar practices are heard from Africa and South America. In North 

American academic writing context, the “shift from linguistic homogeneity and purism to 
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heteroglossic and plurilingual competence” emerged in different forms such as code meshing, 

translanguaging and plurilingualism (Piccardo, 2013, p. 600). 

 Code switching, code meshing and translanguaging.   

Piccardo’s above claim may imply to the reader that the terms: code meshing, translanguaging and 

plurilingualism are interchangeably used in North American context for textual hybridity. 

According to Michael-Luna and Canagarajah (2007), code meshing is “an ideologically informed 

consideration of a specific form of code switching behavior in writing” (p. 57). They describe code 

switching as a strategy that bilinguals exploit to switch, shift or shuttle between two separate sets 

of morphosyntactic and discourse features of their first language and second language for specific 

communicative purposes (p. 58). Lu and Horner (2012) define code switching as a form of strategy 

in which L2 students use “only the code deemed appropriate to a particular situation of utterance, 

such as SWE (standard written English) in academic writing, and to switch to another, such as 

African American Language, when the situation appears to demand it” (p. 2). In contrast, they 

define code meshing as “mixing of codes within individual utterances” (p. 2). Further 

distinguishing code meshing from code switching, Michael-Luna and Canagarajah state that code 

meshing is a “communicative device used for specific rhetorical and ideological purposes in which 

a multilingual speaker [/writer] integrates local and academic discourse as a form of resistance, 

reappropriation and/or transformation of the academic discourse” (p. 56). Moreover, multilingual 

writers’ deliberate “integration of local and academic lexical, rhetorical and structural units served 

as transformational acts of resistance and pluralize the dominant academic discourse by bringing 

local, vernacular discourse into academic discourse” (p. 57). The reader could see code meshing 

mostly in postcolonial writing, in which politically conscious creative writers such as Lakdasa 

Wikkramasinha (1965), a Sri Lankan poet, and Achebe, mesh codes from SWE and local 
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vernacular for political and linguistic resistance. As an example, the following lines from 

Wikkramasinha’s poem, “From the Life of the Folk Poet, Ysinno”, may imply to the reader how 

this Sri Lankan poet exploits code meshing, in which he draws codes from SWE (standard written 

English) and Sinhalese vernacular, to represent the relationship between Menike (a traditional Sri 

Lankan aristocratic woman) and a folk poet:    

 ‘So she said, wait for the yala 

 harvest and take the straw, 

 Ysinno said, O the rains are coming near, 

 my woman fretting, her kid will get all wet. 

 Then the kind Menike said, O then 

 you take what straw you need from the behind shed’. 

    (cited in Canagarajah, 1995, p. 153) 

According to Canagarajah, the poet uses direct translation, typical Sri Lankan progressives, 

“stylize native intonation and syntactic patterns”; however, Wikkramasinha achieves such 

nativization “so subtly as to avoid posturing or putting off the wider non-Sri Lankan readership” 

(p. 154).  

Code meshing, thus, accommodates the merging of discourses and further advances the 

consideration of lexical, rhetorical and structural hybridity” (Michael-Luna and Canagarajah, 

2007, p. 57). Similarly, Canagarajah (2011) describes translanguaging as “the multilingual 

speakers’ ability to shuttle between languages, treating the diverse languages that form their 

repertoire as an integrated system” (p. 402). Summarizing his discussion on code meshing and 

translanguaging in his article, “Code meshing in Academic Writing: Identifying Teachable 

Strategies of Translanguaging” (2011), Canagarajah states that he used the term, translanguaging 

in his article “for the general communicative competence and code meshing for the realization of 

translanguaging in texts” (p. 403). Taylor and Snoddon (2013) support Canagarajah’s explanation 



60 
  

saying that each of those concepts “describes the multiple discursive practices that plurilinguals 

engage in as they make meaning with one another” (p. 440). They further state that plurilinguals, 

with multiple discursive practices, “challenge standard notions of languages as fixed and discrete 

entities” (p. 440).      

In the Council of Europe article, Beacco and Byram (2007) define plurilingualism as one’s 

competence in two or more languages in varying degrees. According to their definition, 

plurilinguals are “not exceptional speakers like polyglots” (p. 37), nor can plurilingualism be 

considered as “the privilege of a “gifted” elite” (p. 37). Plurilingualism, like translanguaging, is 

“naturally occurring and therefore, is in everyone’s grasp (Beacco and Byran, p. 37; Canagarajah, 

2011, p. 402). In brief, being plurilingual means, “having certain degree of competence (oral, 

written etc.) in several linguistic varieties, with varying functions” (37). Further quoting the 

Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (2001), Beacco and Byram state that 

plurilingual and pluricultural competence refer to the “use of language for the purposes of 

communication and to take part in intercultural action, where a person, viewed as a social agent, 

has proficiency, of varying degrees, in several languages and experience of several cultures” (p. 

65). Critiquing on the traditional claim that people are monolinguals, Piccardo (2013) states that 

however much people think that they are monolingual, they are ‘fundamentally plurilingual’ (p. 

65). In addition, however much people may think that their languages are ‘pure’ and ‘standard’, 

all languages, according to Piccardo’s interpretation, are “ensembles of different elements in a 

dynamic and constantly changing relationship” (cited in Taylor and Snoddon, 2013, p. 442). In a 

situation where “bilingual education remains so marginalized in concept and practice that 

plurilingualism is a radical notion in many respects” (p. 439) and also it “remains controversial in 

both concept and practice for several reasons” (p. 441).  
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Multilingualism and plurilingualism: controversies. 

One reason for this controversy in plurilingualism, as Taylor and Snoddon state, is due to the 

distinction between plurilingualism and multilingualism. According to Piccardo (2013), 

multilingualism is a term that overlaps with plurilingualism. Describing the distinction between 

multilingualism and plurilingualism, Piccardo explains that multilingualism “keeps languages 

distinct both at the societal level and at the level of the individual” (p. 601). She also claims that 

multilingualism “tends to stress the separate, advanced mastery of each language a person speaks 

[or writes]” (p.601). Similarly, Cenoz and Gorter (2013) explain the difference between 

plurilingualism and multilingualism. According to their explanation, plurilingual practices indicate 

that plurilingual speakers tend to “combine elements from different languages” (p. 592) whereas 

in multilingual educational practices, different teachers are deployed for each language and 

“teachers pretend to be monolingual in the target language” (p. 593). Further explaining 

mono/multilingual practices, they state that even in content based classrooms, teachers are 

encouraged to integrate language and content but not languages (p. 593). The Council of Europe 

(2001) defines multilingualism as one’s “knowledge of a number of languages or the coexistence 

of different languages in a given society (cited in Jeoffrin, 2014, p. 9). The Council of Europe 

(2007) further explains multilingualism as the presence of more than one variety of languages in a 

geographical area where “individuals may be monolingual, speaking only their own variety” (cited 

in Cenoz and Gorter, 2013, p. 594). In contrast, plurilingualism, according to the Council of 

Europe, is the “repertoire of varieties of language which many individuals use so that some 

individuals may be monolingual and some may be plurilingual” (594). Silver and Bokhorst-Heng’s 

(2013) description about the Singaporean context where two speakers codeswitch global English 

and Singlish implies to the reader how plurilingualism functions when an individual may 
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interrelate or interconnect either two or more languages or two or more varieties of the same 

language (pp.614-617) in oral or written communication. According to Taylor and Snoddon, 

“plurilingualism challenges standard notions of language as fixed and discrete entities” (p. 440) 

and instead, it softens language boundaries and “questions the role of the native speaker” (Cenoz 

and Gorter, p. 594). Another issue with regard to plurilingualism as a language policy, as Williams 

(2013) states, is “appropriating the rhetoric of plurilingualism in language planning in local 

contexts” (cited in Taylor and Snoddon, 2013, p. 441). Plurilingualism also will be a challenge to 

standard conventions of academic English. As Taylor and Snoddon claim, plurilingualism may 

“remain limited in concept and practice if L2 student writers would not be able to breach those 

standards by using strategies such as code meshing “in the production of academic English texts” 

(p. 441). Explaining how plurilingual competence differs from multilingualism, Canagarajah 

(2009), first classifies multilingualism as societal multilingualism and individual multilingualism. 

According to him, the first refers to languages having their separate identities in separate areas of 

a geographical location and the latter (individual multiculturalism), refers to “separate, whole, and 

advanced competence in the different languages one speaks” (p. 7). As Canagarajah explains, 

“multilingualism keeps languages distinct” (p. 7). In contrast, one’s competence in plurilingualism 

is integrated but not separated and moreover, languages interact and influence each other in a more 

dynamic way (p. 7). A plurilingual speaker may not have advanced proficiency in any of the 

languages s/he speaks. However, s/he may “mix English words and grammatical structures into 

syntax from other languages” (p. 7). In this sense, according to Canagarajah, plurilingual English 

“is not an identifiable code or a systematized variety of English” (p. 7). Instead, it is a highly fluid 

and variable form of language practice (p. 7).      
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In monolingual teaching pedagogies, students are encouraged to behave as though they were 

monolingual writers so that they can achieve “the unreachable goal’ (Cenoz and Gorter, 2013, p. 

593) of writing English rhetoric as if they do not know the rhetoric of their other or even their own 

languages. So their recommendation is that those language boundaries need to be softened so that 

student writers can encroach upon those boundaries and make their texts meaningful (p. 591). 

Since the plurilingual speaker or writer does not have the same skills in all languages, the Council 

of Europe (2007) states that plurilingualism questions “the model of native speaker as the only 

legitimate objective” (cited in Cenoz and Gorter, 2013, p. 594). Silver and Bokhorst-Heng (2013) 

consider linguistic or rhetorical hybridity as a “central component in plurilinguistic competence” 

(p. 617).  According to the Council of Europe’s (2007) definition, anyone can acquire plurilingual 

competence because it is not exceptional. It is not homogeneous, so one may have different degrees 

of proficiency in the relevant languages. The linguistic repertoire is not static or fixed, yet it is 

dynamic and changes overtime. The speakers [and writers] use “repertoire of communicative 

resources for different functions and can use different varieties at the same time in code switching”. 

The teaching of different languages is linked to one another and finally, plurilingualism involves 

cultural aspect and so, developing pluricultural competence is a part of plurilinguistic competence 

(cited in Cenoz and Gorter, 2013, p. 594).   

Practice of Plurilingualism in L2 Writing  

Until very recently, according to Piccardo (2013), monolingual assumptions that dominated in 

‘homogeneous linguistic communities’ attempted to stop the development of plurilinguistic 

practices (p. 602). However, now this trend towards plurilingual practices even in the L2 writing 

classroom has become unstoppable due to “a wealth of languages and cultures” that migrating 

communities, diasporic writers and international students bring with them to the host countries 
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(Piccardo, p. 601).  Moreover, according to Piccardo, teachers need to consider “all forms of code-

mixing and translanguaging as positive signs of progress” (609) for writer competence.  

Canagarajah (2006a), as an instructor of writing for ESL and multilingual students, raises the 

question what he could do to promote this ‘broadened’, plurilingual “pedagogical vision” in his 

classroom (p. 587).  In contrast to Horner and Trimbur’s (2002) advocacy that such policy changes 

should be “long term ideals” (cited in Canagarajah, 2006a, p. 587), Canagarajah states that teachers 

have “some relative autonomy to develop [plurilingual] textual practices that challenge dominant 

conventions and norms” instead of waiting till “policies trickle down to classrooms” (p. 587). 

Piccardo (2013) states that “there is a great potential of adopting pluriligualism as the foundational 

philosophy” in North American mainstream classroom which is increasingly multilingual and 

multicultural (p. 609).  

In this context, Steinman et al. (2015) cite a convincing example from a composition writing class, 

in which a Tamil student writes his tale with loan words from his Tamil without giving equivalents 

in English so as to facilitate the reading, which dominant English rhetoric expects the L2 writers 

to do (pp. 51-55). This incident is a sharp contrast to Canagarajah’s American professor marking 

his Tamil vernacular idiomatic expressions as syntactic errors. This contrast may suggest to the 

reader and writing instructors that there are possibilities for innovative, pluricultural practices in 

the L2 writing classroom today, which is teemed with multilingual students. As a strategy to 

empower students’ writer identities, Peter Elbow (2002, 2004) suggests that the students should 

be allowed to use their vernacular varieties in the earlier drafts of their composition, yet to edit 

those varieties in their final draft so that it would conform to native speaker rhetorical norms (cited 

in Canagarajah, 2006a, pp. 596-598; 2006c, p. 209). However, Canagarajah states that the “editing 

of other Englishes in the final product may also hump these varieties into the category of errors to 
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be avoided” (p. 598). Instead, he states that he would teach students to include their own varieties 

of English in the texts written in native speaker dominant variety, which would turn the text into a 

hybrid text “that contains divergent varieties” (p. 598).  Canagarajah explains his stance using the 

metaphor of code meshing, which, according to him, was used in “classical rhetoric as a high-brow 

activity” by inserting Greek or Latin without translation in English (p. 598). Canagarajah suggests 

that this strategy can be used in multilingual classrooms and in contexts “outside such elite 

bilingualism (p. 598). Similarly, Jeoffrin et al. (2014) explain that plurilingual syllabus is a content 

and language integrated learning course that exposes the students to inputs from more than one 

language (p. 11). Their explanation may suggest to the reader that L2 student writers could be 

exposed to a repertoire of rhetorical traditions from more than one language.       

Plurilingual Practice: Effects on L2 Writer Identity  

One of the benefits of plurilingual teaching is L2 students can use “their own resources to a larger 

extent in formal education” (Cenoz and Gorter, 2013, p. 596). Ascertaining this view, Canagarajah 

(2011) states that the L2 student writers’ “confidence in [their] identity and background” and the 

sense of freedom to draw from them as resources for their communication empower and motivate 

them writing in the target language (p. 408). Cenoz and Gorter further state that a plurilingual 

approach allows students for maximum exposure to the target language and for work on academic 

skills in English, but at the same time, plurilingual teaching practices draw on learners’ 

metalinguistic awareness and experiences as plurilingual [writers] (p. 596). The assumption is that 

they can become competent plurilingual writers who can [code mesh] two or more rhetorical 

patterns based on their needs (Cenoz and Gorter, 2013, p. 597). In addition, L2 writing is 

considered in contrastive rhetoric as deficient since the traditional teaching of rhetoric expects 

them to write as native writers do, which is an unachievable goal for the L2 writers. The result, 
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according to Cenoz and Gorter, is L2 student writers having a sense of “failure and incompetence” 

(p. 597). In contrast, plurilingual approach to teaching writing further empowers the L2 writers 

since it does not agree with this “reference to the idealized native speaker” (p. 597) writer. The L2 

student writers also can use their “discourse and pragmatic knowledge of other languages” in 

academic writing (p. 597). Since a plurilinguistic pedagogical approach helps speakers [and 

writers] develop a “repertoire made up of various languages and varieties of languages, and 

different forms of knowledge”, L2 learners and specifically, writers are “more motivated to 

communicate and develop sensitivity to others and are thereby able to develop humanistic values 

such as tolerance of the Other” (Jeoffrin et al., 2014). Jeoffrin et al., who elaborate the plurilingual 

concept from both sociocultural and psycholinguistic perspectives, claim that since students 

acquire several linguistic systems simultaneously, that process creates “qualitative changes in 

psycholinguistic organisms in the brain” by eventually creating “new linguistic competences” (p. 

10). In relation to L2 students’ rhetorical competence, Jeoffrin et al.’s description may suggest to 

the reader that learning to practice different rhetorical traditions may lead the student writers to a 

“greater cognitive flexibility” and would further enables the students to develop their creativity. 

(p. 11).    

According to Canagarajah (2006a), “taking ownership of English or appropriating the language by 

confidently using it to serve one’s own interests according to one’s own values, helps develop their 

fluency in English (p. 592). In addition, “valuing the varieties that matter to students can lessen 

the inhibitions against dominant codes, reduce the exclusive status of those codes, and enable 

students to accommodate them in their repertoire of Englishes” (Canagarajah, p. 592). Moreover, 

rather than insisting [L2 writers] to join the native speaker community by adhering to their 

rhetorical tradition, plurilingual pedagogy may enable the students to “shuttle between 
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communities in contextually relevant ways” (p. 593). Regarding the use of vernacular, 

Canagarajah (2006a) states that “vernacular is an asset in the learning of mainstream languages” 

(p. 592). In such a context, his recommendation is that instead of focusing on correctness, teachers 

should “perceive ‘error’ as the learner’s active negotiation and exploration of choices and 

possibilities” (593). In order to achieve these objectives, Canagarajah suggests that teachers, 

instead of teaching “grammatical rules in a normative and abstract way”, should teach students 

communicative strategies such as finding creative ways to negotiate the norms relevant in diverse 

contexts. In such pedagogy, Canagarajah claims that students’ first language may not be a 

hindrance but a resource. (p. 593). He claims that with the practice of using code meshing, student 

writers could master the dominant varieties of English. In addition, this practice would enable them 

to “bring in their own preferred varieties in rhetorically strategic ways” (p. 598). Canagarajah 

(2006b) also states that if multilingual student writers are not “linguistically or culturally 

conditioned to write only in one particular way”, they may tend to be rhetorically creative and such 

liberal practices would enable them to “understand the possibilities and constraints of competing 

traditions of writing and carve out a space for themselves within conflicting discourses” (pp. 601-

602). Since L2 student writers bring with them their previous learning experiences, competencies 

in other languages and a host of knowledge, Piccardo (2013) states that teachers can capitalize 

such competencies to make the students aware of the “metalinguistic and metacognitive capital 

they possess”, which would consequently increase the students’ “self-esteem, agency and self-

efficacy” (p. 609).  

Conclusion   

Interestingly, the literature review in this chapter on the research question: when teaching rhetoric, 

could EAP instructors encourage L2 student writers to develop pluricultural/plurilinguistic identity 
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suggested that assimilative nature of teaching rhetoric does not produce positive results. Therefore, 

the research review generally suggested that academics and writing instructors ought to implement 

alternative teaching strategies so that they can develop in their students a “multilingual and 

polyliterate orientation to writing” (Canagarajah, 2006a, p. 597), which would eventually, help 

students develop a more empowered and motivated writer identity.  

The literature review also brought out different alternatives such as code meshing, translanguaging 

and plurilingualism, which are in a way closely related to one another. Ascertaining this view, 

Taylor and Snoddon (2013) state that each of those concepts “describes the multiple discursive 

practices that plurilinguals engage in as they make meaning with one another” (p. 440). In addition, 

the literature review suggested that plurilingual practices, in either teaching rhetoric, 

morphosyntactic or phonology, are unstoppable in the second language classroom due to a “wealth 

of languages and cultures” (Piccardo, 2013) that migrating communities and international students 

bring with them to the English-speaking host countries.  

Finally, the literature review suggested that plurilingual practices, in which students experience a 

sense of pride, since rhetorical traditions that matter to the students are valued, can empower their 

writer identity and would help them to be rhetorically more creative and increase their “self-

esteem, agency, self-efficacy” (Piccardo, 2013, p. 609) and their overall writer identity. 

 

  



69 
  

Chapter Five  

 Conclusion   

Introduction  

This research review explored research studies and discussions by researchers, academics, and L2 

writing instructors over the past 50 years since Kaplan’s seminal paper, “Cultural Thought Patterns 

in Inter-cultural Education” (1966) to investigate the effects of teaching rhetoric on L2 writer 

identity. Accordingly, this research study raised the following research questions in order to make 

the research review more focused: 

1. How do research and advocates of contrastive rhetoric (CR) view the practices of teaching 

rhetoric to the L2 student writers? 

2. What impact does teaching rhetoric have on the L2 writer identity? 

3. When teaching rhetoric, could EAP instructors encourage L2 student writers to develop 

plurilingual identity?  

Each chapter of this major research paper (MRP) recorded the findings for each of those research 

questions and this final chapter briefly reflects the research findings explored and recorded in 

chapters 2, 3 and 4 in its discussion section. In addition, this chapter briefly notes limitations of 

this study and the popular comments on CR.  Finally, though chapter four discussed plurilingual 

practices as examples for pedagogical implications, this final chapter concludes the discussion on 

effects of teaching rhetoric by suggesting to the reader further pedagogical and research 

implications.  

Discussion  

The literature review generally suggested that there is no consensus among researchers, academics 

and L2 writing instructors about CR as a pedagogical solution to teaching writing, which Kaplan 
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(1966) proposed as “one possible answer to the existing need” (1966, p. 21) in L2 writing 

instruction and research in 1960s. Though some advocates of CR (Connor, 1987, 1996, 2002, 

2005; Hind, 1987; Leki, 1991 and Matsuda, 1997) accept CR as the first serious attempt by North 

American applied linguists to explain L2 writing, the research review suggested that there is no 

consensus even among them how CR should function in the L2 writing classroom. When teaching 

rhetoric to the L2 students, Kaplan suggested that L2 instructors must be aware of rhetorical 

differences and should show those differences overtly to the students (1966, p. 20). In other words, 

he recommended teaching CR “in the same sense that contrastive grammar is presently taught” (p. 

20). In contrast, Connor (1996), a fervent advocate of CR, states that Kaplan’s work was “more 

intuitive than scientific”. What critics (Canagarajah, 2006a; Casanave, 2004; Kubota 1997; Kubota 

and Lehner, 2004 and Steinman, 2003, 2009) are more critical about CR as a pedagogical solution 

to teaching L2 writing is its ethnocentrism, monolingualism and monoculturalism. They argue that 

CR is based on ‘cultural and linguistic determinism’, which views L2 writer identity as deficient 

and considers L2 writers’ act of writing as a strange behavioural pattern that must be corrected 

immediately before they get fossilized. Instead, they claim that those so called errors should be 

viewed as developmental errors that any developing language learner would display. For instance, 

while representing the World Englishes’ view, Canagarajah (2006b) argues that L2 writing 

instructors should “keep in mind that not all textual or linguistic difference is an error” (p. 602). 

Instead, he suggests that L2 writing instructors should consider those ‘presumed errors’ as 

deliberate choices that authors may consciously make “to achieve their communicative purposes” 

(602). Similarly, Spack (1997) while discussing the danger of calling L2 students ‘linguistically 

different’, states that this tendency assumes NSs’ (Inner Circle) rhetorical tradition as “the standard 

that measures what is different against what is not different” (p. 766). 
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Accordingly, they argue that the assumption of making L2 student writers aware of “cross-cultural 

differences in writing styles” (Connor, 1996, p. p. 167) is to train L2 writers to use culturally 

desirable rhetorical patterns so that their writing would conform to the expectations of the native 

speaker reader. They further argue that even many “textbooks used in the teaching of writing in 

English…expose L2 students to paragraphs and essays which exclusively adhere to English 

rhetoric” (Sugiharto, 2007, p. 108). Thus, the practice of teaching rhetoric in L2 writing is 

generally understood to be assimilative, ethnocentric and monocultural.  

In this context, the general argument is the assimilative practice of teaching rhetoric affects L2 

writer identity negatively. The research review paid attention to the postculturalist view of identity 

in the controversy of teaching rhetoric in an assimilative way. Poststructuralist view sees identity 

not as static, stable, monocultural or monolingual. Instead, it sees language learner identity as fluid, 

dynamic, plurilingual and context dependent. For an example, Hyland (2002b) states that treating 

academic writing “uniformly impersonal” teachers do a disservice to the students. Ivanic et al. 

(1996) state that writing is “not a neutral activity that [L2 learners] learn like a skill’ (p. 6). Kubota 

(1997) also states that teachers exercise the power when they impose “an ethnocentric ideology 

and inadvertently supporting the essentializing discourse that represents cultural groups as stable 

or homogeneous entities” (p. 773). 

In this context, researchers, academics and L2 writing instructors (Canagarajah, 2006a, 2006b; 

Piccardo, 2013; Steinman, 2003, 2009) recommend that the teachers need to assist students by 

making them aware of the options available to them as writers. They recommend using polyliterate 

discourse practices such as code meshing, translanguaging so that L2 student writers can merge 

diverse discourses and further advance the “consideration of lexical, rhetorical and structural 

hybridity” (Michael-Luna and Canagarajah, 2007, p. 57). They further state that these polyliterate 
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practices: code meshing, translanguaging and plurilingualism are “naturally occurring and 

therefore, [are] in everyone’s grasp” (Beacco and Byram, 2007, p. 37; Canagarajah, 2011, p. 402) 

because language learners are “fundamentally plurilingual” (Piccardo, 2013, p. 65).     

Pedagogical/Research Implications 

Casanave (2003) states that since “CR deals with paragraph and discourse-level features” (p. 46), 

teachers should introduce the CR issue not to the beginner level students but to the intermediate 

and advanced students, and she recommends teachers and students investigating both L1 and L2 

texts. According to her, this investigation can be set up as discussions, discourse analysis of 

comparable texts, interviews and practice writing from models (p. 46). If it were to be introduced 

to the beginner level students, they would be disadvantaged in two ways. Since they have just 

begun to develop L2 writing concepts, they may not resist but merely adopt their writing according 

to the rhetoric preferred by the particular writing instructors. In addition, if they were fairly literate 

in their L1, they would get confused and caught up between two cultures and rhetorical traditions. 

If teachers and students wish to see how rhetoric differ in L2 and L1s, Casanave recommends 

them, instead of merely attending to L2 texts, to look at samples both from students’ L1s and L2 

(p. 47).   

This literature review also suggests that L2 writing instructors may try, as Canagarajah (2006b) 

states, to “accommodate diverse literary traditions – not keep them separate” (p. 603). As 

Canagarajah further states, in multilingual pedagogy of writing, instructors may “treat the first 

language and culture as a resource” (p. 603) yet not a problem. Another pedagogical implication 

is to “make students sensitive to the dominant conventions in each rhetorical context, but also to 

teach them to critically engage with them” (Canagarajah, 2006b, 603). We, as writing instructors, 

need to guide students to understand that texts and contexts are not static but “changing and 
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changeable” (Canagarajah, 2006b, p. 603). The L2 writing instructors need to be aware that L2 

students are “not linguistically conditioned to write only in one particular way; rather, they can be 

rhetorically creative” (pp. 601-602), with which they may be enable to adopt their writing to the 

needs of the readership representing different cultural and linguistic contexts.  

In addition, instructors may not assume that all “textual or linguistic differences” (p. 602) as errors. 

As Canagarajah states most of the “presumed errors can be choices consciously made by authors” 

(p. 602) to achieve their communicative goals and therefore, instructors may encourage students 

to deemphasize a strict adherence to rules and conventions (p. 602). Moreover, instructors may 

teach their student writers “strategies for rhetorical negotiation” (602) in order that students may 

“modify, resist, or reorient themselves to the rules in a way favorable to them” (p. 602). Another 

pedagogical implication is to understand writing not merely as constitutive but also as 

performative. Students need to be encouraged not merely to construct a rule-governed text but yet 

to achieve “special meanings and functions” (Canagarajah, 2006b, p. 602) and to represent their 

“preferred values and identities, and fulfill diverse needs” (602).    

Another pedagogical implication, as Colombo (2012) suggests, is to design class activities that can 

promote collaborative effort to investigate rhetoric in texts while “having students from different 

linguistic backgrounds” (p. 4). This would give students an opportunity to “practise collaborative 

writing” (p. 4), and in this kind of practices, student writers can learn from each other their own 

writing strategies and “rhetorical preferences” (p. 5).   

Liu and Hanson’s (2002) suggestion of peer editing and reviews would be considered as another 

pedagogical implication. Such peer editing activities would serve as a reinforcement of the 

rhetorical features that they learn in the classroom. It is a collaborative learning activity where 

students help each other “probe and expand their knowledge” (p. 111). According to them, it would 
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be a rhetorical conscious-raising activity for advanced learners, which would help them develop a 

“metalinguistic awareness of rhetoric” (p. 111). Such activities would enable student writers to 

“become better monitors of their own writing in the L2 and can foster an awareness of the different 

rhetorical demands of different kinds of writing…ideally without forcing students to subjugate 

their own prior literacy practices” (p. 111). They recommend teachers to attend to content and 

rhetoric “after the first draft and check these aspects again in later peer response activities” (p. 

111). As one solution for this issue, Biswas (2010) states that prescriptive ways of teaching the 

target language rhetoric would not help L2 writers. Instead, he recommends instructors to “raise 

the consciousness of the student writers about preferred conventions of writing in the target 

language and expectations of the audience and encourage them to incorporate those conventions 

into their writing” (p. 134). Academics and writing instructors (Canagarajah, 2006a, 2006b, 2011; 

Ivanic, 2001; Kubota and Lehner, 2004; Steinman, 2003, 2009) state that writing instructors can 

use different polyliterate strategies to empower L2 writers and to help them position their 

identities. In students’ attempts to cite their own historical or religious sources, Steinman (2003) 

suggests that teachers can train them properly cite those sources. For example, when students refer 

to religious sources such as the Bible to find textual evidence for their comments, teachers can 

train them to properly cite the Bible, instead of insisting them to “be themselves” and write what 

they want in plain language. This way, the writer may find “space for [her/his] voice to emerge” 

(p. 86). Helping students moving from familiar to the strange is often a recommended technique 

in teacher training though it is not commonly practised in the L2 writing class. Steinman (2003) 

states that she would ask her EAP students to write on a topic in a “style that is familiar (L1 style) 

and then on the same topic in L2 style”, in which process they may see the similarities and 

differences of the two rhetorical traditions (p. 88). Ben et al. (2003) proposed that L2 students, 
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depending on the purpose of the text and context, should be invited to write in their L1 (cited in 

Kubota and Lehner, 2004, p. 21). Similarly, Kramsch (1993) suggests that teachers can help 

learners “develop a double voice” so that they can be present in their own utterances (cited in 

Steinman, 2003, p. 86). Steinman et al. (2015) also cite an incident from a Canadian classroom in 

which a Tamil student writes a biographical incident first, in Tamil and then translates it into 

English, but avoids providing English translation for some vernacular Tamil words, for which he 

cannot find English equivalents. In teacher training, novice teachers can be asked to write an essay 

in non-western style (using a model) so that they can see the difficulties and challenges that 

students experience when they try to conform their writing to the western style (Steinman, 2003, 

p. 88). Similarly, when evaluating students’ writing, teachers may try to distinguish the difference 

between what is “disorganized” and “differently organized”, and “what is illogical” from “what is 

differently logical” before simply commenting that students’ writing is disorganized (2003, p. 88; 

2009, p. 37). Peter Elbow (1999) proposed a pragmatic resolution to help students position their 

identities. He proposed to work for a long-term goal of changing the culture of literacy and a short-

term goal of helping students at present. Under this, he proposed to allow L2 students to use their 

own varieties for their early drafts but to teach them copy editing so that their final products may 

conform to the expectations of the academic writing expectations (cited in Canagarajah, 2006a, p. 

597). Instead of delaying students’ attempts to codemix, or allowing them to use their preferred 

codes only in early drafts, Canagarajah suggests that instructors should encourage their students 

to use more than one code even in their final drafts. Accordingly, Canagarajah would teach his 

students to bring in their preferred varieties in their final product for relevant purposes, which 

would make their final product a hybrid text that contains divergent varieties of English (p. 598). 

Students would use even their vernacular codes without giving WE equivalents within brackets to 
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facilitate reading. Steinman et al.’s (2015) citation of the Tamil student’s story is a similar example 

for this strategy. However, here, the students should know both the dominant varieties and “know 

how to bring in their preferred varieties in rhetorically strategic ways” (p. 598). Canagarajah (2011, 

p. 404) also suggests the following strategies for codemeshing, a polyliterate practice: 

 reconceptualization strategies: determining the agreeability of the context for codemeshing 

and shaping the physical surrounding to favour one’s multilingual practices; 

 voice strategy: basing communication on one’s own positionality and making textual 

spaces for one’s linguistic strengths and resources; 

 interactional strategies: negotiating meaning on an equal footing with readers and helping 

them negotiate effectively; 

 textualization strategies: orienting to the text as a multimodal social practice and adopting 

process-oriented composing strategies for effective text development. 

In addition, since multilingual students naturally use plurilingual practices, Canagarajah (2011) 

suggests that writing instructors should try to develop plurilingual pedagogical strategies out of 

the strategies that students use themselves.   

The purposes of developing a plurilingual competence, in which students use different languages 

and different varieties of the same language, are to minimize barriers between languages, adopt a 

holistic vision and focus on linguistic education in a broader sense (Taylor and Snoddon, 2013, p. 

604). They state that plurilingual practices may help students develop their knowledge, attitudes 

and skills (p. 607). Horner, NeCamp and Donahue (2011, p. 286) state that translanguaging could 

help L2 writers move translingually (and transculturally), across and within abstracted languages 

and cultures. Cenoz and Gorter (2013) state that plurilingual repertoires can be an excellent 

resource to develop not only linguistic and discourse skills but also metalinguistic awareness. 
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Plurilinguals, when learning how to communicate in English or when learning vocabulary or 

grammar, can draw on their knowledge on other languages (p. 597). Taylor and Snoddon (2013) 

suggest that plurilingual practice is supported in three theoretical domains: psychocognitive, 

sociocultural and pedagogical. For an example, in psychocognitive perspective, the multilinguals’ 

brain is not considered as the “sum of monolingual brains but rather considered as a complex and 

distinct system (cited in Piccardo, 2013, p. 603). The mother tongue is not excluded in this process. 

In turn, errors are not considered as “pure by-products of interference, but also as a way of 

progressing” (Taylor and Snoddon, 2013, p. 603). 

Similarly, Canagarajah (2006a) claims that appropriating English according to the students’ 

preferred interests and identities is both a condition for gaining voice and also the most effective 

way for developing proficiency in that language (p. 588). According to his claim, taking ownership 

of English or appropriating the language by confidently using it to serve the student writers’ own 

interests and values, helps develop their fluency in English (p. 592). Valuing the varieties that 

matter to the students can also lessen their inhibitions against the dominant codes, reduce the 

exclusive status of those codes, and enable student writers to accommodate their repertoire of 

Englishes (p. 592). There is a great potential for adopting plurilingualism as the foundational 

philosophy in North America, where classrooms are increasingly multilingual and multicultural 

(p. 609). Learners can be made aware of the metalinguistic and ‘metacognitive capital’ they 

possess, which would eventually increase their “self-esteem, agency and self-efficacy”, and 

adopting a plurilingual lens would help both learners and teachers situate their efforts in a much 

wider perspective (p. 609).  

In relation to future contrastive research, Connor (2004) states that it “needs to develop greater 

sensitivity to the view that sees writers not as parts of separate identifiable cultural groups but as 



78 
  

individuals in social groups that are undergoing continuous change.” (p. 234). In addition, since 

NS-NNS dichotomy is blurred due to emergence of different legitimate varieties of English and 

emergence of pluricultural/plurilinguistic concept of rhetoric, future research in CR should take a 

polyliterate perspective. Instead of comparing rhetorical tradition of the Inner Circle varieties of 

English with other varieties with the objective of demanding student writers to abandon their 

rhetorical tradition and adopt their writing to Inner Circle rhetorical tradition/s, research should be 

conducted to see how these different traditions could be merged. Such polyliterate rhetorical 

research would enable L2 student writers experiment with diverse discourse patterns and consider 

forming texts with lexical, rhetorical and structural hybridity. Since finding ways to help L2 

student writers to use polyliterate practices is one of the challenges that writing instructors face, a 

research study would be conducted in relation to L2 students’ own writing since polyliterate 

practices naturally occur when they attempt to conform their writing to the NS reader needs. 

Canagarajah (2011) conducted a similar research study with one of his Arabic student writers, 

using a dialogic approach. This research could also be conducted by investigating such polyliterate 

practices in relation to writing by multilingual writers or postcolonial creative writers in which 

they deliberately write back to the colonial center by incorporating vernacular or traditional literate 

practices with that of the SWE.     

Limitations 

The nature of this study is one of its limitations. If I had conducted a primary research study instead 

of a literature review particularly, in relation to Sri Lankan academic context (where no study on 

rhetoric is apparently recorded), the reader could get insights into how rhetoric is viewed and 

practised in a postcolonial academic context after 50 years of Kaplan’s initial paper on CR. I would 

have to rethink of doing such a research study in future. 



79 
  

Another limitation of the overall discussion of CR, which is closely related to the above, is lack of 

research on the plurilingual rhetorical practices in EAP or ESL/EFL academic writing contexts so 

that the reader could see empirical evidence, which the writing instructors can try doing in their 

own classes. Plurilingualism being a new field in applied linguistics, only a very few researchers 

and academics (Canagarajah 2006a, 2006b, 2009; Michael-Luna and Canagarajah, 2007; 

Steinman, 2003, 2009) seem to have discussed it in relation to L2 writing. 

The General tendency in criticizing Kaplan’s (1966) initial article repeatedly without considering 

the needs of the L2 learning research and writing practices in 1960s seems to be another limitation 

of the overall debate of CR. Matsuda (2003) argues that critics should not forget the context during 

which Kaplan originated contrastive rhetoric (p. 257). Though Kaplan (1966) insisted that it is 

necessary for the NNSs to master the rhetoric of English paragraph, he warned the writing 

instructors that foreign students, after a brief stay in [English speaking host countries], for their 

higher studies, will be returning to their home country (p. 19). In addition, he proposed CR as “one 

possible answer to the existing need” (p. 21) in L2 writing instruction and research at the time.   

Finally, the lack of empirical evidence for code meshing, translanguaging or plurilingual practices 

in academic writing is another limitation that I felt while exploring this research review. When 

writing chapter four on plurilingual practice as an alternative for traditional assimilative practice 

of L2 writing, I needed to cite examples; however, I could find such examples mostly in creative 

writing. Canagarajah’s (2006b) attempt to cite Sivathambi (a writer in Jaffna peninsula, Sri Lanka) 

for such examples (pp. 593, 594-596) is the only exception.   

Conclusion  

Thus, literature review on the effects of teaching rhetoric on L2 writer identity ascertained that if 

L2 student writers are compelled to conform their writing to English or any other rhetorical 
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tradition, they may happen to eradicate their national and geographical identity or undergo identity 

crisis. However, researchers, academics and academic writing instructors (Canagarajah 2006a, 

2006b, 2006c; Ivanic, 1994; Hyland, 2002a, 2002b; Piccardo, 2013; Steinman, 2003, 2009) insist 

that there must be ways that L2 student writers could project their own identity while attending to 

the needs and expectations of their intended reader. Canagarajah (2006a, 2006b), by incorporating 

vernacular with standard academic English, practically presents how one can do justice to their 

own identity. He takes examples from his own life as an individual, ESL instructor and an applied 

linguist. This suggests to the reader that L2 writing instructors have a duty to perform in 

empowering L2 student writers’ identity through critical pedagogy and alternative rhetorical 

strategies. Language learners, being complex human beings with multifaceted identities, cannot 

be described or identified in binary terms as motivated or unmotivated and introvert or extrovert. 

Nor their writing can be simply classified as digressive or straight and indirect or direct because 

colonization and recent globalization have merged cultural and rhetorical boundaries. In this 

context, language or cultural purism and superiority tend to become meaningless expectations. 

One may find static, fixed character traits only in romanticized fiction. Therefore, researchers and 

writing instructors need to find polyliterate practices such as code meshing, translanguaging and 

plurilingualism so that they can empower their L2 student writers to shift through different 

discourse patterns and identities.      
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