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“CCCC Statement on Second-Language Writing and Writers.” College Composition and Communication 52.4 (2001): 669-74. Rpt. in Second-Language Writing in the Composition Classroom: A Critical Sourcebook. Ed. Paul Kei Matsuda, Michelle Cox, Jay Jordan, and Christina Ortmeier-Hopper. Boston: Boynton/Cook, 2006. 10-13.
This statement is presented in three parts: 1) General Statement; 2) Guidelines for Writing Programs; and 3) Selected Bibliography. The General Statement justifies the need for teaching second-language writers in all areas and at all levels on the basis of higher education institutions seeking to increase student diversity in North America. The term “second-language writers” is defined, and writing teachers and writing program administrators are exhorted to recognize and address the presence and needs of this diverse student population, along with continuing research in the field. The Guidelines discuss placement of second-language writers using a broad variety of course options and with some element of self-placement available, which is based on open disclosure of what the placement options entail. Areas specifically addressed include assessment, class size, credit, teacher preparation, and teacher support. The Selected Bibliography at the end is self-explanatory.

Bean, Janet, Maryann Cucchiara, Robert Eddy, Peter Elbow, Rhonda Grego, Rich Haswell, Patricia Irvine, Eileen Kennedy, Ellie Kutz, Al Lehner, and Paul Kei Matsuda. “Should We Invite Students to Write in Home Languages? Complicating the Yes/No Debate.”  Composition Studies 31.1 (2003): 25-42. Rpt. in Second-Language Writing in the Composition Classroom: A Critical Sourcebook. Ed. Paul Kei Matsuda, Michelle Cox, Jay Jordan, and Christina Ortmeier-Hopper. Boston: Boynton/Cook, 2006. 225-39. 
The authors came together for a week in July 2002 to discuss the question, “Should We Invite Students to Write in Home Languages?” Based on individuals’ research, experiences, and purposes in teaching, the group agreed that writing is initiated in, affected by, and completed within a social context; writers’ confidence increases when their home languages are “valued and respected”; and these teachers want their students to claim available power and competence as writers. Ten variables are listed, creating a framework in which to situate second-language teaching, promoting just such a validating position and structuring the frame within a rhetorical pedagogy. Each variable might be renamed as a specific rhetorical term. For example: “First Variable: Are we inviting students to write in a home language or in a home dialect?” could be distilled as one word, Occasion. Continuing in the order of listing, variables could be categorized as (2) Invention; (3) Audience; (4) Stasis; (5) Rhetorical Pedagogy; (6) Appeals; (7) Kairos; (8) Decorum; (9) Delivery; and (10) Anamnesis. The variables, in their original question formats, invite readers to engage the authors in conversation and, if desired, continue in dialogue concerning what second languages mean to the psychological and academic development of second language learners.
Blaauw-Hara, Mark. “Why Our Students Need Instruction in Grammar, and How We Should Go About It.” Teaching English in the Two-Year College 34.2 (2006): 165-78.
Blaauw-Hara writes that his community college’s portfolio rubric, based on course outcomes, shows that the most common areas in which students need improvement are grammar and mechanics. He points out that motivations for valuing students’ native languages outside scholarly disciplines of language studies do not reflect the realities of writing in the rest of the higher education community or in the work world. Thus, students need to be able to demonstrate proper use of standard English as well as critical thinking and writing skills, and writing teachers are responsible for assisting in this learning. Despite research asserting that direct grammar instruction is useless, perhaps even harmful, the author suggests seven ways, founded in research and classroom experience, to re-conceive theory-based grammar instruction in praxis: 1) reconsider grammar correctness, moving away from an absolute and toward a contextual viewpoint; 2) teach writing as process, with editing coming last; 3) use teacher-student conversation to affect grammatical improvement; 4) adopt each student’s writing as texts for teaching grammar one-on-one; 5) have students reread what they write; 6) provide excellent writing models; and 7) use noninvasive and nondirective marking techniques.

Blanton, Linda Lonon. “From Classroom Instruction and Language Minority Students: On Teaching To “Smarter” Readers and Writers.”  Teaching Developmental Writing: Background Readings. Ed. Susan Naomi Bernstein, 2004. 362-71 Rpt. from Generation 1.5 Meets College Composition: Issues in the Teaching of Writing to U.S.-Educated Learners of ESL. Harklau, Linda, Kay M. Losey, and Meryl Siegal, Ed. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Assoc., 1999.
Blanton identifies students who immigrated to and received most of their secondary education in the United States, and who speak home languages other than English, including some who were born in this country, as language minority students (also fitting criteria for Generation 1.5 designation, a term used by other authors), and lays out the problems these students face in becoming college-level writers. Routed into ESL or developmental preparatory programs, writing is often problematic for language minorities, Blanton asserts, despite various levels of English speaking fluency. Because English is the language of language minority students’ educations, teachers may perceive them to be deficient in both their home and second languages. Language minority students may feel that placement with foreign students delegitimizes their educational progress and insults their cultural awareness. ESL classes often center on language structures and form, with teachers responding by correcting writing assignments. Blanton challenges the practice of placing language minority students in ESL classrooms with foreign students, classes that often focus on the needs of the foreigners and impose unacceptable sublimation on the identity and pride of language minority students. Placement in developmental/basic/remedial classrooms has similar pitfalls, with an inherent risk of imposing a model of form on students, thus short-circuiting the goal of written prose that demonstrates critical thinking and response. Part of the problem stems from functional decoding without critical interaction with texts, thus absenting language minority students as conversationalists in the writer/reader dialogue. Blanton advocates for critical literacy (different from literacy skills) in the reading-writing classroom through talking and writing, making connections with texts, calling on sources, and privileging personal experience as valid lenses on texts under scrutiny. Blanton’s exposition on language minorities is important to the formation of a pedagogy for ESL because until language minorities/Generation 1.5 students are recognized as having distinct needs, such students will regularly be placed in ESL and developmental classrooms, despite necessary recognition of each student’s needs. However, foreign students also need instruction leading to critical literacy, as do native English speakers, and I see no contradiction in creating such opportunities whether student populations are blended or separated.
Casanave, Christine Pearson. Controversies in Second Language Writing: Dilemmas and Decisions in Research and Instruction. Michigan Series on Teaching Multilingual Writers. Ed. Diane Belcher and Jun Liu. Ann Arbor: U of Michigan P, 2004.
Casanave’s purpose in writing this book is to help develop a knowledge base and decision-making skills in second language writing instructors, along with contributing to the platform supporting second-language writing research. As the title states, the author reveals controversies incumbent on L2 teaching and suggests that open discussion should take place among instructors about decision-making processes. She advocates for L2 instructors composing a literacy autobiography that includes their own experience with second language learning, a genesis for teaching and learning beliefs that may influence classroom decisions. In addition, she promotes acknowledgement of instructors’ intuitive writing knowledge, reading relevant texts, accessing graduate-level education, and ongoing study that will inform instructors’ practice. Casanave summarizes Robert Kaplan’s interest in contrastive rhetoric as a solution to pedagogical problems with L2 instruction and discusses possible influences during his development of the subject. The author’s discussion of fluency and accuracy includes an account of a whole-language approach to literacy; development of a three-course sequence with goals of fluency, clarity, and correctness, in that order; Peter Elbow’s emphasis on the value of freewriting; and ways journals can be used, along with anecdotal results. Pertinent to pedagogical philosophy is her discussion of the debate on whether error correction helps students improve writing or not. Her overview of literature positions Truscott’s publications as foremost in advocating minimal or no grammar correction, with Ferris promoting the opposite viewpoint. Casanave attempts to illuminate these positions by citing Duppenthaler’s research on Japanese high school girls, which concluded that improvement did not transfer from corrected/commented texts to other work. (Note that Casanave cautions teachers to carefully define improvements; many different interpretations exist in the literature.) The author also advises that reading and writing courses for ESL be combined because of their interactivity and symbiotic role in fluency. If controversies in second language writing can be indeed distilled to a book-length manuscript, Casanave has succeeded. Additional topics include (but are not limited to) audience; plagiarism; product and process; assessment; cultural constructions, such as critical thinking; and the equalizing forces of electronic technology, if any. Casanave’s text does what she intended: it provides an overview valuable for formulating ESL pedagogy and a chronicle of research in the field, evoking questions that need to be answered.

Chan, Alice Yin Wa. “Tactics Employed and Problems Encountered by University English Majors in Hong Kong in Using a Dictionary.” Applied Language Learning 15.1 & 2 (2005): 1-27.

Chan reports results from a survey of Hong Kong university students, second language learners of English, with English as their major, on strategies employed and problems encountered while using a dictionary for error correction. Significant is the common complaint that dictionaries provide less help than students expect. Data gathered through “think-aloud” observations provides immediate insight into students’ cognitive processes. Only printed dictionaries were permitted, with each student using his or her favorite. This dictionary study differed from others in that grammatical usage of words, rather than definitions, were the investigation’s target. Most students referred to examples, rather than definitions, for information on correct usage; some used elimination based on absence of parallel examples. Two other strategies include using information available in extra columns in some dictionaries and referring to special features, such as underlining and boldface font. Notable is the high percentage of students (96%) that found selecting or interpreting examples to be problematic, which I found to be true while I was enrolled in Spanish 600. The author recommends emphasizing the benefits of improving dictionary skills through various exercises. In a classroom, this approach would support a minimal marking philosophy. A correction sheet could include a column in which dictionary referral provides an alternative to the grammar handbook, a small way of empowering ESL students to facilitate their own learning.

Collins, Timothy G. “(Re)Considering L1 Use in Adult ESL Classrooms: Effects on Learner Motivation.”  Pedagogy of Language Learning in Higher Education: An Introduction. Ed. Gerd Bräuer. Advances in Foreign and Second Language Pedagogy. Westport, CT: Ablex Pub., 2001. 61-75.
Collins begins his essay by surveying an evolving body of thinking about the use of L1 in L2 classrooms. Early suppositions that L1 speaking would interfere with second language learning; L2-only could provide the greatest possible exposure to the second language; and that L1 use should be discouraged through penalty are giving way to inclusion of L1 as pedagogically sound practice that values the students, teachers, and the multiple L1s that may be needed to effectively communicate in the classroom. The study at hand reports on findings from a Texas adult education beginning ESL class that moved from L2-only to deliberate inclusion of L1. Following a succession of three instructors for one L2 class, Collins notes that use of L1 (Spanish) clarified and improved instruction, with such exchanges echoing R. L. Oxford’s (1992) five learning strategies: metacognitive, cognitive, compensation, social, and affective strategies. Examples of each, in order, include notetaking, translation, codeswitching, interaction, and collaborating to produce a positive environment for instructional, cultural, social, and emotional support. Collins concludes that the use of L1 improved instruction and supported Auerbach’s (1993) findings. He emphasizes the importance of learner-teacher communication, through which learners’ needs, interests, and motivations can be understood. Group work in L1 can be successfully implemented, with care given in classes where several different L1s are spoken. Although Collins cautions instructors to be aware of any student who may be isolated in the classroom because she or he is the only speaker of a particular L1, the author makes no mention of the perceived status that different L1s may evoke among students. Care must be taken to equalize disparate cultural constructions of language in the context of L2 and avoid privileging one L1—or one L1 student—over another.

Dong, Yu Ren. “The Need to Understand ESL Students’ Native Language Writing Experiences.”  Teaching Developmental Writing: Background Readings. Ed. Susan Naomi Bernstein. Boston: Bedford/St. Martin’s, 2004. 351-61.
Dong cites her independent research on student writing to illustrate the necessity of teacher interest and inquiry into ESL students’ native literacy learning. She states that cross cultural awareness can promote inclusion of wider and richer resources than might otherwise be available, and characteristics particular to a certain classroom justify curriculum adjustments to utilize students’ strengths and fulfill their instructional needs, thus building community. Learning about and acknowledging differences in writing literacy learning in represented languages and cultures leads to teachers’ diversification and expansion of teaching strategies. Because each student comes into the classroom with expectations based on previous and diverse learning experiences, teachers need to find ways to promote transitions and build confidence even when reality varies from what was expected. Dong gives several suggestions to help ESL students build working vocabularies and knowledge about the English language. Most important, in my estimation, is to integrate reading and writing within the ESL curriculum, with multiple reasons and opportunities for both.
Edlund, John R. “Non-Native Speakers of English.”  Concepts in Composition: Theory and Practice in the Teaching of Writing. Ed. Irene L. Clark. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Assoc., 2003. 363-87.
Edlund writes that second language writing research is valuable to mainstream composition teachers because ESL students are present in mainstream classes and forestalls narrow interpretations of writing research based on a single language and culture. The author discusses language acquisition theory, including the five hypotheses comprising Krashen’s theory: (1) acquisition/learning distinction; (2) natural order hypothesis; (3) monitor hypothesis; (4) input hypothesis; and (5) “affective filter” hypothesis, which he arrives at through morpheme studies. Because Krashen’s theory could apply to a broad range of classes outside of language disciplines, the author challenges the vagueness of input/output discussions absent from a description of mental processes. Edlund resists discarding Krashen’s theory by contrasting cognitive science and linguistic research and showing how each might offer valid approaches. He advocates attempting to change learner attitudes that might influence language acquisition. The author goes on to suggest inquiry into student cultural background influences either by survey or in conference. Robert Kaplan’s contrastive rhetoric offers a way to investigate how language can differ across cultures, with American English commonly involved in the comparison. Edlund gives three definitions for Generation 1.5 students. He also brings up the controversy on correction, advocating for a middle ground where instructors limit marking to a small set of errors, addressing issues that students seem about to grasp. This compromise solution may be workable for teachers and valuable to students who want grammatical and mechanical instruction.
Ferris, Dana, and Barrie Roberts. “Error Feedback in L2 Writing Classes: How Explicit Does It Need to Be?”  Second-Language Writing in the Composition Classroom: A Critical Sourcebook. Ed. Paul Kei Matsuda, Michelle Cox, Jay Jordan, and Christina Ortmeier-Hopper. Boston: Boynton/Cook, 2006. 380-402.

Ferris and Roberts report results from their error feedback study involving seventy-two ESL students divided into three groups (Group A receiving feedback with codes; Group B, feedback with no codes; and Group C, the control group), and eight instructors. The authors asked four questions, including whether student ability to self-edit differs according to feedback (codes, no codes, and no feedback); whether the ability to self-edit differs across error type; whether student preferences for feedback and perception of grammar needs corresponds to data from their texts; and whether prior knowledge of grammar terms and error types affect the ability to respond to feedback and make corrections. The authors found that students who received feedback, whether coded or not, had significantly greater success in self-editing in the five selected grammatical categories than the control group that received no feedback. However, those who received coded feedback fared about the same as those who received no codes with their feedback. This suggests that students might be as successful at this ESL level (two semesters below freshman composition) with either coded or no code feedback; even so, students’ preference for coded feedback and their perception of efficacy should be considered when deciding how to respond to texts. Teachers need to decide whether the amount of time saved and avoiding making errors in correction warrant student frustration. Alternatively, teachers might attempt to convince students that no-code feedback is sound pedagogy. The authors also suggest that a longitudinal study be conducted to investigate whether their results hold true over time.
Ferris, Dana R. Response to Student Writing: Implications for Second Language Students. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Assoc., 2003.
This book is divided into research and practice, offering second language teachers grounded practical advice for responding to ESL student writing. The text includes summaries regarding L1 composition research on responding to students and the findings’ subsequent influence on L2 writing theory and practice; teacher response to ESL writing; error correction; peer response, and student views on response. In addition, the practical section of the book offers a teacher training sequence; guidelines for conferences; sample response forms; error correction issues and options; and suggestions for including peer response in ESL classrooms. The short section on teacher-student writing conferences is of particular interest because although little research has been conducted on this response method, the author notes two studies finding benefits resulting from conferencing. Yet, they also note the challenge that student cultural expectations may play. A list of suggestions on how to prepare students for conferences deals with such expectations as well as how to make the most of conferencing opportunities. As a pedagogical tool, I find that conferences add another layer to the speaking/writing dynamic that contributes to language development. Another topic of interest is research on and implementation of peer response. Ferris writes that L2 peer review is fairly well researched, and that findings in the 1990s reinforced teacher perceptions of its ineffectiveness. She suggests that teachers should review available research and evaluate whether benefits, obtained through carefully planned peer review sessions, outweigh potential problems. Ferris walks the reader through the controversy and suggests ways that peer review can be used effectively, if the teacher chooses to do so.

Feyten, Carine M., Michelle D. Macy, Jeannie Ducher, Maktoto Yoshii, Eunwook Park, Brendan D. Calandria, and John Meros. Teaching ESL/EFL with the Internet: Catching the Wave. Ed. Michelle D. Macy. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Merrill/Prentice Hall, 2002.

At the beginning of every chapter in this text, one or more of the authors offers a rationale for what follows. Topics include the integration of listening, speaking, reading, writing, culture, and assessment into second language (English) instruction. Teaching tips and tips for students precede each set of activity sheets, which are designed around the chapter’s rationale. The internet is the common text joining all activities. This book provides one model for incorporating a holistic approach to ESL teaching with the use of technology. Although the text is at a pre-university level, the simplicity of the assignments, such as one on applying to colleges, has practical application in real life. I would refer to this book as a resource on structure and practice rather than as a scholarly research resource.
Fleckenstein, Kristie S. “Inviting Imagery into Our Classrooms.” Language and Image in the Reading-Writing Classroom: Teaching Vision. Ed. Kristie S. Fleckenstein, Linda T. Calendrillo and Demetrice A. Worley. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Assoc., 2002. 3-26.
Fleckenstein’s essay is packed with ways of thinking about images in relation to language, but she believes that adding imagery to classroom pedagogy, in itself, is inadequate. Instead, teachers must understand the intrinsic relationships image and language form to create knowledge. Teachers must also acknowledge that interpretations of images vary depending on individual recognition of relationships having to do with three things: shared human neurophysiology, which in turn creates similar patterns of reality; unique experiences (environment; nurture) differentiate these patterns of reality; and shared place or space is interpreted differently by individuals because of these differentiated patterns. She argues that Western culture inflates the value of linguistic and logical-mathematical intelligences but neglects spatial, musical, bodily kinesthetic, interpersonal, and intrapersonal intelligences. The author writes that five of the seven intelligences involve some aspect of imagery, and by inviting multimodal thinking into the classroom, more students may be able to access their preferred intelligences, their ways of knowing. Also, the site at which linguistic metaphors break down is a place where new understanding and knowledge can be created. If this is indeed so, then an ESL classroom can be conceived as a rich vessel for exploration of broken metaphors. Since the understanding of metaphors weaves linguistics and imagery and ESL students bring different cultural ways of perceiving relationships, rather than simply training students to recognize Western ways of understanding images, students (both ESL and L1) should be encouraged to explore multicultural multimodal ways of thinking and knowing.
Fox, Roy F. “Images across Cultures: Exploring Advertising in the Diverse Classroom.”  Language and Image in the Reading-Writing Classroom: Teaching Vision. Ed. Kristie S. Fleckenstein, Linda T. Calendrillo and Demetrice A. Worley. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Assoc., 2002. 119-34.
The author studies a Missouri high school ESL class made up of 12 students from 8 different countries, commenting on how the students interact with and interpret advertising within the social context of the classroom and based on their own cultural backgrounds. Fox writes that visual texts elicit spoken and written response more readily than written texts. In addition, he writes that images frequently connect “language, media, and mind.” Advertisements that are created for global distribution and include little or no written language generate discussion of controversial issues, such as religious, gender, and cultural discrimination that can arise from individuals’ cultural context. ESL students in this class tend to have initial responses to advertisements that are similar to those of American students. When students were given an assignment to design an advertisement, their backgrounds--including culture--helped them relate to and claim their work, integrating the audience to include targets of differing ages and national origins. Studying advertising visuals contributed to articulation of ideas about complex issues that might be unacceptable in their own languages and cultures. The author asserts that it is important for ESL writers to have opportunities to engage in such activities collaboratively because thinking and verbalizing that is incomplete as a student alone can be developed within the group. This supports the idea of including the study of visual rhetorics in pedagogy for both technical writing and composition.
Gee, James Paul. What Video Games Have to Teach Us About Learning and Literacy. New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2004.

The author evaluates skills and learning necessary for players to succeed in playing popular video games, approaching the games as educational texts. He develops “The Thirty-six Learning Principles” based on his research, nurturing his praxis-to-theory approach. At the same time, he deprecates the efficacy of public school systems, a reversal of the common binary: school/good versus video games/evil. Because he takes this new look at questionable video texts, his thinking expands the fundamental toolkit a teacher can take into the classroom. My interest in Gee’s book has to do with his learning principles, particularly the Multimodal Principle, which coincides with Fleckenstein’s ideas. Additional principles are useful, including the Identity, Design, and Cultural Models about Semiotic Domains Principles.
Hirvela, Alan. Connecting Reading & Writing in Second Language Writing Instruction. Michigan Series on Teaching Multilingual Writers. Ed. Diane Belcher and Jun Liu. Ann Arbor: U of Michigan P, 2004.
The author advocates integrating reading and writing in the second language classroom, with students viewed primarily as readers. He cites studies linking reading and writing as essential to each other and to thinking and learning. He marks reading as the first act of writing and, also, the revision of writing. He writes that reader-response theory explains the primacy of the reader in the author/text/reader relationship. The final chapter of the book focuses on reading-writing pedagogy models, including computer-mediated, literature/response-based, collaborative, content-based, and sequential models discussed. The examples Hirvela gives are helpful in broadening and understanding several perspectives on development of effective L2 reading-writing pedagogies.

Hyland, Ken. Second Language Writing. Cambridge Language Education. Ed. Jack C. Richards. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge UP, 2003.
Hyland’s book could serve as a companion text to Joy Reid’s Teaching ESL Writing. (In fact, Hyland cites Reid regularly.) However, Hyland includes more explicit information on teaching with technology, including the use of CALL (Computer Assisted Language Learning) and corpora and concordancing. He asserts that writers must be able to control content, system, process, genre, and context for effective composition of texts, and he lists common types of writing assignments and the pedagogical functions they address. This book permits a close view of technology and pedagogy that can be used in the ESL classroom.
Ioup, Georgette. “The Debate over Grammar Instruction.” Contrastive Rhetoric: Issues, Insights, and Pedagogy. Ed. Nagwa Kassabgy, Zeinab Ibrahim and Sabiha Aydelott. New York: The American U in Cairo P, 2004. 114-30.
Ioup argues that research conducted on L2 language acquisition has included too few long-term studies. Beginning with Krashen’s assertion that traditional rule-based grammar instruction will not cause underlying linguistic systems to develop into native-like language facility, in opposition to a long list of “focus on form” advocates, Ioup summarizes the basic controversy--to teach grammar or not to teach grammar to L2 students--as well as some of the benefits attributed to each side. Then she breaks form-focused instruction into two types: traditional grammar, the teaching of grammatical rules apart from context, and Focus-on-Form, defined as grammatical instruction linked directly to context and occurring at the opportune time. This is where Truscott’s and Ferris’s views enter the fray. Truscott argues that grammatical correction is useless, while Ferris cites inconclusive empirical research and student preference for error correction. Ioup follows with a seven-semester long study of a Chinese immigrant student who had learned English informally and was fluent but whose grammar was fixed and distinctly nonnative. (Jenny would be considered a Generation 1.5 student.) The author comes to the conclusion that classroom grammar, both traditional (Focus on FormS) and in context (Focus on Form) contribute to restructuring Jenny’s internal grammatical system, and she also situates her argument in agreement with Krashen, Truscott, and other doubters of formal grammar learning. She explains through cognitive theory, specifically procedural and declarative memory, how Krashen and Truscott and the anti-Krashenists and Ferris may all be correct, at least partially. I appreciate Ioup’s attempt to reconcile differences and theorize how to combine ideas in ways that work for more, if not all, students.
Kostelnick, Charles and Michael Hassett. Shaping Information: The Rhetoric of Visual Conventions. Carbondale: Southern Illinois UP, 2003.

This book examines visual conventions through academicians’ eyes. As a language, visual design has many dialects. Some are standards; others are wannabes. A few are novel, some fall out of favor and die, but of these, designs are routinely resurrected in changed forms. Close-up inspections of visual designs reveal that, from an historical point of view, technology has not only dictated the limitations of visual conventions, but it has compelled designers to exceed those limits. The nature of visual conventions is that they articulate meaning, through imagery, that is evoked in constantly evolving languages. For the technical writer, fluency in speaking the language(s) of visual design is both art and praxis. Visual design conventions acquire currency in the domain of technical writers. Teachers of technical and professional writing must, therefore, necessarily develop pedagogies that assess the rhetorical value of visual design conventions and their practical applications, while working toward implementing incidental and standard visual codes into the everyday practice of the technical communicator. Moreover, teachers are at the crux of tension between purveyors of innovative and conventional visual designs, agents who perform and the powers that command production, as well as cultural interpreters and institutional standard bearers.
Leki, Ilona. “Reciprocal Themes in ESL Reading and Writing.” Teaching Developmental Writing: Background Readings. Ed. Susan Naomi Bernstein. 2nd ed. Boston: Bedford/St. Martin’s, 2004. 93-114.
Leki argues that over the past twenty-five years, reading research has had far less impact on reading pedagogy than has writing research on the teaching of writing. Research in both areas shows that L2 students who are more proficient with English employ interactive reading and recursive writing practices. However, the teaching of reading suffers by being separated from writing instruction, with resultant student writing being read by someone (the instructor) or published. L2 students often lack comparable real-world purposes for reading. Leki writes that reading selections for L2 students are often too short and too varied in topics. She argues that teaching students to engage in reading strategies that proficient L2 readers use is not teaching reading, and that post-reading tests on comprehension, focusing on main ideas, is abstract and subjective. Leki points to extended writing discourse, with both reading and writing taking place in a social context, as a truer measure of comprehension, thus supporting the idea of the reciprocal nature of reading and writing instruction. She supports the integration of reading and writing in the ESL classroom, practices that serve sound pedagogical objectives, including critical thinking and rhetorical awareness.

Liu, Jun, and Jette G. Hansen. Peer Response in Second Language Writing Classrooms. Michigan Series on Teaching Multilingual Writers. Ed. Diane Belcher and Jun Liu. Ann Arbor: U of Michigan P, 2002.
The authors support pedagogical applications of peer review with a variety of theories before launching into the benefits and deficits attendant to the practice that are nicely laid out in table format. They break down the effects of peer review into short-term and long-term results. Instructing L2 students in how to conduct peer review and deciding the appropriate times for such sessions receive special attention. This text assists in refining purpose for including peer review in ESL pedagogy.

Lu, Min-Zhan. “Professing Multiculturalism: The Politics of Style in the Contact Zone.” College Composition and Communication 45.4 (December 1994): 442-58. Rpt. in Cross-Talk in Comp Theory: A Reader. Ed. Victor Villanueva. 2nd ed. Urbana, IL: National Council of Teachers of English, 2003. 487-503. 
Lu writes about teaching writing in the contact zone, where students’ cultural backgrounds collide with academic discourse. Using negotiation to enlarge the meaning of colloquial constructions in relation to academic constructions, Lu empowers her students to choose how best to express a concept in relation to their own cultural backgrounds over time (past, present, and future). The difference between the received knowledge of academic English and the negotiated process of choosing academic English lies in associated social and personal contexts. Lu concedes that her practice of teaching in the contact zone means always being vulnerable to “blunders” because classroom discussion is unpredictable and volatile. Nor can she, as a teacher, predict what will happen or be said on her students’ skin color or their ethnic or national heritage. She finds that this negotiation is more effective when texts written by professional writers are analyzed in a similar fashion. Lu concludes that this process of negotiation works in part because students attend college to learn academic discourse, but that their adoption of academic English becomes an act of choice rather than reaction by rote. Her method has clear value for Generation 1.5 students, who are often marginalized before enrolling in higher education and may have different motivations and responses to second language learning than do foreign students.

Matsuda, Paul Kei. “Composition Studies and ESL Writing: A Disciplinary Division of Labor.”  College Composition and Communication 50.4 (June 1999): 699-721. Rpt. in Cross-Talk in Comp Theory: A Reader. Ed. Victor Villanueva. 2nd ed. Urbana, IL: National Council of Teachers of English, 2003. 773-96. 
The author traces the history of teaching nonnative speakers of English to U.S. higher education students, going back to its roots in 19th-century efforts to teach English to Native American children and to new urban-area immigrants. The year 1911 is marked as the first in which international students were instructed in an English class. However, the difficulties that nonnative speakers encountered when learning English, particularly those of international students, spurred foreign policy supporting such teaching. In addition, by the mid-1960s, a focus on professionalism resulted in the formation of TESOL, which effectively separated the teaching of nonnative speakers from instruction in English composition. Currently there seems to be a movement to reintegrate ESL language and composition instruction. Understanding the background of the division of labor helps move toward a workable and effective pedagogy in a changing field.

---. “Second-Language Writing in the Twentieth Century: A Situated Historical Perspective.” Exploring the Dynamics of Second Language Writing. Ed. Barbara Kroll. New York: Cambridge UP, 2003. 15-34. Rpt. in Second-Language Writing in the Composition Classroom: A Critical Sourcebook. Ed. Paul Kei Matsuda, Michelle Cox, Jay Jordan, and Christina Ortmeier-Hopper. Boston: Boynton/Cook, 2006. 14-30. 
Matsuda argues that unless second language composition teachers understand the historical perspective of their field, mistakes in the adoption of pedagogical strategies, whether beneficial or inappropriate for the changing demographics of this student population, are certain to transpire. Much of the historical information he included in “Composition Studies and ESL Writing: A Disciplinary Division of Labor” is repeated here. However, he expands his discussion of second language writing in the later essay, defining and following thinking about the use of free, controlled, and guided composition. Kaplan’s contrastive rhetoric originally focused on the organizational structure of paragraphs, which appeared to be affected by culture and language. Writing as process, as well as language use in context, have migrated into the teaching of second language composition, but teachers tend to adopt some of many approaches rather than being faithful to only one. Training programs specifically for second language writing teachers are scarce. The emergence of basic writing programs with the onslaught of students newly gaining access to higher education in the 1970s meant that a remedial space could relieve some of the pressure of the also increasing number of ESL students, even though this, too, was a point of contention. Matsuda states that second language writing has emerged as an interdisciplinary field. A growing number of journals, conferences, teacher development opportunities, and increasing metadisciplinary discourse mark the development of a field that serves not only ESL but also Generation 1.5 students. Matsuda’s essay is important because, among other reasons, it validates the study of second language writing instruction as a professional endeavor.

Matsuda, Paul Kei, and Tony Silva. “Cross-Cultural Composition: Mediated Integration of U.S. And International Students.” Composition Studies 27.1 (1999): 15-30. Rpt. in Second-Language Writing in the Composition Classroom: A Critical Sourcebook. Ed. Paul Kei Matsuda, Michelle Cox, Jay Jordan, and Christina Ortmeier-Hopper. Boston: Boynton/Cook, 2006. 246-59.
Matsuda and Silva propose that cross-cultural composition courses that integrate American and international students be developed, based on a two-pronged purpose: to provide a learning environment conducive to teaching ESL students and to promote intercultural understanding. Integrated courses have no economic consequences for the institution but can challenge ESL students’ ability to succeed. ESL students are often intimidated by speaking in class, especially mainstream or integrated classrooms, and doubt their abilities to succeed alongside native English speakers (NES). The authors’ example of Matsuda’s integrated composition course, taught at Purdue in 1997, demonstrates one way to implement the curriculum. They caution that cross-cultural classes should be taught by instructors familiar with the needs of both ESL and NES students, possibly by a team that complements each other in these areas. Balanced enrollment must also be attended to. Matsuda and Silva perceive particular value in integrating ESL and NES composition in institutions lacking linguistic and cultural diversity. I find this article intriguing because it offers solid examples of effective integration of ESL and NES composition students with the possibility of extension into technical writing, where cross-cultural environments often arise spontaneously.

Mulroy, David D. The War against Grammar. Crosscurrents. Ed. Charles I. Shuster. Portsmouth, NH: Boynton/Cook Pub., Inc., 2003.
Mulroy traces the historical rise and fall of grammar instruction, advocating for its deliberate inclusion in the English educator’s curriculum for two reasons. First, teachers of English and foreign languages would have better command of the reasons why certain constructions work. In addition, students taught by such teachers would more easily be able to make connections between English grammar and foreign language(s), and the number of students studying foreign languages would rise. Much of the book involves identifying why grammar has fallen out of favor, and he marks the NCTE as central in promoting the anti-grammar position. Mulroy moves beyond background building to constructive suggestions. For example, he suggests that pre-1960s grammar instruction methods should not be unilaterally thrown out and shows how current use of sentence recombination could be enhanced by allowing for more student creativity. The book offers a view of the grammar debate from a classicist’s point of view, and he emphasizes that positions like the NCTE’s hamper effective teacher training.

Panetta, Clayann Gilliam. “Contrastive Rhetoric in Technical-Writing Pedagogy at Urban Institutions.” College ESL 7.2 (1997): 70-80.

Panetta’s expectation that the growing application of contrastive rhetoric theory in composition pedagogy would have infiltrated technical writing pedagogy is proved false, at least in English composition based technical writing curricula. However, evidence that contrastive rhetoric is being incorporated into business courses is gathered from business-writing textbooks. Panetta writes that unless contrastive rhetoric theory is included in textbooks, it is unlikely to be included in pedagogy. She calls for higher education instructors, especially in urban areas, to include contrastive rhetoric in technical writing pedagogy much like process theory and collaboration are. Noting that E-1 workers are more likely to value E-2 coworkers’ contributions if the E-2 writer establishes rapport in written communication, despite grammar and mechanical errors, and that education in contrastive rhetoric theory can facilitate efforts by both E-1 and E-2 workers, Panetta’s argument has important implications for the globalized workforce. In order to accomplish this approach, the author recommends faculty-development workshops on contrastive rhetoric; inclusion of the theory’s historical background and ways to implement its use in the technical writing classroom, including effective materials not yet available in textbooks; and, as already mentioned, an expectation that technical writing instructors will apply contrastive rhetoric in their pedagogies. She also agitates for technical writing textbook reform, an agenda with which I agree.
Peeples, Tim. Professional Writing and Rhetoric: Readings from the Field. NY: Addison Wesley Educational Pub., 2003.
Tim Peeples introduces and organizes an edited collection of essays by professional writers writing about their craft. He identifies three binaries within which the texts can be organized: Practice vs. Theory; Production vs. Practice; and School vs. Work. Based on the premise that professional writers are increasingly required to theorize spontaneously about their work and that practice should not be separated from theory, he assembles readings that make connections between the two. In addition, he points out that writing is both production and practice, both of which take place in a social context. Similarly, the rhetorical knowledge a writer might gain at school and the cultural and contextual demands of the workplace interact reciprocally to influence developments in both venues. Thus, many of the theories discussed in this text are valuable in forming a pedagogy for technical and professional writing. Social and cultural contexts are important to practice and production by writers, and perhaps even more so for second language writers in an English language institution. Slack, Miller, and Doak’s essay, outlining the differences between transmission, translation, and articulation views of communication suggest theory-based pedagogical objectives. Understanding the concept of individuation, as presented by Susan M. Katz, may promote more positive intercultural relations at school and in the workplace. Steven B. Katz’s essay on the ethic of expediency cautions writers to wield the power of their pens (or computers) with humaneness and integrity. These selections and others have much to say about what and how professional and technical writers should think about what it is they do.

Pennington, Martha C. “The Impact of the Computer in Second-Language Writing.” Exploring the Dynamics of Second Language Writing. Ed. Barbara Kroll. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge UP, 2003. 283-310. Rpt. in Second-Language Writing in the Composition Classroom: A Critical Sourcebook. Ed. Paul Kei Matsuda, Michelle Cox, Jay Jordan, and Christina Ortmeier-Hopper. Boston: Boynton/Cook, 2006. 297-317. 

Pennington argues that ESL teachers must include computers in their pedagogical practices. With three purposes for writing her essay, the author intends to heighten exposure of ESL writing teachers to computer use, how using computers will affect student learning, and how they can be incorporated into pedagogy. Because the physical act of writing and revising and the cognitive processes supporting these endeavors are more difficult for L2 writers, word processors benefit second language populations and generate positive student attitudes toward their use. Research cited shows that L2 students compose longer texts using computers, possibly because they feel less self-conscious. Revision is facilitated and more often engaged when L2 students use computers, going beyond local editing, and using the word processor/computer to teach writing and revision is supported by research. While using a computer to write, planning, a beginning stage of hand-written manuscripts, is often relegated to a middle stage, permitting writing to begin immediately, a change in process that complements the diminished L2 cognitive capacity (in comparison to L1). However, the effects of computer use on L2 writing quality are inconclusive, with newer studies showing positive outcomes and older ones negative (possibly out-of-date and affected by variables relevant to the period). Pennington diagrams both positive and negative paths in computer writing effects, including outcomes related to cognitive-affective responses regarding manner, quantity, and quality effects. She strongly asserts that teachers who neglect using computers in L2 contexts are shirking their teaching responsibilities. Pennington goes on to discuss other computer capabilities, including networking; email exchanges; lists, newsgroups, and bulletin boards; synchronous communication; and peer response. Communication via computers may expand second language students’ capacity to develop content and employ creativity. In addition, the internet communications and publishing can require students to acquire greater audience awareness and abilities to apply textual strategies. She advocates addressing issues of access, assessment, and control in relation to L2 computer writing and literacy.
Ramanathan, Vai, and Dwight Atkinson. “Individualism, Academic Writing, and ESL Writers.”  Journal of Second Language Writing 8.1 (1999): 45-75. Rpt. in Second-Language Writing in the Composition Classroom: A Critical Sourcebook. Ed. Paul Kei Matsuda, Michelle Cox, Jay Jordan, and Christina Ortmeier-Hopper. Boston: Boynton/Cook, 2006. 159-85. 

Ramanathan and Atkinson argue that ESL writers are disadvantaged by the “hidden pedagogy” of individualism embedded in composition, such as the four areas of inquiry in this essay: voice, peer review process, critical thinking, and textual ownership. Basically, Americans presume that all people understand individualism and that it is a heritable human trait. However, the authors demonstrate that socialization differs between cultures, and parents begin to teach their children while still infants to conform to the norms desirable in their culture. Thus, middle class American children are taught that individuality counts, while children from other cultures, like Japan and China, learn to value interdependence. Developing a writing “voice” can mean that an ESL student must reconstruct identity. Critical thinking that requires arguing an individually held position can violate ESL students’ sociocultural norms. Peer review can put an ESL student in an unwanted and embarrassing position of authority. The notion of textual ownership coincides with individualism, and students who reside within a system that values interdependence are challenged to break the rules of their own structure in favor of individualism in order to avoid plagiarism. The authors advocate that ESL instructors learn all they can about their students’ cultures, dignifying and respecting who they are and will become. Cross-cultural writing research promotes an understanding of ESL students as three-dimensional rather than two.

Reid, Joy. “‘Eye’ Learners And ‘Ear’ Learners: Identifying the Language Needs of International Student and U.S. Resident Writers.” Grammar in the Composition Classroom: Essays on Teaching ESL for College-Bound Students. Patricia Byrd and Joy M. Reid. New York: Heinle, 1998. 3-17. Rpt. in Second-Language Writing in the Composition Classroom: A Critical Sourcebook. Ed. Paul Kei Matsuda, Michelle Cox, Jay Jordan, and Christina Ortmeier-Hopper. Boston: Boynton/Cook, 2006. 76-88. 
Reid distinguishes between nonnative speakers’ difficulties with English based on how they approached reading through the senses of hearing and reading, which she situates in a continuum extending between “ear” and “eye” learners. Ear learners include students who are U.S. residents and may be members of a refuge population or have been sent to live with relatives or acquaintances. These students are called “ear” learners because they have picked language up from their surroundings and built underlying grammatical structures through oral experimentation. Eye learners tend to be international students who learned English in classrooms through reading and studying language and its rules. Reid cautions that instructors should view each student as an individual with individual needs, and suggests surveying students early in the course to find out what kinds of language learning each student has had. The author also suggests additional assistance that is often available to different categories of second language student populations. Reid’s essay adds another way of thinking about second language learners’ experiences and fluency, and she offers suggestions and resources that may be useful in developing a deeper understanding of the instructional field.

Reid, Joy, and Barbara Kroll. “Designing and Assessing Effective Classroom Writing Assignments for NES and ESL Students.” Journal of Second Language Writing 4.1 (1995): 17-41. Second-Language Writing in the Composition Classroom: A Critical Sourcebook. Ed. Paul Kei Matsuda, Michelle Cox, Jay Jordan, and Christina Ortmeier-Hopper. Boston: Boynton/Cook, 2006. 260-83. 
Reid and Kroll contextualize design and assessment of writing assignments as taking place socially, as does writing in general, but with the caveats that students are compelled to write about topics assigned rather than chosen, and that writing is evaluated. Because of this, they assert that written assignments function as testing but evaluation criteria is often elusive and/or confusing for students. Having established their pedagogy to include student writing skills evaluation and opportunities for students to write-to-learn, the authors suggest criteria helpful in contextualizing and assessing writing. Examples of successful and unsuccessful prompts include comments on why some things work and others do not. Discussions of flawed content, classroom context, and language demonstrate why some assignments fail to accomplish their purpose(s). The discussion of “flawed language” is of particular consequence for ESL teaching. Assignments containing idioms or cultural allusions may mislead ESL students. Drawing on knowledge about prompt development for large-scale writing assessments, the authors insist that teachers must also control for six critical variables: contextual, content, linguistic, task, rhetorical, and evaluation.
Reid, Joy M. Teaching ESL Writing. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall Regents, 1993.
Reid writes a theory-based guidebook for pedagogical development and practice specifically for the second language teacher. She gives an historical perspective of ESL, but she emphasizes the cultural nature of the ESL classroom and the teacher’s responsibility to engage with and attempt to understand the ramifications for student learning. She discusses pedagogical controversies, composition theory, course and syllabus development, collaboration, revision, lesson planning, and just about anything a new ESL teacher might need to become immersed in order to speak the vocabulary. She mentions authenticity several times, insisting that there must be a purpose behind every choice, behind every decision that a teacher makes for the class. Her text is a valuable pedagogical resource because it is seeded in theory. It is useful as a model of successful teaching style, a sort of benchmark with which a less experienced teacher can self-compare.

Rubin, Donald L., and Melanie Williams-James. “The Impact of Writer Nationality on Mainstream Teachers’ Judgments of Composition Quality.” Journal of Second Language Writing 6.2 (1997): 139-53. Rpt. in Second-Language Writing in the Composition Classroom: A Critical Sourcebook. Ed. Paul Kei Matsuda, Michelle Cox, Jay Jordan, and Christina Ortmeier-Hopper. Boston: Boynton/Cook, 2006. 351-63. 

In this article, problems inherent in assessing ESL writing by mainstream English teachers are discussed. Factors including students’ names, physical appearance, cultural identity, speech style, and students’ membership in low prestige social groups may influence how teachers assess writing. Consequently, students may not receive necessary help and feel more isolated, especially in L1 classrooms. The results of the authors’ study suggests that English teachers do not tend to judge NNSs’ errors more harshly than those of NESs, and data indicates that teachers’ error identification does not differ between populations. However, teachers may use different evaluative processes in evaluating NES and NNS students’ papers, adopting a more complex approach to those of NESs. The quantity of remarks on NNS student papers does not necessarily correspond with a final grade. Even so, the number of surface errors identified on NNS papers seems to be the whole justification for ESL evaluations. Rubin and Williams suggest that teachers’ pedagogical approaches to assessment should include caution against evaluations based on surface errors, and they should respond as often and as profusely to writing done well as to problem areas. Evaluation criteria should be determined for both NNS and NES populations through decision rather than reflex.

Scott, Virginia Mitchell. “Correcting and Evaluating Foreign Language Writing.”  Rethinking Foreign Language Writing. Boston: Heinle & Heinle, 1996. 99-138.
Scott sets out a reader(teacher)/writer(student) relationship within the context of evaluative and corrective response in the foreign language (FL) classroom. She explores teachers’ roles, expectations, response, and research on response to student writing, with specific discussions on grammatical errors and rater reliability. Scott also lays out student response to teacher feedback, including student expectations, research on student response to feedback, peer review and corresponding research, and self-evaluation. Methods of scoring student writing--holistic, analytic, and T-unit analysis--are covered. The author urges teachers to reconsider evaluation as a process paralleling the writing process, with expectations defined for each step of the way.
Severino, Carol. “The Sociopolitical Implications of Response to Second-Language and Second-Dialect Writing.” Journal of Second Language Writing 2.3 (1993): 181-201. Rpt. in Second-Language Writing in the Composition Classroom: A Critical Sourcebook. Ed. Paul Kei Matsuda, Michelle Cox, Jay Jordan, and Christina Ortmeier-Hopper. Boston: Boynton/Cook, 2006. 333-50. 

Severino argues that all responses to student writers have sociopolitical ramifications, and teachers must be made aware of how their responses affect students. She examines student writing by three different students: an international student, a bicultural ESL student, and an L1 Standard English as Second Dialect (SESD) student. She cites Santos’ prediction that L1 and L2 pedagogy will become increasingly difficult to separate as the student populations’ demographics shift. Severino specifically argues that all teachers and tutors have a stance of response to writing, including second language and dialect writing. This stance is based on teacher response to their own writing and ideology regarding the extent of acculturation second language students must attain. She categorizes three stances related to acculturation--separatist, accomodationist, and assimilationist--and evaluates responses to three students’ writing using these criteria.
Silva, Tony. “On the Ethical Treatment of ESL Writers.” TESOL Quarterly 31.2 (1997): 359-63. Rpt. in Second-Language Writing in the Composition Classroom: A Critical Sourcebook. Ed. Paul Kei Matsuda, Michelle Cox, Jay Jordan, and Christina Ortmeier-Hopper. Boston: Boynton/Cook, 2006. 154-58. 

Silva situates his authority concerning development of a code of conduct for interacting with ESL writers in his familiarity with associated research, ESL teaching, and administration of second language writing programs. Seating this ethical treatment in respect, he advises instructors to recognize the many differences between students, groups of students, and their writing and language skills. Silva advises offering a variety of placement options, including mainstream, basic, ESL, and integrated classrooms. Teachers need to be trained in ESL issues and be aware that working with ESL students may be more time intensive than teaching L1 students. He insists that writing courses should be about writing, with students choosing topics important to them rather than having instructors control student writing. Evaluation must be fair, with course performance more important than test results. Silva’s ethical approach makes sense, although it is worrisome that there should be a need to state the obvious. Any and all pedagogies for second language teaching must be fundamentally humane, sensitive to difference, and respectful.
Silva, Tony, Ilona Leki, and Joan Carson. “Broadening the Perspective of Mainstream Composition Studies: Some Thoughts from the Disciplinary Margins.” Written Communication, 15.3 (July 1997): 398-428. Sage Pub., Inc. Rpt. in Concepts in Composition: Theory and Practice in the Teaching of Writing. Ed. Irene L. Clark. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Assoc., 2003. 388-412. 

The authors write that second language writing is not located in second language studies nor in composition, Because of this, the development and implementation of composition theories may be insufficient, and possibly detrimental, as pedagogical foundations. They raise the specter of English writing dominating and subverting other traditions, thus becoming a hegemonic and monocultural entity. The authors combine background from second language acquisition (SLA) and ESL writing pedagogy to stimulate a holistic look at second language writing. Silva, Leki, and Carson call for overarching studies of second language that serves not only second language writing but composition studies as a whole.
Singhal, Meena. “Academic Writing and Generation 1.5: Pedagogical Goals and Instructional Issues in the College Composition Classroom.” The Reading Matrix, 2004. Vol. 4. 3 Jan. 2007 <http://www.readingmatrix.com/articles/singhal/article2.pdf>.
Singhal distinguishes between international and Generation 1.5 second language learners, noting that 1.5 students may become nonnative speakers in both their home language and English, “‘dual nonnative speakers.’” The author catalogs Generation 1.5 students divided into six groups displaying differing characteristics: nontraditional ESL learners; ear learners; students with limited knowledge of home language, with growing knowledge of English, having good oral/aural skills; and inexperienced readers and writers. Singhal points out that because of these differences, Generation 1.5 students have unique needs for academic writing instruction that is pedagogically appropriate and useful. Singhal argues that academic English requires academic literacy, which is laid out by Scarcella (2003), and teaching and learning of each of the following components are necessary: linguistic, cognitive, and language discovery. Singhal also names pedagogical goals and discusses three skills--communication, critical thinking, and research--within each of the three academic English components. While Singhal presents a clear and concise overview of pedagogical issues associated with teaching Generation 1.5 students, the author does not directly address contrastive rhetoric. Brief mention is made of “cultural literacy, attitudes, and assumptions,” which opens the door to synthesis of the author’s ideas with theories of contrastive rhetoric.
