This paper will first review the current approaches to teaching writing and their origins in writing theory. Then it will focus on the effectiveness of the genre-based approach on graduate level writing due to its importance both as a learning and assessment tool in this discourse community.

The structural approach focuses on text features of the syntactic sentence level and its roots can be traced back to two theoretical perspectives, structuralism and behaviourism (Mitchell & Myles, 1998, p.23). The structuralist view is based on the belief that “language systems consisted of a finite set of “patterns” or “structures” which acted as models [...] for the production of an infinite number of similarly constructed sentences.” (Howat, 1988 cited in Mitchell & Myles, 1998 p.23). In behaviourism, language learning is seen, same as any other learning, as habit formation based on the repeated reinforcement of successful stimuli-response pairings (Mitchell & Myles, 1998, p.24). 
Thus the structural approach focuses on teaching surface text features of sentence level such as vocabulary, syntax and cohesive devices by imitation and repetitive practice using models, gap filling exercises and assesses the correct use of these features (Hyland, 2003, p. 2). However it does not attend to the meaning of the text, which is the main criticism, as meaning is crucial for learning.

The importance of meaning is supported in a recent study (van Gelderen, 2011, p.304-306) which is focused on the importance of lexical fluency for writing performance and one of its results suggests that lexical training based on repetition and constant practice “embedded in a meaning-oriented context” may lead to improved lexical fluency. However this improved fluency did not result in writing of better overall quality. One interpretation could be that, for example repetition realised by practice in different and meaningful contexts may be more effective than the sameness of the repetitive drills. And also that vocabulary and control of sentences alone although essential skills are not sufficient for achieving good writing
The focus of the next approach – the functional or current traditional rhetoric approach, is on the next surface level of the text or the informational level. It could be traced back to the work of the Functional Systemic Linguists (Prague School and Halliday), where language is seen as performing communicative functions, which are realised in the relationship of structure and meaning. (Vande Kopple 1986, quoted in Grabe & Kaplan, 1996, p. 49)

In this pedagogical orientation, which addresses mainly pre-academic writing needs, students learn how to organise information (or meaning) in paragraphs, larger structural units, and essays to achieve a certain communicative goal, such as narration, description and exposition by following formulas and models (Hyland, 2003, p.6-7)

Although meaning is created in the text and students learn how to purposefully convey information, the accent is predominantly structural and the activities are seen as personally detached from the students and not placed in meaningful contexts. (Hyland, 2003, p.6-9)

Process is the other main pedagogical perspective of writing and in the process approaches there is shift from language structures and text organisation to the writer and the process of text construction (Hyland 2003, p.8). The two main process approaches to teaching writing are Expressivist and Cognitive. 

The expressivist orientation follows the work of the expressivists Elbow, Murray (as cited in Grabe&Kaplan, 1996, p.88) and is guided by their principles of self-expression and creativeness, which have been described as pragmatic and romantic rather than theoretical (North 1987, cited in Grabe&Kaplan, 1996, p.89). Thus the expressivist approach is focused on production of meaningful content by encouraging learners to express and share their views and personal experiences in pre-writing tasks, journal writing and parallel texts and free writing (Hyland, 2003, p.9). This pedagogy sees development of writing skills as personal process of discovery of meaning, therefore learnable by stimulation and interactive practices rather than instruction (Straub, 2000 cited, ibid: p.9). Respond has a distinctive role, however only in terms of content of writing and guidance without providing corrective feedback.
The value of this approach has been acknowledged for bringing the personal meaning out in writing by letting the learner's world in, writing for meaning rather than accuracy, and also for using interaction as a way of developing writing skills (ibid: 2003, p.9). In terms of SL learner, self-expression could benefit if matched with the right level of minimum lexical and grammatical fluency, thus providing opportunities for practicing writing, which could be scarce for SL learner.
The criticism of this pedagogical approach with respect to SL writing is mainly directed to the lack of recognition of cultural differences, and feedback on form which is crucial for developing SL writing performance (ibid: p. 10)
Within the process umbrella, the other approach, which is very influential in the writing pedagogy as a whole is the cognitive approach to teaching writing. While it still focuses on the “independent producer of text” (ibid: p. 10) takes into account the mental processes occurring during the writing act. 

It is based on theoretical perspectives from the field of cognitive psychology and influenced largely by the work of Flower and Hayes which identifies that the composing process consists of stages (planning, drafting, revising, editing) which are non-linear and recursive, that it is goal-directed and different for novice and expert writers. It is also influenced by the work of Bereiter&Scardamalia, in which it is established that the composing sub-processes for novice and expert writers differ in quality, quantity and order as represented in the two writing models of knowledge-telling and knowledge-transformation (Grabe&Kaplan, 1996, p. 91-124). 

Thus the Cognitive process approach, considered as one of the dominant in the field of SL writing pedagogy is centred on developing planning, generating, drafting, revising and editing skills by activities such as pre-writing, brainstorming, outlining, multiple drafting (Hyland, 2003, p.12-14). Feedback to writing by teachers and peers is greatly emphasised and used in this pedagogy as it is considered to be motivational and contributing to learner's writing development (Hyland, 2003, p. 12-13) 

In terms of effectiveness on SL learners, in a study (Biggs et al, 1999, p.294) on the writing problems of graduate students, it has been suggested that for L2 writers it might be easier to approach L2 writing as “sculptors” or revisers (Torrence et al., 1994, cited in Biggs et al) i.e. first creating a content, and then shaping it, rather than trying to produce perfect sentences first time like “engineers”. So a different model involving staging the process and attending to features one at a time could be applicable for SL writers to overcome the “overload” of cognitive memory during complex and highly demanding cognitive tasks.

Main criticisms of this approach is that it does not acknowledge the “social nature of writing” (Hyland, 2003, p. 13), however the extensive peer response, can be seen as considering the social function of writing, although mainly  in terms of responding to ideas and reviewing, and not as realising the purpose of the final product. 

The next approach centres on the content of the text. The content approach is seen as a platform for realising approaches with focus on product or process. In these combinations, subject, topics or themes form the basis for teaching the relevant writing skills (Hyland, 2003, p.14). 

The main concept of this approach can be can be traced back to cognitive theoretical perspectives on reading, where extensive reading (Krashen, 1993 cited in Hyland, 2003, p.17) is seen as a source of knowledge or schemata and in particular, subject knowledge. In this pedagogy reading is also seen as a source of rhetorical/structural knowledge which can be later applied in writing (Hyland, 2003 p.15-17). Thus this approach focuses on developing extensive reading skills, generating skills, grammar and vocabulary skills relevant for the specific subject, rhetorical skills through “reading texts for ideas in parallel texts”, brainstorming, integrated reading to write tasks and activities are realised through explicit language form instruction, student collaboration and cooperation. 

From SL point of view, the domain specialisation gives an opportunity for the pedagogy to focus and meet specific writing needs in terms of inter-language level and domain requirements where “one size does not fit all”. 

In the next pedagogy, social context and associated language form are central ideas and the underlying theoretical concept is thought to originate from the systemic functional linguistics perspective (Halliday) which views language as means for achieving purposes and as such it is inseparable from content and context and “varies systematically with content and context” (Kaplan&Grabe, 1996, p.133). These “variations” are the characteristics of the discourse specific to the certain context or contexts and is defined as “social conventions for organising messages” (Hyland, 2003, p18).

The pedagogical aspect of the approach is based on the social-constructionist view of learning as in the work of Vygotsky where learning is seen as a social act of interaction and negotiation and is achieved most effectively in an area called Zone of proximal development in which the learner is able to perform tasks with the help from an expert. (Hyland, 2003, p.21)

 Thus the skills considered important in this approach are “communication purposes and intention, language patterns, rhetorical knowledge, vocabulary and form respective to genre, discourse organisation skills”  (Hyland, 2003, p.18) and are delivered by scaffolding through contextualising-modelling-negotiating-constructing, which includes direct instruction, joint work, independent work by students (ibid: p. 18-21).

The critical evaluation will be focused on the effectiveness of the genre-based approach to teaching writing to non-native speaking graduate students by considering “evidence” from the results one study examining graduate writing. These results are not classroom based, and it could be argued that they might not be relevant to current classroom conditions, as study and classroom conditions are not identical in their purposes, however they could still give an indication of the impact of the approach as they look at skills taught in the classroom.

The evaluation will be based what skills as viewed by the genre-based approach were taught and by what forms of instruction and whether this improved the writing abilities of the graduate students. 

In the first study (Biggs et al, 1999) a writing model combining content, product and process perspectives was tested on a group of non-native speaking graduates who were reporting difficulties in information organisation, “supporting main ideas, structuring arguments to genre requirements, using appropriate terms and phrases, giving opinion” (ibid: p.301) as related to dissertation writing. The difficulties were identified as “lack of confidence in using [discipline relevant] rhetorical knowledge” (ibid: p.301). The intervention was delivered through a workshop with duration of 2 and ½ days by didactic instruction, modelling, analysis and discussions. 

The results showed improvement in students' writing in terms of being less disorganised (spontaneous-impulsive score) and attending less to rules and mechanics only (procedural score) as well as  that graduate students “valued most the didactic advice” (ibid: p.303) related to genre specific rhetoric.  

Although this was a very short study and its findings should be interpreted only in terms of feasibility, and that they were achieved by teaching a combination of skills from different approaches, it still indicates (as in the students' response) that genre-based rhetorical instruction could be effective in promoting writing development. It also gives an insight into the methodological aspect of this pedagogy, i.e. that direct instruction could be an effective means of delivery.
There is also another important implication, which does “speak” in favour of the effectiveness of genre based-instruction. SL Graduate students are seen as experienced writers and sometimes if they have appropriate language proficiency they might not be considered to need writing help. It is very likely that while SL graduate students might have sufficient practice in writing in their language and in their cultural writing conventions, they might not have the rhetorical discourse knowledge to effectively deal with SL writing to the standard required by their discourse community. This argument is more in support for the need of more extensive genre instructions at graduate level which will allow the students to automate it and use it effectively in their graduate SL academic writing.
The review of the current approaches to writing and the critical evaluation of one of the approaches shows that because of the complexity of the writing phenomenon on one hand, and the complexity and variety of teaching and learning reality on the other, there should be a careful examination of writing needs and consideration of pedagogical practices available to match the writing needs so that they could be most effectively satisfied.
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