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Abstract 

The current number of international students in post-secondary education in 

Canada is 388,782, of which 39.4% are in colleges, and 60.5% are in universities (TEST, 

2022). International students bring multiculturalism, linguistic diversity, and varieties of 

English to Canada. They also come with specific and individual academic English (L2) 

writing skills and needs. To facilitate this bright and growing community, it is important 

to support them, particularly with L2 writing.  

There is a dearth of research on the L2 writing challenges faced by multilingual 

international undergraduate students (MIUS) keeping their multiculturalism and linguistic 

diversity in mind. Framed by the theories of Contrastive Rhetoric, Intercultural Rhetoric, 

Critical Contrastive Rhetoric, and Glocalization of English Language Use, this study 

explored MIUS’ L2 writing challenges, the influences of L1 culture, and their required 

support. The research questions were: What are the academic L2 writing challenges faced 

by the MIUS? What constitutes the cultures of the MIUS, and how do they influence their 

academic L2 writing? What strategies help to alleviate the academic L2 writing 

challenges of the MIUS, and how are they modified by the L1 of MIUS? What can 

educators, instructors and writing consultants do to provide better academic L2 writing 

support to the MIUS? 

Adopting a qualitative phenomenological inquiry design to conduct a multi-

perspective exploration of the MIUS’ L2 writing experiences, this study explored the 

crucially important yet less explored voices of English language instructors, writing 

centre consultants and the MIUS. Two focus group discussions and 12 semi-structured 
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interviews helped identify MIUS’ challenges with L2 writing mechanics, strategic 

language use, positive use of MIUS’ L1 in L2 writing process, the effective L2 writing 

strategies, and the need for educators and writing centre consultants to be more aware of 

MIUS’ L1 and the varieties of English. The findings contribute to theory by re-defining 

the scope of the MIUS’ individual cultures and introducing prior English language 

education as a factor impacting their L2 writing. The study also offers future research 

recommendations to further enhance the findings of this study and for new studies on 

how best to support the academic writing success of the MIUS.  
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

“Against the backdrop of globalization, English is no longer the sole property of its 

native speakers” Fang (2017, p. 65).  

I have never been able to successfully define my culture. Every time I try to ponder the 

reality of my culture, I find language outshining all the other facets of my individuality. 

However, what is interesting is that the language that is so entwined with my being is not my 

first language or mother tongue Bangla. It is my second language English. As an infant learning 

to speak, I may have said my first word in Bangla, but with the commencement of my formal 

education at age four, English became intrinsic to my overall development. As a postcolonial 

country, Bangladesh had many English-immersion schools that vouched to provide education in 

adherence to British-English standards and curriculum. Having been reared in such an 

educational setting, I learned to comprehend the world around me more in the English language 

than in Bangla. In the literature classes at school, I read more Shakespeare than Tagore. In 

history class I learned more about the Tudors than the Mughals.  In my art class I drew houses 

with sloped cathedral roofs even though I had never seen one in real life, let alone lived in one in 

Bangladesh. The cultural exposure that I gained through my curriculum, my textbooks, the 

hundreds of stories, and poems I read, the music and the movies that I preferred rendered me to 

identify English as my language, which in turn echoed in my identity.  

However, after 20 years of English education in Bangladesh, when I moved to the United 

States of America as an international graduate student, I found myself in a new and different 

world. In this world, I was the ‘other’. I was not one among the English speakers; I was an 

English language learner from a different culture. I would often be asked to discuss the 
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differences between my first language culture and the English language culture. But what was 

my culture if not the English language culture? I have never been able to define it.    

As a graduate student in the United States of America, I also faced difficulties with my 

academic writing. I once got very confused about feedback I received on my use of prepositions 

and paragraph organization in a paper written during the first year of my master’s degree. When 

I consulted my professor regarding it, he explained that it was good practice to adhere to the 

North American features and rhetoric of written English when studying in North America. I had 

to unlearn the mechanics of British-English to make my English more suitable for the North 

American academic context. In addition to my personal challenges, as a graduate teaching 

assistant facilitating multilingual international undergraduate students at the American 

university, I witnessed their many struggles with academic writing despite their high English 

language proficiency test scores.  

The copious literature on second language writing revealed a whole range of academic 

writing challenges that the multilingual international students studying in native-English 

speaking countries face. Many studies confirmed that the academic challenges faced by 

international students are mainly because of the inadequate level of their language proficiency 

(Phakiti, Hirsch, & Woodrow, 2013; Sawir, Marginson, Forbes-Mewett, Nyland, & Ramia, 

2012; Robertson, Line, Jones, & Thomas, 2000). However, even the international students with 

strong English language skills reported that it took them extremely long to understand and follow 

the rules and conventions of second language writing (Uysal, 2006). Most international students 

also said that regardless of meticulous efforts and practice, it was difficult for them to do 

academic English writing the way it was required in their native English speaking education 

context. An important branch of research expounded the interaction between the first language 
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culture and academic writing as crucially vital in the arena of second language writing. In the 

words of Uysal (2006): 

“Culture and writing are inextricably connected to each other; thus, [the] native language 

cultural background deeply influences learning to write in a second language and 

accordingly the L2 written products” (p. 1).  

However, the question here is what is native language culture? For instance, would the 

native language culture for a Bangladeshi like me and another Bangladeshi international student 

who studied in Bangla and did not experience the English language the way I did be equivalent?  

Particularly, in today’s world where the landscape of the English language use is 

changing due to globalization lending to the spread of trade, technology, the entertainment media 

and the internet, the definition of culture has become increasingly complex and subjective. 

Globalization also spread English to parts of the world where the language took on local forms 

that were in turn fed back into the global use resulting in new varieties of English across the 

world. This phenomenon of the global and local correlation and coevolution of the English 

language is known as the Glocalization of English language use (Sharifian, 2018). In such a 

context, both the English language and the various speakers of the language contribute to as well 

as borrow from each other’s cultures.  

Furthermore, globalization enabled academic mobility of students and faculty following 

the internationalization of higher education. According to the definition provided by de Wit, 

Hans, Hunter, Egron-Polak and Howard (2015) internationalization is: 

“the intentional process of integrating an international, intercultural or global dimension 

into the purpose, functions and delivery of post-secondary education, in order to enhance 
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the quality of education and research for all students and staff, and to make a meaningful 

contribution to society” (p. 29). 

Owing to the internationalization of education, English-medium universities are now 

enrolling high numbers of multilingual international students who do not speak English as a first 

language. The multilingual international students, who originate from a variety of socio-cultural 

and linguistic backgrounds and diverse education systems, come to inner-circle English-speaking 

countries, such as the United Kingdom, the United States of America, Canada, and Australia 

among others for post-secondary education.  

The number of international students in Canadian post-secondary education had a 

significant increase of 69.8% in the last five years (TEST, 2022). International students choose to 

study in Canadian universities for the higher quality of education, international experience, 

affordability, specific programs, and the global perception of Canada as a country that welcomes 

diversity (Chen, 2007; Skinkle & Embleton, 2014). On the other hand, the universities recruit 

international students for the many benefits, such as the economic benefits received by the host 

countries. In 2016, international students contributed $12.8 billion to Canada’s gross domestic 

product (Global Affairs Canada, 2017). Additionally, international graduates are considered ideal 

as potential immigrants who would enhance the Canadian employment  sector  that has a 

declining population, especially in rural areas (Dauwer, 2018).  

The increased mobility of international students and their active recruitment in the higher 

education of English-speaking countries may have enhanced their numbers; however, the 

growing enrolment neither represents nor ensures growth in their rate of academic success. The 

international students continue to face academic challenges particularly with second language 

writing (Carter, 2016; Mao, 2021; Tavares, 2021). It must be remembered that 
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internationalization calls for the integration and incorporation of international, intercultural, and 

global dimensions into the curriculum, the expected learning outcomes, assessment tasks, 

teaching methods, and support services for international students (Leask, 2009). Therefore, it is 

crucial to ask whether the universities are taking sufficient steps to incorporate the values of 

internationalization. According to Leask (2009) universities need to work on creating a campus 

environment and culture that is conducive to internationalization inside and outside classrooms. 

Although studies that pointed out the second language writing challenges of international 

students are plentiful (discussed in greater detail in Chapter 2), there is a gap in research 

exploring the specific needs and challenges of these undergraduate students whose academic 

English writing experiences may be different from international undergraduate students. In her 

study, Ou (2013) found that the academic English writing experiences between international 

graduate and undergraduate students studying in American universities are very different in 

terms of the courses they take, the writing assignments they do, and also the writing strategies 

they use. In addition to that, there is also a dearth of research regarding the targeted strategies 

that can help international undergraduate students with second language writing. The research 

focusing on issues related to supporting international undergraduate students in their academic 

studies has mostly explored the ways that the post-secondary English for academic purposes 

(EAP) programs assist these students (Felix & Lawson, 1994; Woodward-Kron, 2007). There is 

also little research exploring the strategies employed by other academic writing support systems 

at universities, such as writing centres that support the international undergraduate students with 

their academic writing needs within the core discipline-based classrooms. 

The amalgamation of the various reasons discussed so far, such as the research gaps in 

second language writing challenges faced by international undergraduate students, the 
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Glocalization of English language use and internationalization of higher education, and the 

undefined complexities of culture make this study important and relevant for the field of second 

language writing. Moreover, although various studies have explored this topic, in my research I 

adopt the lens of culture to make a deeper inquiry into the topic and contribute to the field.    

In the following sections of this chapter, I elaborate on the purpose and the research 

questions of this study, discuss the context of the study, and highlight the significance of the 

study.  

Purpose of the Study and Research Questions 

Framed by the theories mentioned again below, the purpose of this qualitative study was 

to explore the academic writing challenges of MIUS, the influences of first language and cultural 

background on their academic English writing, and how best to support them to become 

successful English language writers in the Canadian academic context. This exploration was also 

multi-perspective as it brought in the perspective of English language instructors, academic 

writing centre consultants, and multilingual international undergraduate students (hereinafter 

MIUS). This study directly responds to previous calls in the research regarding academic English 

writing requirements of MIUS to shed light on the necessary and unique supports for MIUS.  

This study was framed by the tenets of the theory of Contrastive Rhetoric, theories of 

Intercultural Rhetoric and Critical Contrastive Rhetoric, and Glocalization of the English 

Language Use. The theory of Contrastive Rhetoric asserts that the development of the logic, 

language, and rhetoric in second language writing are determined and influenced by first 

language cultural, linguistic, and rhetorical conventions. The theories of Intercultural Rhetoric 

and Critical Contrastive Rhetoric expand on the understanding of culture in the theory of 
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Contrastive Rhetoric. Finally, Glocalization of the English Use focuses on coevolution of 

localized and globalized use of the English language. 

The research questions guiding this study were as follows: 

RQ 1. What are the academic L2 writing challenges faced by the MIUS? 

RQ 2. What constitutes the cultures of the MIUS, and how do they influence their 

academic L2 writing? 

RQ 3. What strategies help to alleviate the academic L2 writing challenges of the MIUS, 

and how are they modified by the L1 of MIUS? 

RQ 4.  What can educators, instructors and writing consultants do to provide better 

academic L2 writing support to the MIUS? 

 

Context  

This study was conducted at one university in Eastern Ontario, Canada. It is a public 

research university with 22, 826 full-time and 4,156 part-time undergraduate students as of the 

Fall of 2021. The participants of this study were the MIUS at this university, the writing 

consultants at the university’s writing centre and the language instructors from the university’s 

school of English. There were 2,282 international undergraduate students at the university as of 

Fall 2021. The top 10 academic plans or programs for the international undergraduate students 

are General Arts and Science, Commerce, Applied Economics, Economics, Film and Media, 

Statistics, Mathematics, Computer Science, Computing, Computing and Mathematics as of Fall 

2021 for the university.  
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One of the major requirements for international student admission includes English 

language proficiency test scores. The following table shows the English language proficiency 

tests and the minimum scores required by the university.  

Table 1.1  

English Language Proficiency Tests and Minimum Scores Required for Admission 

Test Minimum Score 

International English Language Testing 

System (IELTS) 

Score of 6.5 on Academic Module with no band 

below 6.0 

Test of English as a Foreign Language 

(TOEFL) 

iBT (Internet Based TOEFL)/88 overall:  

Writing 24, Speaking 22, Reading 22, Listening 

20;  

Paper Based TOEFL (PBT)/580 (TBC) 

Canadian Academic English Language 

Assessment (CAEL) 

Overall band of 70 with no band below 60 

School of English High standing on 12-week English for Academic 

Purposes advanced level English courses 

Pearson Test of English Academic (PTE 

Academic) 

Overall score of 60 

Duolingo English Test Minimum score 110 

 

 The university also has a variety of non-degree fulltime study options for international 

students available through their school of English. The programs offered by the school of 

English are the English language Bridging pathway, English for Academic Purposes (EAP), 
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Canadian Academic English Experience (CAEE), and Canadian English Experience (CEE). 

Among these programs the English language Bridging pathway focuses specifically on preparing 

international students for completion of undergraduate studies within the university. It is a 

program for those international students who are academically competitive for admission to an 

undergraduate degree program at the university, but do not meet the required admission standard 

for English language proficiency.  

The EAP and CAEE also focus on the acquisition of academic English language. The 

EAP is an intensive language program that aims to prepare students for university or college 

studies in English. Students completing this 12-week program may be eligible for the English 

proficiency exam waiver. If a high standing on a 12-week EAP Advanced Level English course 

completed at the school is achieved prior to admission application, an English language test 

score may not be required for admission to undergraduate degree programs at the university. On 

the other hand, CAEE is a short-term (3 weeks) English language program that aims to develop 

speaking and listening skills using Canadian academic content. This program offers preparation 

for further academic studies including the EAP program. 

Apart from these non-degree programs the university has a writing centre that offers 

academic support to both undergraduate and graduate students seeking to develop their skills in 

critical thinking, reading, learning, studying, writing, and self-management via individual 

appointments, workshops, outreach events and online resources.  

During the initial days of constructing this study, I received useful information and 

support from the university’s writing centre and the school of English. Through regular 

conversations and follow-up, they helped me to paint a mental picture of the questions that I 

could aim to answer with my research.  
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I gathered information from the writing centre and the school of English regarding their 

observation of the recurring writing challenges of international students and the strategies that 

help to support them, which I have combined and listed below: 

Table 1.1 

Writing Challenge and Supporting Strategies from Writing Centre and School of English 

Writing Challenges: 

 

Strategies to Support Writing: 

Sentence construction Address cultural conventions of writing 

Writing structure: text organization and 

connection of ideas 

Translanguaging  

Summarizing, synthesizing, and paraphrasing Identify and address trends in grammatical 

issues 

Source integration Practicing sentence combination 

Use of idioms and academic vocabulary Choosing vocabulary for writing arguments 

Writing critically and applying their own 

voice in written work 

Parsing and deep dives into paragraphs 

 

The information received from the writing centre and the school of English and findings 

of my literature review for this study helped in constructing the data collection instruments and 

protocols. 

Significance  

Following the tenets of Contrastive Rhetoric, Intercultural Rhetoric, Critical Contrastive 

Rhetoric, and the Glocalization of the English language, this study aimed to fill the gap left 
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behind by previous research. With the increasing enrollment of MIUS in Canadian universities, 

researchers have found that MIUS face both successes and challenges in their academic studies 

(Anderson, 2017; Leki, 2007; Zhang & Zhou, 2010). Particularly, academic English writing is a 

critical factor impacting the academic performance of the MIUS (Heng, 2018; Huang, 2010; 

Zhang & Zhou, 2010). According to Zhang and Zhou’s (2010) study, 76 Chinese international 

students had difficulties adjusting to the academic writing requirements in Canadian classrooms 

due to educational and cultural differences. A study by Haggerty (2019) showed that MIUS 

experienced confusion and struggled to meet their academic writing requirements due to the 

unfamiliar structures and components of their academic courses in their Canadian university 

context. Although previous studies demonstrate that academic writing is a challenge for the 

MIUS, there is a gap in research relating to MIUS’ specific second language writing challenges, 

influences of first language culture, and the support that could lead them to become successful 

academic English language writers.  

The findings of this qualitative study contribute both to the advancement of research and 

the improvement of practice. It can help universities in Canada understand academic writing 

challenges from the perspective of the MIUS themselves and their writing consultants and 

language instructors. It identified the strategies that work most effectively in alleviating the 

second language writing challenges. It informed the universities as well as the field of second 

language writing about how best to improve pedagogy, curriculum, and policies and practices 

pertaining to MIUS and their academic writing.  

In addition, in this study I expanded the concept of culture in the theory of Contrastive 

Rhetoric (discussed in detail in Chapter 2) by exploring the definition and impact of L1 and the 

individual cultures of the MIUS from the perspective of the participants. I also put forth the need 
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to attempt to comprehend cross-cultural rhetoric and for acceptance of a variety of new Englishes 

in the arena of second language writing. Finally, I introduced a new framework for second 

language writing success that helps to explore the rate of the MIUS’ success with academic 

writing. 

Definition and Acronyms 

This section provides definitions of the field-specific terms and the acronyms used in this 

study for the convenience of the readers.  

1. World Englishes: World Englishes corresponds to the many different ways the English 

language has been adapted starting from early colonization and then evolving through 

use of English as a lingua franca due to business and trade dealings. 

2. Critical thinking: Critical thinking involves the MIUS’ ability to question, analyze, 

interpret, synthesize, evaluate, and make a judgement about what they are writing. 

3. L1: first language or mother tongue of the speaker 

4. L2: for the context of this study, L2 or the second language is the English language  

5. MIUS: multilingual international undergraduate students  

6. WCC: writing consultants working at the university’s writing centre 

7. ELI: English language instructors working at the university’s School of English 

8. SoE: the university’s School of English 

9. ELL: English language learners 

10. ESL: English as a second language. It is the practice of learning English in a country 

where English is widely spoken as a native or first language, such as Canada. 

11. EFL: English as a foreign language. It is the practice of studying English in a country 

where English is not the dominant language. 
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12. ELF: English as a lingua franca. It is the use of the English language "as a means of 

global and inter-community communication (Tarone, 2016). 

13. CR: Contrastive Rhetoric  

14. LS: Language-switching  

15. FGD: focus group discussion 

Structure of Dissertation 

This doctoral dissertation has five chapters. I began with chapter one, which in addition 

to discussing the rationale, purpose, research questions, context, and significance of this study, 

also introduced the study through a personal narrative. In Chapter Two I provided a review of 

literature tracing the history of second language writing, focusing on who the writers of English 

as a second language are, and describing the theoretical frameworks that framed this study. The 

Next chapter is Chapter Three, a chapter on Methodology, where I elaborated on the research 

design, data collection, and the data analysis of this study. In Chapter Four, I reported the major 

findings of this study with the help of tables, figures, and participant quotes. Finally, in the last 

and fifth chapter, I discussed the overarching topics projected in this study. Then I discussed the 

findings in light of the research questions, previous literature, and the theoretical frameworks of 

this study. I discussed how this study contributed to the field of research, to the theories, and 

informed about useful practical implementations. In this chapter, I also propose a new summary 

emerging from the findings of this study. Finally, I concluded by drawing attention towards the 

limitations of this study and the future implications.  
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 Chapter 2 

Literature Review  

Introduction 

This chapter presents a review of the literature pertaining to English as a second or 

additional language writing for academic purposes. In the field of research relating to English 

language learners, English language has also long been known as second language (L2) and 

more recently as additional language. The purpose of this review is to provide a historical 

overview of the field of second language writing, shed light on the current research being 

undertaken in the field, and discuss the theoretical frameworks I adopted in this study. This 

chapter begins with an introduction section that maps out the scenery, then forks out into three 

large sections that branch out into sub-sections, and finally pulls data together to add final 

remarks. As already mentioned, the three large sections in this chapter are devoted to the 

historical overview of second language writing, the writers of English as a second language 

respectively, and the theoretical frameworks adopted by this study. These three sections are 

further divided into sub-sections containing a review of studies including discussions of the 

relevance and support of the larger sections to which they belong. The first section contains three 

sub-sections, namely: 

• the original story of Contrastive Rhetoric, which traces the emergence and development 

of the theory of Contrastive Rhetoric from the seminal work of Kaplan (1966)  

• critics and champions of Contrastive Rhetoric, which mentions studies that criticize and 

corroborate the theory of contrastive rhetoric 
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• Contrastive Rhetoric between L1 and L2 texts, which discusses studies that look at L1 

and L2 rhetorical transfer in a negative light, studies that view it in a positive light, and 

studies that reveal other factors that make L2 writing weak 

Section two consists of seven sub-sections titled: 

• international students as second language writers, which gears up the rest of the 

chapter for the review and discussion of literature related to international students  

• international students and writing challenges, which discusses the various writing 

challenges that are being identified through research  

• L1 and L2 interaction in international students’ writing, which discusses the use of L1 

in the L2 writing process and its implications    

• prior English language instruction of international students, which provides a brief 

history of English language education in parts of the world where English is spoken 

as a foreign or additional language 

• university writing centres and how they help international students 

• the theory of Glocalization of English language use, which talks about the emergence 

of new varieties of English and its implication on second language education. 

In Section Three I include my theoretical frameworks and it consists of the following 

three sub-headings: 

• Culture as a tenet of Contrastive Rhetoric 

• Transformations of Contrastive Rhetoric  

• Glocalization of English language use and culture 
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This chapter covers important literature dating from 1945 to 2022. However, not all 

literature has been reviewed or elaborated on. The studies that have been reviewed in depth range 

from 1990 to 2022. After finalizing my list, I reviewed the studies to identify the emerging 

themes and categorized this chapter into its sections and sub-sections accordingly.  

In this chapter, I have used the synonymous terms second language writing, L2 writing, 

and English as a second language (ESL) writing interchangeably. Here, L1 signifies the first 

language or the mother tongue of the non-native English-speaking students and L2 stands for the 

English language, except when specified otherwise.  

Section 1: Tracing the History of Second Language Writing 

Second language writing is the field that studies writers writing in languages different 

from their first literate language (Atkinson, 2016). For this chapter and this study, the second 

language writing or L2 writing will mean English language writing. In the late 1950s and early 

1960s, the rapid growth of international student enrollment in US post-secondary education 

created the need for second language (L2) pedagogy and practice. However, writing and 

composition was yet to be taught in the English as a second language (ESL) class. In the late 

1950s and early 1960s, the pedagogy of the ESL classes was dominated by prop theories, such as 

the audiolingual method, which prioritized phonological awareness and oral proficiency over 

written proficiency in the ESL classes (Leki, 1992; Matsuda, 2001, 2003; Silva, 1990, 1997). As 

a result, research on L2 writing pedagogy in second language education was very limited at that 

stage (Fujieda, 2006). Eventually however, the composition instructors noticed major differences 

between native English-speaking students and their L2 (non-native speakers of English or ESL) 

counterparts’ writing in mainstream composition classes, making it difficult for them to strike a 

balance between teaching English writing and catering to diverse ESL writing needs. Due to this, 
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more and more linguists began arguing in favour of the critical need to start teaching writing 

skills to ESL learners in the ESL classes (Matsuda, 2001, 2003). As a result, the discipline of 

writing pedagogy became divided into writing English as L1 and writing English as L2. Through 

this division, the L2 writing issues gradually shifted from composition studies to second 

language writing studies (Matsuda, 1997, 2003, 2012). 

Subsequently, the past 60 years saw a rapid growth in the number of inquiries into L2 

writing, expanding its scope as a significant area of study. During the late 1980s and the early 

1990s, teaching writing in English to ESL students emerged as an interdisciplinary field of 

academic study with its own disciplinary infrastructure (Matsuda, Canagarajah, Harklau, Hyland 

& Warschauer, 2003). It also became affiliated with various other fields of research, namely 

teaching English to speakers of other languages (TESOL), applied linguistics, composition 

studies, foreign language education, and bilingual education.  

The gradual progression of second language writing research led to the search for 

conducive and effective ways to improve students’ writing skills. Over the years, L2 writing 

pedagogy has adopted several different approaches to teaching and learning (Erkan, Yavuz & 

Saban, 2011). Certain papers such as Pincas’ (1962) helped to document how L2 writers used to 

receive prescriptive writing instruction in controlled pattern practice condition to write well “in 

the English way”.  In her paper, Pincas advocated for the method of controlled habit formation in 

sentence construction as an approach to L2 writing pedagogy. Later, writing instruction 

progressed beyond the sentence level and encompassed the structural exercises of paragraph 

organization to enable L2 writers to learn to produce full compositions (Leki, 1992).  The praxis 

of syntactic structure in paragraph formation led to the emergence of the theory of Contrastive 
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Rhetoric in second language writing, which primarily focused on the cultural influence on L2 

writers’ rhetorical conventions (Kaplan, 1966, 1987).  

The Original Story of Contrastive Rhetoric 

Contrastive Rhetoric (hereinafter CR) was proposed by the applied linguist Robert B. 

Kaplan in his pioneering study in 1966 titled, “Cultural Thought Patterns in Intercultural 

Education”, which he conducted from his personal concern regarding ESL students’ organization 

of their academic writing. After investigating 700 L2 students’ compositions in his study, Kaplan 

(1966) found that the rhetorical patterns or the arrangement of ideas in discourse, of the 

paragraph order and structure in the L2 students’ writing were different from those of the native 

English-speaking writers’. Kaplan’s analysis of the organization of paragraphs in ESL students’ 

compositions led to the conclusion that the development of the logic, language, and rhetoric in 

second language writing were determined and influenced by each L2 writer’s unique cultural, 

linguistic, and rhetorical conventions. Kaplan (1966) based his theory of CR on three major 

concepts, which are as follows: 

1. Contrastive analysis:  Originally developed by Fries (1945) and later expanded by 

Lado (1957), contrastive analysis is based on the feature-by-feature comparison of 

two or more languages to find areas in which transfer occurs. 

2. Linguistic relativity, also known as the Sapir-Whorf hypothesis: Whorf (1956) 

proposed that the grammatical form of a language determines its native speakers’ 

thought. The Sapir-Whorf hypothesis is seen as very controversial and has more to do 

with the way language forces words into syntactic structures influenced by culturally 

specific thought patterns, according to these authors (Atkinson, 2012, Kubota & 

Lehner, 2004; Matsuda, 1997).  However, later Kaplan (1992) reconsidered his 
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position regarding the Sapir-Whorf hypothesis stating that first language influences 

its speakers’ thoughts but does not necessarily determine their worldview, thus 

broadening his understanding. 

3.  Culture: Culture is very complex, and I expanded upon it in the next chapter. 

Applying his contrastive analysis of rhetorical methods, Kaplan (1966) conducted an 

analysis of nine texts or excerpts of other languages translated in English. Based on his findings 

through contrastive analysis, Kaplan presented five diagrams of the paragraph patterns unique to 

North American (English) writing, Semitic (Jewish, Arabic, Armenian) writing, Oriental (Asian) 

writing, Romance writing, and Russian argumentative writing (see Figure 2.1). 

Figure 2.1 

Five Rhetorical Models Influenced by Cultural Thought Pattern (Kaplan, 1966, p. 15)  

 

 

  

 Kaplan’s theory of CR asserted that the understanding of the cultural differences in 

rhetoric held the key to ESL writing instruction because the rhetoric reflects the cultural 

differences and variations of the ESL students in their L2 writing. For example, in the English 

language, a paragraph “normally” begins with a topic sentence containing ideas or topics each to 

be sequentially discussed maintaining a linear structure of composition. However, Kaplan (1966) 
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considered the cultural thought pattern to be a negative influence on second language writing and 

suggested improvements to ESL students’ writing skills through the adherence of the typical 

Anglo-American rhetorical model with the straight vector of development, linear thought and 

expository structure.  

In addition to greatly influencing second language writing research, Kaplan’s (1966) 

groundbreaking study on CR also led to critical debate. Over the years, CR has been critiqued 

extensively by researchers such as, Hinds (1983b), Mohan and Lo (1985), Mauranen (1993), 

Matsuda (1997), Leki (1997), and Kubota (1997, 1998) among others. On the other hand, 

scholars such as Leki (1991), Panetta (2000), and Connor (1996, 2002, 2008) to name a few, 

have advocated in favour of CR as well.  

Critics and Champions of Contrastive Rhetoric 

The array of criticisms that have been put forth by various researchers begins by pointing 

out that there was no language group called “Oriental”, L2 essays are not the best source of 

contrastive analysis of rhetoric, and English should not be the norm for such comparisons 

(Hinds, 1983b). It was asserted that the rhetorical variation in L2 texts is just as likely to be 

caused by the learner’s lack of control over the target language as the learner’s L1 cultural 

influence (Mohan & Lo, 1985). It was also said that only genre-specific analysis can lead to valid 

rhetorical comparison (Mauranen, 1993). CR was also criticized for assuming that writing 

contexts are predetermined by reader expectations, that L2 writers are culturally programmed to 

produce using their L1 rhetoric (Matsuda, 1997), and that L2 writing explicitly reveals cultural 

thought patterns (Leki, 1997). Finally, CR was also problematized for overlooking the possibility 

of positive L1-L2 transfer (Kubota, 1998). More recently, Casanave (2017) explained that CR 
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has the potential to inform teacher’s practices, but it is crucial to avoid uncritical application of 

the principles of CR in classrooms.   

Scholars have also advocated for CR because of its crucial role in analyzing the process 

and product of second language writing. Connor (1996) described CR as “an area of research in 

second language acquisition that identifies problems in composition faced by second language 

writers, and, by referring to the rhetorical strategies of the first language, attempts to explain 

them” (p. 5). She stated that CR has both benefitted from and contributed to other fields. For 

example, CR has drawn heavily on methodologies of text linguistics to analyze text aspects, such 

as morphosyntactic features, narrative structure, and coherence. By so doing, CR has shed light 

on differences not only between L1 and L2 texts, but also among texts of various genres. 

Furthermore, CR is very useful in enabling post-secondary English language teachers to 

understand culturally different writing patterns so that they can take intercultural rhetoric and 

genre into consideration when designing writing programs (Connor 1996). In addition, Connor 

(2002) and Leki (1991) argued that CR would be essentially important in informing curriculum 

design in both text-oriented and process-oriented approaches to writing. It was also argued that 

CR can encourage ESL learners to engage with the target language community by helping them 

understand that their L2 writing challenges may not be a reflection of their abilities, but instead it 

may be the reflection of their experience in their L1 rhetoric (Leki, 1991; Panetta, 2000; Connor, 

2002).   

It is also important to mention here that according to Connor (2002), the CR research 

conducted over the decades can broadly be categorized into the following four main domains of 

inquiry: 
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1. Genre-specific studies that apply largely to academic and professional writing 

(Bhatia, 1993; Connor, 1995; Jenkins & Hinds 1987; Mauranen, 1993; Swales, 1990; 

Tirkkonen-Condit, 1996; Ventola & Mauranen, 1991). 

2. Writing as a cultural and educational activity study, which examines the effects of L1 

literacy development and culture on the development of L2 literacy (Carson, 1992; 

Purves, 1988). 

3. Classroom based writing studies that investigate cross-cultural patterns in process 

writing, student-teacher conferences, and collaborative revisions (Allaei & Connor, 

1990; Goldstein & Conrad, 1990; Hull, Rose, Fraser & Castellano, 1991; Nelson & 

Murphy, 1992). 

4. Contrastive text linguistics studies, that use discourse analysis to explore the 

differences and similarities in text formation and interpretation across languages 

(Clyne, 1987; Connor & Kaplan, 1987; Eggington, 1987; Hinds, 1983, 1987, 1990). 

The significant influence that the four main domains of inquiry into CR studies have on 

second language writing pedagogy can be easily identified by situating the CR studies against the 

backdrop of the four stages of second language writing pedagogy. The theory of CR was 

introduced at the time when second language writing was in its first stage of instruction. CR 

research helped second language writing instruction to gradually enter its second and third 

stages. However, in the beginning, the proponents and practitioners of the process approach 

critiqued CR considering Leki’s (1991) observation: 

 “contrastive rhetoric research examined the product only, detaching it from and ignoring 

both the contrastive rhetorical context from which the L2 writers emerge and the 

processes these writers may have gone through to produce a text” (p.123).  
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They also argued that it was the CR studies’ focus on product that led to the prescriptive 

form of second language writing instruction. Eventually however, the proponents of the process 

approach found it increasingly difficult to justify their practice without acknowledging the 

findings of CR research that asserted the L1 to L2 transfer in second language writing (Leki, 

1991). 

Contrastive Rhetoric between L1 and L2 Texts 

 The pivotal issue pertaining to the rhetorical features of L2 texts is the influence of L1 

rhetoric on L2 writing. The main L1 rhetorical patterns found in L2 writing include the 

following:  

• paragraph organization (Kaplan, 1966) 

• reader-versus-writer responsibility (Hinds, 1987) 

• linear organization structure (Connor, 1987) 

• coordinating conjunctions (Söter, 1988)  

• indirectness devices (Hinkel, 1997, 2002)  

• rhetorical appeals and reasoning strategies (Kamimura & Oi, 1998) 

• use of meta-text (Mauranen, 1993; Valero-Garces, 1996) 

Although Kaplan maintained that the L2 rhetorical organization reflected the writers’ L1 

rhetorical organization transfer, empirical studies have not always resulted in unanimously 

similar conclusions. Among the studies that corroborated Kaplan’s assertions, Indrasuta (1988) 

comparing Thai ESL learners’ writing in Thai and in English, revealed that transfer of Thai 

conventional discourse structure was visible in their English texts. Matalene (1985) and Hinkel 

(1997) found that writings by East Asian ESL learners, such as Chinese, Japanese and Korean, 

were inclined to use more rhetorical questions, denials and refutations, indefinite pronouns and 
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demonstratives, historical allusions, proverbs and old sayings in all their texts. Wang and Li 

(1993) and Yin (1999) discovered that Chinese undergraduate students faced difficulties in 

adhering to a linear rhetoric pattern in L2 writing. What is more, Wu’s (2003) investigation of 

the textual structures in Chinese undergraduate students’ English writings showed that their L2 

texts follow a spiral rhetorical pattern, which substantiates Kaplan’s (1966) illustration of 

Oriental cultural thought pattern (see Figure 2.1). A more recent study that justified the claim 

that writers carry their L1 rhetorical patterns over to their L2 writing was conducted by Saffari, 

Noordin, Sivapalan and Zahedpisheh (2017). This study investigated the L1 rhetoric transfer to 

L2 writing of international Iranian undergraduate students and found that the students used 

similar rhetorical patterns in both their L1 (Persian) and L2 (English) writing. Wei and Liu 

(2012) illustrated how multiple cultural forces ranging from national culture (Chinese culture, for 

example) to small cultures such as L1 and L2 writing instruction, and family education interact 

with one another and co-influence Chinese ESL learners’ L2 writing practice. The study 

confirms that the intensity of the L2 writing challenges relates to the interaction between the 

mentioned cultures. 

Contrarily, studies that diverge from Kaplan’s assertions proposed that L2 rhetoric was 

not solely affected by L1 rhetoric. Mohan and Lo (1985) attributed the organizational problems 

in Chinese students’ L2 writing to developmental factors such as language ability as opposed to 

L1 cultural interference. Taylor and Chen (1991) found that the organizational strategies in 

Chinese authors’ writings in both L1 and L2 were guided by the conventions of the genre rather 

than by linguistic or cultural differences. In addition, Becker (1995) pointed out that Chinese 

students’ EFL writing can be characterized by a complex cluster of rhetorical patterns rather than 

Kaplan’s description of ‘spiral indirectness’. Using think aloud protocols that expressed the 
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composition processes of Chinese and American undergraduate students, Zhang (1997) 

identified that in comparison to English writing, Chinese writing was not as indirect in idea 

development. In her 1998 study, Kubota found that half of her Japanese student-participants used 

similar organizational patterns and location of main ideas in both their L1 and L2 texts. 

According to Kubota, this finding suggested that L2 writing was affected by inadequate L2 

proficiency level and limited L2 writing experience instead of the negative transfer of L1. 

Similarly, Hirose (2003) found that Japanese students of English organized both their L1 and L2 

essays using a deductive pattern which was typical of English textual organizations. Uysal 

(2008) examined whether writers from shared cultural backgrounds displayed common writing 

patterns and whether those patterns differed in L1 and L2 writing. The results of the study 

disclosed traces of rhetorical preferences and bidirectional transfer. However, Uysal found 

various influences, such as L2 proficiency level, topic content, and targeted audience other than 

just the shared L1 culture. In a later study, Uysal (2012) again found common patterns used in 

both similar and dissimilar ways across L1 and L2 writing, influenced by cultural as well as 

various other factors. Wei (2020) suggested that less proficient L2 writers displayed partial or no 

metacognitive awareness of L1 to L2 rhetorical transfer. On the other hand, the study found that 

most of the highly proficient L2 writers were capable of metacognitively monitoring and 

controlling L1 to L2 rhetorical transfer to make it compatible with L2 writing situations and to 

prevent its negative effect. To expound the research on metacognitive awareness of L1 to L2 

rhetorical transfer in writing, Wei and Zhang (2020) conducted a study on L2 writers’ self-

awareness of rhetorical differences between their L1 and L2 argumentative writing. The study 

found metacognitive awareness to be positively related to L2 writing performance, thus 

validating metacognitive awareness as a new construct of contrastive rhetoric research. 
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Section 2: Who are the Writers of English as a Second Language  

The second language writers of English originate from heterogeneous linguistic, ethnic, 

socio-political, and cultural backgrounds with a multiplicity of literacy skills, educational 

attainment, formal English language instruction, English language proficiency, and attitude 

towards writing in English (Ferris & Hedgcock, 2005). Second language writers are always set 

apart from monolingual writers of English because of their first language knowledge and culture, 

which often becomes the reason behind their comparably limited experience with the rhetorical 

conventions prevalent in writing within the native English-speaking discourse communities. In 

addition, second language writers may not always be familiar with aspects, such as teacher and 

peer feedback, issues of plagiarism, and use of critical thinking, which are prevalent in second 

language writing classrooms. There are many second language writers who may not feel 

comfortable in using their own voices to participate in activities, such as providing feedback on 

their peers’ writing, as many cultures regard it as only the teachers’ prerogative to provide 

feedback on students’ work (Matsuda & Hammill, 2014). 

Based on the immigration status of second language writers in native English-speaking 

higher education context, they can be separated into two categories:  

• international second language writers who are the students from other countries who 

come to study in native English-speaking countries on student visas, and  

• resident second language writers who are permanent residents or citizens of the native 

English-speaking country by immigration or birth but do not speak English as a first 

language (Matsuda & Hamill, 2014).  

For the study, this chapter will only elaborate on the international second language writers.  
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International Students as Second Language Writers 

 Ren and Hagedorn (2012) pointed out that “international graduate students have not been 

fully understood by higher education administrators and faculty and their diverse needs have not 

been met by existing services on campuses" (p.135). Several other studies have also highlighted 

the current lack of research on the academic performance and needs of the socio-culturally and 

linguistically diverse international students at the post-secondary education level (Kanno & 

Cromley, 2013; Kanno & Harklau, 2012). What is more underrepresented in research are the 

academic English writing needs for writing developments of the international undergraduate 

students in native English-speaking countries. It is rare for international undergraduate students, 

who usually learn English as a foreign language (EFL) in their home countries not to find 

themselves being challenged by the radically different and new academic demands of the English 

as a second language (ESL) environment (Mina, 2014). Often, international students presume 

that they can make an easy transition into the new academic setting and connect easily with 

native speakers (Ching, Renes, McMurro, Simpson & Strange, 2017; Lee, McMahon & Watson, 

2018). Unfortunately, however, in reality the difficulties of social interaction and transitioning 

into a new learning environment end up adding to their academic challenges (Flowerdew, 2015; 

Lin & Scherz, 2014; Rawlings & Sue, 2013). 

International Students and Writing Challenges  

Despite being considered challenging by both native English speakers and second 

language learners, the purview of writing plays a crucial role in the academic success of 

university students (Ghorbani, Gangeraj, & Alavi, 2013; Kim & LaBianca, 2018). Within this 

domain students need to produce ideas and develop them into comprehensible texts. This makes 

it important for them to muster and be mindful of skills ranging from use of punctuation, syntax, 



 

 

28 

 

use of appropriate vocabulary, and spelling to planning, organizing, summarizing, and 

paraphrasing information (Yeoh & Terry, 2013). Particularly in the case of international 

students, academic writing skills poses a colossal challenge (Eggington, 2015) as their prior 

writing instructions in home countries fall short in preparing them to meet the academic demands 

of English-medium universities (Wette & Furneaux, 2018).  

Giridharan and Robson (2011) conducted a case study to explore how well international 

students performed on the four essential criteria for developing good academic writing skills, 

namely attitudes towards academic writing tasks, planning, writing paragraphs and essays, self-

assessing one’s own writing. After examining 206 international students, the researchers 

revealed that most of them enjoyed writing tasks, drafting essays, and working with peers to 

brainstorm ideas and opinions for their drafts. These international students also had a good 

understanding of referencing systems and the need to substantiate their ideas with supportive 

evidence. However, they struggled due to common grammatical, structural, and syntactic errors 

in writing tasks and were also unable to self-assess their own work, which would differ 

dramatically from the assessment of their instructors.  

The lack of consensus between the findings of studies such as Eggington (2015) and 

Giridharan and Robson (2011) could point towards the type of prior education the students had 

received. Although the studies do not mention about prior education, it could be that the students 

in Giridharan and Robson (2011) who were familiar with referencing system had previous 

knowledge and the students in the other studies who faced difficulty regarding academic honesty 

perhaps had no previous knowledge of such.  

In his small-scale survey, Badi (2015) inquired into the academic writing challenges of 

20 international postgraduate students to find out about the academic writing difficulties 
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encountered by second language writers and the factors that may cause the difficulties. Badi 

(2015) found that notwithstanding their previous educational contexts, all participants faced 

similar difficulties, among which the most common one was related to language use and 

coherence and cohesion in writing. The other difficulties were related to finding relevant topics 

and sources, writing in their own voice, and referencing and citations. Badi (2015) also reported 

that the main factor behind these difficulties was the inadequacy of knowledge and lack of 

previous experience with the conventions and expectations of academic writing at their post-

secondary education context.  

In a similar study conducted in 2017, Ravichandran, Kretovics, Kirby and Ghosh 

explored writing challenges experienced by international graduate students and determined 

strategies to alleviate these challenges. Interview responses of 15 international graduate students 

revealed that the writing challenges were related to grammar, vocabulary, organization and flow 

of ideas, critical thinking, and plagiarism. The responses also suggested that faculty support, and 

support from friends and peer mentors could assist in alleviating the second language writing 

difficulties.   

To further explore the international students’ issues with plagiarism, Kim and Labianca 

(2018) carried out an examination on the ethical perceptions of international students in 

academic writing in connection with tutoring and professional assistance, plagiarism, and 

intellectual property at an American university. This study found that international students cited 

computer-generated translations, copy-pasted texts without paraphrasing, utilized professional 

proofreading and editing services, and sought help from writing centres for writing assistance. 

This revealed the international students’ lack of clarity and awareness regarding the concept of 

plagiarism and academic honesty.  The findings of this study corroborate the research conducted 
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by Amiri and Razmjoo (2016) who also demonstrated international students’ lack of clarity 

regarding plagiarism and intellectual property.  

In another 2017 study, Beres and Woloshyn employed a form of reflexive ethnography to 

outline their experiences of teaching a research methodology course to international Chinese 

graduate students. Drawing upon their own experiences and the experiences of their students, 

Beres and Woloshyn revealed that the international students’ perceptions regarding what 

constitutes research and how to present it in written form was significantly different from the 

standards of their Canadian post-secondary education context. It was also noted that the 

international students struggled due to a lack of appropriate terminology for academic writing.  

L1 and L2 Interaction in International Students’ Writing  

After the topic of writing challenges faced by international students, L1 and L2 

interaction in international students' writing is the next major area that researchers have been 

inquiring about over the years. In the area of L1 and L2 interaction or the influence of 

international students’ first language on their second language text production, an increasing 

number of researchers are viewing it as an important and helpful resource for developing second 

language writing, as opposed to denouncing international students’ first language as a barrier to 

their second language writing progress (Bean, Eddy, Grego, Irvine, Kutz, Matsuda & Lehner, 

2003; Canagarajah, 2003). Although such credence is grounded in numerous empirical findings, 

there remains scope for more evidence pertaining to a more diverse international undergraduate 

student population, pointing to the need for further studies to explore the ways that L1 positively 

affects L2 and what are the best ways in which L1 can be incorporated in the L2 writing process.  

Wang and Wen (2002) explored how 16 international Chinese students used their L1 

during their L2 composing process by employing think-aloud protocols. The study also explored 
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how their L1 use varied depending on the students’ L2 proficiency and the type of writing tasks. 

The findings suggested that the students were more inclined to rely on their L1 when managing 

the writing process, and generating and organizing ideas, however, they used their L2 for task-

examining and text-generating activities. In this regard, the study suggested that: 

“the amount of L1 use is not related to the difficulty level of the composing activity. 

Rather, the occurrence of L1 seems to depend on the extent to which the composing 

activity is related to the textual output: the more the cognitive processing is related to the 

textual output, the less L1 is used in it” (p. 240). 

It was also observed that the international students relied more on the use of their L1 in 

the narrative writing task than in the argumentative essay writing. Additionally, this study also 

reported that the L1 use of the international students decreased with the development of their L2 

writing. Weijen, Bergh, Rijlaarsdam, and Sanders’ (2009) study also employed think aloud 

protocols to explore international Dutch students’ L1 and L2 interaction. However, contrary to 

the findings regarding L1 and L2 use during the argumentative essay writing process in Wang 

and Wen (2002), Weijen, et al., (2009) found the participants relying on their L1 as a strategy in 

the composing process of writing L2 argumentative essays. Though there was a variation in the 

use of the L1 in different conceptual activities of the L2 composing process, such as generating 

ideas, planning, and meta comments, it was evident that all participants relied on their L1 to 

some extent during the composing process of writing argumentative essays. In this regard, 

Weijen, et al., (2009) argue that the use of L1indicates that the L2 writers find it overwhelming 

to conduct cognitive activities, such as generating ideas and planning in their L2 during the 

writing process. This may not be the case. It should be noted here that Dutch and English belong 

to the same language family and perhaps that was another reason why the writers relied so 
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extensively on the L1 in their L2 writing process. However, further research is required on this 

topic. Wang (2003) also used think aloud protocols in addition to retrospective interviews, 

questionnaires, and written compositions to investigate how the switch between L1 and L2 was 

related to international students’ L2 proficiency. This mixed-method analysis indicated that the 

language-switching frequencies of the international students varied in accordance with their L2 

proficiency, signifying that L2 proficiency is a factor determining the quality of international 

students’ approaches towards L2 writing. A more recent study conducted by Ramirez (2012) in 

the American university context, reveals that international students’ use of their L1 in L2 writing 

is a natural manifestation. Although the frequency of their L1 use is said to determine the level of 

their L2 proficiency (as noted in Wang, 2003), the findings of this study purported that most 

international students are accustomed to using their L1 while generating the content, organizing 

the texts, and comprehending the given tasks.  

In addition to low L2 proficiency, there are multiple other factors that cause international 

students to use L1 in their L2 writing process, such as L1-L2 relationship in terms of language 

families, and transfer of training. In relation to L1 and L2 training transfer, an exploratory study 

by Kobayashi and Rinnert (2008) investigated the effects of intensive preparatory training in L1 

and L2 essay writing on Japanese university students.  According to the results of this study, the 

L1 (Japanese) intensive training emphasized the importance of establishing clarity and 

demonstrating originality for the readers, whereas the L2 (English) training stressed the need to 

take a clear position on an issue and include a thesis statement at the beginning of an essay. In 

addition to providing evidence for transferability of writing competence across languages, 

Kobayashi and Rinnert (2008) found that the interaction between intensive L1 and L2 training 

reinforced the students’ tendency to apply their acquired meta-knowledge to their L1 and L2 
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essay writing. For some students, such collaboration showed that writing in L1 is different from 

writing in L2, while for other students it showed that L1 and L2 writing are the same. This 

indicates that prior L1 and L2 instruction can have an influence on the MIUS academic L2 

writing. Therefore, it is an important area to look at in this study. 

 

 

Prior English Language Instruction of International Students  

It was mentioned earlier that the international students’ prior writing instruction in their 

home countries falls short in preparing them to meet the academic demands of English-medium 

universities (Wette & Furneaux, 2018). However, the reality is that international students from 

most countries in Asia, South Asia and the Middle East have been receiving English language 

instruction in their home countries for decades (Cheng, 2014; Garton, 2014; Sakamoto, 2012; 

Mahmoud, 2015). For instance, English language instruction in China first began as early as 

1868 by British and American missionaries and continues to be taught at all levels of education 

from elementary to post-secondary (Chen & Goh, 2014).  

In Japan, English language instruction was introduced into the school system during the 

Second World War. It was first made compulsory starting from the junior high school level in 

Grade 7. Later it was introduced at all levels of education on an optional basis (Sakamoto, 2012). 

South Korea made English language a mandatory subject in Grade 3 and onwards from 1997on 

(Garton, 2014). In the Indian Subcontinent, English language instruction was institutionalized 

during the colonial rule of the East India Company by the enactment of the English Education 

Act of 1835 (Caton, 2011). The Kingdom of Saudi Arabia, Kuwait and Iran have also 
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incorporated English language instruction throughout all levels of education several years ago 

(Mahmoud, 2015). 

However, notwithstanding the long years of English language instruction in many of 

these countries, the difficulties of meeting the writing requirements in their native English 

speaking academic context constitutes the fundamental challenge faced by the international 

students (Beres & Woloshyn, 2017; Heng, 2017; McMahon, 2018). Therefore, in the given 

context, would it not be appropriate to call for a reevaluation and reform of the academic 

demands and practices of the native English-speaking counties regarding English as second 

language writing? Perhaps the answer lies in the concept of Glocalization of the English 

language.  

University Writing Centres and how they Help International Students 

One-on-one writing consultation at the university writing centre, where the writing 

consultants interact with and respond to students’ academic writing are of great importance in the 

university academic writing context. The role that the writing consultants play, and the nature 

and features of their consultation has a considerable impact on students’ development of 

academic writing skills (Gillespie & Lerner, 2008). It is not a surprise that many studies have 

also found that the students’ attitude or impression towards the writing centres is connected to 

the role that writing consultants play in helping them effectively. If the writing consultants 

engage in practices that are inconsistent with students’ needs and expectations then the students 

feel discouraged to seek help from the writing centres (Denny, Nordlof, & Salem 2018; Giaimo, 

2017; Nicklay, 2012; Salem, 2016).  

The perception of the writing consultants regarding the writing consultations is also very 

important, as these perceptions may inform their consultation practices. Over the past 
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several decades, many writing centres have adopted and applied a non-directive approach to 

pedagogy, in which the writing consultant should intervene as little as possible allowing the 

students more autonomy in their writing process during consultations (Brooks, 1991; Clark, 

2001). In this approach, the writing consultant asks student writers questions to lead them to 

identify and articulate their own writing challenges. In this approach, the writing consultants 

provide the student writers with more talk-time, focusing more on the process rather than the 

product, and paying more attention to content and organization of writing instead of mechanics 

of language and grammar. This non-directive approach is also known as collaborative, 

individualized, student-oriented, one-on-one pedagogical philosophy.  

On the other hand, writing centre consultations can also follow the directive approach in 

which the writing consultant has more control, and works on vocabulary and grammar, and tells 

the students what they need to do (Shamoon & Burns 2001; Thonus, 2001; Williams, 2005; 

Winder, Kathpalia, & Koo 2016). A more directive tutoring approach is seen as more effective in 

writing consultations for specific purposes (Dinitz & Harrington, 2014). Therefore, it is crucial 

for writing consultants to embrace the consultation approach (directive or non-directive) that 

would meet the specific needs of their students instead of applying any one approach as a blanket 

rule, and to do that, the writing consultants first have to identify the needs of their students. 

Role of Writing Consultants  

The central role of a writing consultant is the promotion of interaction that is crucial for 

developing a conversational or dialogical rapport with the ESL writers (Bruner, 1986; Glaser, 

1992). The significance of dialogue or conversation in education and pedagogy has a long-

standing history (Bakhtin, 1981; Vygotsky, 1978), and in most writing centres in North America 
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and throughout the world the writing consultants work collaboratively with a dialogic approach 

to learning (Carino, 1995; Clark & Healy, 1996; Corbett, 2008; Grimm, 2011). 

Based on this approach, the writing consultants’ role becomes more effective for the 

student writers when they facilitate and support the students and are involved readers of their 

writing and listeners of their thoughts and ideas, instead of acting as an authoritative instructor 

(North, 1984; Sperling, 1991). Every writing consultant needs to provide specific support to their 

students mainly through well-focused questioning and active listening techniques (Fitzgerald & 

Ianetta, 2016; Hobson, 1994).  

In all, according to previous studies, it is the writing consultant’s role to facilitate 

effective interaction that allows the diagnosis and identification of the student’s writing problems 

and offer the necessary strategies, establish an open, communicative and collaborative 

relationship with the students and allow them agency regarding the development of their writing 

skills (McIver & Wolf, 1999), and contribute to student writer’s successful performance during 

the consultation (Flynn & King, 1993). 

Non-directive and Directive Approaches to Consultation  

Over the years, there has been an ongoing debate regarding the effectiveness of one 

consultation approach over the other (Clark, 2001). In the North American post-secondary 

education context, writing centres generally practice the collaborative, non-directive one-on-one 

consultation procedures (Brooks, 1991; Truesdell, 2007). The goal of the writing centers 

governed by the non-directive approach is to “produce better writers, not better writing” (North, 

1984, p. 438). Therefore, during consultation, emphasis is placed on the process of writing rather 

than the final product. In non-directive approach led consultation, the writing consultant focuses 

on the organization and structure of text over linguistic issues or mechanics, engaging the student 
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writer in a collaborative interaction through questioning and supportive comments to meet his or 

her diverse writing needs and problems and build a mutual understanding of the text’s meaning 

(Bakhtin, 1981). North (1984) believed by talking to the writing centre consultants about their 

written assignment, the student writers were able to articulate and organize their ideas more 

clearly. 

However, some researchers have challenged this approach based on student needs and 

effective writing centre consultation practices (Blau, Hall, & Strauss, 1998; Nordlof, 2014; 

Carino, 1995; Clark, 2001; Kiedaisch & Dinitz, 1993; Salem, 2016). Shamoon and Burns' (2001) 

reservations with non-directive approach to consultation make them “seriously question whether 

one tutoring approach fits all students and situations” (p. 230). The researchers called for a more 

directive approach where the writing consultant takes more authority and more power in writing 

consultations. Shamoon and Burns (2001) further suggested that writing centre practices 

including both directive and nondirective approaches to consultation result in “an enrichment of 

tutoring repertoires, stronger connections between the writing centre and writers in other 

disciplines, and increased attention to the cognitive, social, and rhetorical needs of writers at all 

stages of development” (p. 239). Recently, some more authors (e.g., Denny, Nordlof, & Salem, 

2018; Salem, 2016) have argued that a directive approach allows writing consultants to meet the 

diverse needs and goals of the students, especially international students who are unfamiliar with 

different academic writing conventions or rhetorical grammar. Therefore, the directive approach 

can be equally, if not more, effective than a non-directive approach.  

In short, factors such as the nature of interaction during the writing consultations, the 

perception of the writing consultants, student engagement and the analysis of the students’ 

specific needs impact the effectiveness and success of the writing consultation, and thereby the 
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writing centre. What is of profound importance is that the writing centres allow the needs of the 

students to guide them with the approach or combination of approaches to use during the writing 

consultations (Grimm, 2011; Pinard, 2002). 

Glocalization of English Language Use 

 The spread of English around the world has given rise to the concept of Glocalization. 

Glocalization is an amalgamation of the terms “globalization” and “localization”, which is 

regarded by most scholars as correlated and co-evolutionary processes of social transformation 

(Shi, 2013). The paradigm of Glocalization was developed and popularized by the work of the 

renowned sociologist Roland Robertson (1994, 1995; Robertson & White, 2003). In this 

paradigm, the English language transcends its original native boundaries due to global expansion 

in the form of colonialism, spread of trade, technology, religion, and internationalization to an 

increasing number of non-English speaking locations around the world. This is known as 

globalization. Due to globalization, the English language may go through imposition and 

adoption of local variations and result in new varieties of English within the local communities 

of non-English speaking parts of the world. This is known as localization. These new and local 

variations of the English language in turn modify the global use of the English language through 

feedback and interaction. This is known as the Glocalization of the English language (see Figure 

2.2). These new and local variations are changing the nature of English as well as the 

sociolinguistic ecologies in which they are developing (Crystal, 2003). 

Figure 2.2 

The Paradigm of Glocalization of English Language Use 
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The study of Glocalization enables the appreciation and more accurate comprehension of 

the nature and the impact of the social transformations that occur as a result of the globalization 

and localization of English language use. It helps in observing how local cultures assign their 

own meanings to the English language and how these meanings are received, modified, 

appropriated, and differentiated globally. In relation to the effects of the Glocalization on 

educational concepts, Schröttner (2010) states that: 

 “both the volume and the speed of global flow have intensified the entanglement of the 

local and the global, thus many local developments have enormous global consequences 

and vice versa” (p. 51).  

In the context of higher education, Glocalization links domestic and international students 

by bridging local communities to global resources and knowledge contributing to students’ 

persistence and development in the long run. In the development of Glocalization one must 
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recognize the critical role of students and the importance of including their perceptions and 

abilities in developmental activities. It encourages educators and administrators in higher 

education to rethink curriculum design and institutional policy, enabling the construction of 

courses, pedagogy, as well as the campus environment to help the students not only succeed 

academically but also to become global citizens of the future (Yang, 2001). 

Duszak (2002) mentions that Glocalization aptly describes the reality of social interaction 

in the 21st century, where language education should be shaped by the impact of this social 

influence of Glocalization on language use. When teaching English as a second, foreign, 

additional or international language, it is useful to do so with an appreciation of the features of 

English as a lingua franca (ELF) and World Englishes. This will potentially help educators to 

equip students with vital skills that will enable them to engage with others in more positive ways.  

According to Javidan (2008), students studying cross-culturally have two major 

responsibilities. It is first important for these students to be clear about their own cultural lens 

and then apply this lens to understand the other’s cultural lens.  In the paradigm of Glocalization, 

where East meets West, Luk-Fong (2005) presented a framework for developing a hybrid 

guidance curriculum drawing together western and eastern traditions in a Hong Kong university. 

Through her framework Luk-Fong highlighted the importance of the cultural lens, emotions, 

mental processes, and individual mindsets of both the international and domestic students.   

Glocalization also implies that the conventions for academic writing could accommodate 

local tendencies. In an example provided by Lu, Tsou and Chen (2014), most of the medical 

records for medical students in Taiwan often begin with the patient’s medical history. This 

predisposition in writing is different from the traditional case report format found in international 

journals such as The New England Journal of Medicine (NEJM). In comparison to the standard 
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opening sentence in NEJM’s case presentations, which read “an x-year-old patient was 

admitted/seen at this hospital for (symptoms or illness),” most medical notes written in Taiwan 

began with the patient’s medical history (e.g., A 75 y/o female has hypertension, CAD/1-V-D s/p 

PCI, and history of right corona radiate infarction and gastric ulcer). According to the 

researchers, the NEJM’s format implies that the writer is taking the point of view of the 

physician and the hospital, whereas the writing convention of Taiwanese doctors suggests a more 

patient centered approach. Although the journal paper submissions must comply with certain 

guidelines, in this example, Glocalization would allow the English language instructors as well 

as the content teachers to exercise more open-mindedness about various forms of expression. It 

is important to train teachers regarding the pedagogical implications of the many ways in which 

Glocalization impacts the English language. Adopting the concept of Glocalization will enable 

teachers of international students to acquire a global perspective and cross-cultural 

understanding, which will help them to develop intercultural competence in teaching and 

supporting the students (Tsou, 2015). 

The concept of Glocalization is of crucial importance to all users of the English language 

who aim to access the educational opportunities and social mobility in today’s globalized world. 

Learning English is not solely an academic pursuit, but a rather vital real-world skill as well. As 

a common contact language for all kinds of speakers in the world today, the purpose of learning 

English should be to gain the ability to understand and be understood at all levels and in all 

contexts starting from the basic function of giving directions to a tourist or to a more professional 

function in high-stakes negotiations. Therefore, Glocalization calls for a strategic renewal in the 

approach to curriculum planning and teacher training to ensure the inclusion of localized aspects 

of the English language as well as an increased focus on cross-cultural understanding.  
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Section 3: Theoretical Frameworks: Through a Lens Embedded in Culture 

The literature review so far highlights the multiplicity of academic writing challenges that 

the multilingual international students studying in native-English speaking countries face. These 

second language writing challenges range from common grammatical errors, language use, 

structural and syntactic errors, lack of coherence and cohesion in writing, to difficulties in the 

organization of flow and ideas, finding relevant topics and sources, writing in their own voice, 

critical thinking, inaccurate self-assessment, problems with referencing and citations, and 

plagiarism (Giridharan & Robson, 2011; Badi, 2015; Ravichandran, et al., 2017; Kim & 

Labianca, 2018). So far, the chapter also discussed the vital interaction of the L1 culture with the 

L2 writing, establishing culture as a significant facet in second language writing as an area of 

research and practice. The two theories pertaining to culture that emerged from the review of 

literature as relevant for this study are Contrastive Rhetoric (CR) and Glocalization of English 

language.  

According to the original claim of CR theory research, the multilingual international 

students’ L1 played a role in their L2 writing. Over the years, empirical research has 

corroborated that the development of the logic, language and rhetoric in second language writing 

were determined and influenced by the L2 writer’s cultural, linguistic, and rhetorical conventions 

(Hinkel, 1997; Wang & Li, 1993; Yin, 1999; Wu, 2003; Saffari, et al., 2017; Wei & Liu, 2012). 

On the contrary, there are also studies that have reported that L2 writing was not solely affected 

by L1 rhetoric (Mohan & Lo, 1985; Taylor & Chen, 1991; Becker, 1995; Zhang, 1997; Kubota, 

1998; Hirose, 2003; Uysal, 2008, 2012; Wei, 2020; Wei & Zhang, 2020). Factors such as 

inadequate L2 proficiency level and limited L2 writing experience also contribute to second 
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language writing challenges. However, what is of importance here is that, albeit not the sole 

factor, L1 rhetorical and cultural transfer is still continually and empirically linked to L2 writing.  

The concept of Glocalization of the English Language sheds light on how the global 

spread of English gave birth to local varieties of the language that in turn created an impact on 

the global use of the language. In a world where the English language has transcended the 

native-speaker boundaries and become the lingua franca or the common contact language for the 

different types of English language speakers, the concept of Glocalization enables the clear 

understanding of local and global cultures, recognizes the critical need of students’ perceptions, 

encourages rethinking curriculum design, institutional policy, and pedagogy, creates cross-

cultural awareness and intercultural competence among teachers, and most importantly, makes 

way for tolerance and open-mindedness towards various forms of expressions using the English 

language (Schröttner, 2010; Yang, 2001; Duszak, 2002; Javidan, 2008; Luk-Fong, 2005; Lu, 

Tsou & Chen, 2014; Tsou, 2015).  

Therefore, to investigate the writing challenges of the MIUS and the practices that can 

best support them, the theories of CR and its reformulations, and Glocalization in English 

language use have been embraced to frame this study and view it through a lens embedded in 

culture that influences L2 academic writing (see Figure 2.3).  

Figure 2.3 

The Theoretical Underpinnings of This Study 
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This section focuses on the transformations in CR theory that add to the tenet of culture. 

To inform this study, Glocalization of English language in association with culture is also 

discussed here.  

Culture as a Tenet of Contrastive Rhetoric 

 Out of the three tenets of CR, this study focuses mainly on culture. As culture is claimed 

to influence writing style, it becomes vitally important for us to know about the L1 culture of 

MIUS and its influences on L2 writing. In Chapter 2, I briefly touched upon the tenets of 

contrastive analysis and the Sapir-Whorf hypothesis, but I left the third tenet ‘culture’ 

undiscussed. In this section, I elaborate on the concept of culture within the theory of CR.  

 When we think about culture, we tend to relate it to religion, languages spoken, race, 

ethnicity, citizenships, gender, class, caste, sexuality, patriarchy and so on. According to Bhabha 

(1994), cultural identity is produced in the in-between spaces of overlaps across class, gender, 

race, nation, generation, and location. Hall (1976) does not see culture as a homogenous 
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structure. He sees culture as multifaceted, representing different ways of coping with the diverse 

social and material life experiences. However, the meaning of culture remains greatly contested 

(Gorski, 2016). From Tylor who defined culture as “that complex whole which includes 

knowledge, belief, art, law, morals, custom, and any other capabilities and habits acquired by 

man as a member of society” (Tylor, 1871 in Atkinson, 2004, p. 279) to Bryson’s definition, 

“human energy organized in patterns of repetitive behavior” (Bryson, 1947 in Atkinson, 2004, p. 

279), there is no broadly agreed-upon definition of culture. Culture is one of the most argued 

upon concepts in the academic world (Atkinson, 2004). Some academics have argued that most 

cultural descriptions, if not all, reduce human capacities to cultural limitations. However, there 

were some definitions of culture which opposed the idea that cultural differences affected 

intelligence and social development. Popularized by Franz Boas, the anthropological concept of 

culture gained academic attention in the 1960s (Atkinson, 2012). It countered the dominant 

discourse of inequality in human civilization and development and viewed people as 

fundamentally equal even if they were different in some ways. It further explained that “cultural 

groups differed primarily in the unique values and viewpoints they developed in engaging with 

their (human and nonhuman) environment, and the unique lifestyles and life worlds that 

resulted” (Atkinson, 2015, p. 418). This concept of culture as an all-inclusive explanation of 

human differences (Stocking, 1992) was adopted by Kaplan as a variable in his research. He 

stated that each language and culture had a paragraph order unique to itself and that the 

understanding of cultural differences in rhetoric was crucial in second language writing 

instruction.  

However, Matsuda (1997) critiqued this assertion of Kaplan’s as a static assumption 

where L2 writers are assumed to be culturally programmed to produce their L1 rhetoric. Leki 
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(1997) also claimed that it is problematic to assume that L2 writing directly reveals cultural 

thought patterns because a culture’s rhetorical patterns are not always limited and predictable. 

Additionally, Leki criticized CR for enforcing norms of dominant varieties of English and 

ignoring the many other varieties within native-English speakers’ cultures. Kubota (1997) argued 

that by focusing entirely on differences in cultures, CR dichotomized ‘us’ and ‘them’, which led 

more to constructing the differences instead of discovering them.  

Conversely, it has also been argued that if cultures are significantly more dynamic and 

negotiated than what was originally assumed by CR, then language cannot be too far behind. 

Connor (2008) strongly supported researching “the interactive situations in which writers with a 

variety of linguistic and social/cultural backgrounds negotiate L2 writing in a great variety of 

situations for a variety of purposes” (p. 312). She suggested in addition to contrastive analysis 

CR must also study the ‘inter’ spaces where negotiation and accommodation take place among 

cultural/linguistic worlds. Matsuda (in Matsuda and Atkinson, 2008) recommended the 

elimination of culture as a straightforward explanatory construct in CR and emphasized the need 

for a more complex understanding of culture. Atkinson (2004) stated that “all social and cultural 

practices are deeply infused and penetrated by other cultural practices” (p. 285). Hirvela (2009) 

also pointed out that the field of CR needed developing “an effective and commonly agreed-upon 

construct for culture” for its continuation (p. 287). 

Transformations of Contrastive Rhetoric 

 Over the years, CR faced a lot of critique and underwent a lot of development. CR’s 

concept of culture continues to expand even today. Of the many expansions of CR, the two 

reformulations that this study draws upon are Intercultural Rhetoric (IR) and Critical Contrastive 

Rhetoric (CCR). From IR, I draw on Atkinson’s (2004) contrasting cultures or alternating views 
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of culture and Connor’s (2008) multilayered model of IR. I also draw on some principles of CCR 

in relation to culture, which are discussed below.  

Contrasting Culture or Alternating Views of Culture 

After putting forth the argument that a better conceptualization of CR needed to entail a 

better conceptualization of culture, Atkinson (2004) considered four sets of issues pertaining to 

the existing concept of culture: 

1. received culture versus postmodern culture versus cultural studies culture;  

2. culture as product as opposed to culture as process; 

3. culture in the head as opposed to culture in the world; and  

4. big culture as opposed to small culture. 

I will unpack each of these sets of issues in succession.  

Received Culture versus Postmodern Culture versus Cultural Studies Culture. 

Originally, CR has largely assumed the received culture perspective (Connor, 2002), 

which according to Atkinson constitutes the traditional notion of culture predominant in applied 

linguistics, English for Academic Purposes, and second language education. In Gupta and 

Ferguson’s words, the received culture is “the idea that a world of human difference is to be 

conceptualized as a diversity of separate societies, each with its own culture” (Gupta & 

Ferguson, 1997, p. 1). Some current alternatives to the received view are the postmodern view of 

culture and the cultural studies view of culture. The postmodern view of culture attempts to 

capture the new and radically changing social and cultural forms due to globalization, world 

capitalism, neo-imperialism, the media transmission of western popular culture, and the 

exchange of ideas, use of technology, and the internationalization of academics. Atkinson argues 

that if this is the reality of the world today, then should the concept of culture not reflect it? 
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Moreover, due to the influence of postmodernism, the focus of cultural studies is also on 

contemporary culture. In cultural studies, the underlying claim is that “cultural beliefs and 

practices are developed predominantly under the influence of exposure to mass, popular culture 

in all its forms and all its power” (Atkinson, 2004, p. 281).  

Culture as Process as Opposed to Culture as Product. 

Historically, most of the studies related to culture have been undertaken to describe its 

product-oriented side. Over the years a variety of cultural artifacts have been developed and 

studied, among which written texts have been vastly studied across the field. CR is one such area 

that has resorted to written texts to analyze culture. However, it is argued that cultural artifacts 

are mere residues or byproducts of the diverse activities that go into producing them. Therefore, 

Connor (2002) and Atkinson (2004) pointed out the need to refocus CR’s vision on the processes 

that produce the products instead of just focusing on the product.  

Culture in the World as Opposed to Culture in the Head. 

 The question of whether culture is something that resides mostly in the minds and 

thoughts of people or exists mostly out in the social world is paramount in the study of culture. 

For example, according to Clifford Geertz (1973) culture is exemplified in public symbols and 

institutions, while according to the cognitive anthropologists following Ward Goodenough 

(1987) culture is basically shared cognitive knowledge rather than anything external. However, 

according to Atkinson (2004), culture exists ‘co-constitutively’ in the head and in the world 

because the head and the world are not separate and isolated places. This understanding of 

culture implies that the straight and linear rhetorical pattern of North American English that 

Kaplan had demonstrated was straight not because of any superior intrinsic quality of the text, 

but because it was interpreted in that way by the “cultural insiders” for whom the directness 
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made more sense as a means of expression. Therefore, it is the interaction of mental models or 

schemas for directness with socially designed and interpreted symbols of the text that constructs 

the kind of coherence that leads a cultural insider to consider the straight rhetoric to be good 

rhetoric.   

Big culture as Opposed to Small culture.  

In cultural studies, culture with a capital ‘C’ is related to fine arts, literary works etc., 

while culture with a small ‘c’ is related to customs, traditions, and other such personal aspects. 

However, inspired by Holliday’s (1999) conceptualizations of small cultures, Atkinson (2004) 

explained that in the context of second language education, the small cultures from Holliday’s 

conceptualizations, such as national culture, professional-academic culture, classroom culture, 

student culture, youth culture can sometimes arise as the bigger culture of the education setting 

and sometime as the smaller culture. However, in Atkinson’s (2004) view, all those cultures can 

possess similar characteristics. Therefore, the ideas of the bigger culture and the smaller culture 

in a second language educational setting are not mutually exclusive. For example, in an 

educational setting, big and small cultures interact in a complex and overlapping manner but are 

not subsumed by one another. As shown in Figure 2.4, the student culture (smaller culture) with 

its unique internal norms and practices overlaps with national cultural norms (bigger culture) but 

is not subsumed by it. Therefore, it can be understood that the individual cultures of the MIUS 

are not limited to or subsumed by their national culture, instead the interaction of the smaller 

cultures with the bigger culture plays a critical role in defining it.  

Figure 2.4 

Interacting Small Cultures in an Educational Setting (Atkinson, 2004, p. 286) 
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 In all, Atkinson (2004) propounded the need for CR to change its conceptualization from 

a traditional view of culture to an alternative view. A traditional view considers cultures as 

ethnic, national, and static, whereas alternative views consider the changing nature of global 

communication and the changing definitions of culture as previously described. 

Multilayered Model of Intercultural Rhetoric  

Drawing on Dwight Atkinson’s (2004) discussion of big cultures and small cultures from 

his contrasting cultures or alternating views of culture, Connor (2008) proposed a multilayered 

model of IR with three major tenets:  

1. texts need to be seen in their contexts with meaningful contextual and purposeful 

descriptions 

2. culture needs to be complexified to include disciplinary cultures in addition to 

national/ethnic cultures 
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3. dynamic, interactive patterns of communication are important to consider, which 

leads to convergences among cultural differences 

According to Connor it is critical for second language writing teachers to consider bigger 

and smaller cultures in the educational setting as their classrooms comprise students from diverse 

disciplines such as engineering, nursing, business, and liberal arts to name a few in addition to 

the diversity of age, gender, and national and socio-economic backgrounds. In other words, in 

CR research, instead of isolating national cultural features of writing, it is more important to 

understand the other interacting social and educational influences that could be overlapping with 

national cultural norms and reflect on the writing process and products. It aims to describe 

culture as reflected in the lives of the individuals from their perspectives, by attempting to 

understand how socio-cultural influence contributes to individual identity, how cultural material 

is actively interpreted, appropriated, and recreated by individuals, and how a variety of 

interlocking cultures influence text production, distribution, and consumption (Connor & 

Traversa, 2014).  

Principles of Critical Contrastive Rhetoric  

 In the light of their critical review of CR, Kubota and Lehner (2004) developed a new 

framework called the Critical Contrastive Rhetoric (CCR) with a variety of principles. The 

principles of CCR as proposed by Kubota and Lehner (2004) that I draw on to inform and 

structure my study are as follows: 

• CCR takes apart the standard average European norms of language and culture 

• CCR emphasizes linguistic and cultural diversity when questioning the traditionalized 

constructions of language, culture, rhetoric, and identity.  
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• CCR scrutinizes how the linguistic ideologies associated with colonialist and 

assimilationist discourses influence language change and writers’ identities.  

• CCR supports the postmodernist rejection of absolute (scientific) truth, viewing 

knowledge as situated, partial and dynamic. The spread of English throughout the world 

and the Glocalization of its use suggest that there is now no single ‘correct’ English 

owned by ‘native speakers’. 

• CCR advocates for the self-validation of a student’s first language and culture.  

• CCR encourages student agency in the exploration of alleged rhetorical differences based 

on students’ L1 literacy, to promote an anti-othering ‘pedagogy of difference’ (Atkinson, 

2012).  

 According to Kubota and Lehner, traditional CR viewed non-native English-speaking 

students as culturally deficient. Therefore, by incorporating poststructuralist, postcolonial, and 

postmodern critiques of language and culture, CCR re-conceptualizes cultural difference in 

rhetoric from such perspectives as relations of power, discursive construction of knowledge, 

colonial construction of cultural dichotomies, and rhetorical plurality brought about by diaspora 

and cultural hybridity. In praxis, CCR affirms multiplicity of languages forms, rhetorical forms, 

and students’ identities and calls on writing teachers to recognize the complex web of rhetoric, 

culture, power, and discourse when responding to student writing. 

 The principles of CCR make a great segue into the discussion of Glocalization in English 

language use. Just like the postmodern, poststructuralist and postcolonial views of culture as “a 

dynamic, ongoing process which operates in changing circumstances to enable group members 

to make sense and meaningfully operate within those circumstances” (Holliday, 1999, p. 248), in 
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the paradigm of Glocalization the nature of the English language is also dynamic and evolving 

with its global and local users.   

 Earlier, I discussed the origin and development of the concept of Glocalization of the 

English language. In the following section I attempt to discuss the importance of Glocalization of 

the English language from a cultural vantage point.  

Glocalization of English Language Use and Culture 

The concept of Glocalization originated in Japan as a popular business strategy, which 

was introduced to the Western social scientific discourse by sociologist Roland Robertson 

(1995). The term was modeled after the Japanese word dochakuka, which originally meant 

adapting farming technique to one’s own local condition. In the business world the idea was 

adopted to refer to global localization. In the English language, the correlated and co-

evolutionary process of globalization and localization of English is referred to as the 

Glocalization of the language (see Figure 2.2). The Glocalization of the English language 

involves various processes, which include: 

1. the use of English to encode cultural conceptualizations that were not originally 

associated with the language,  

2. spread of Anglo-English cultural conceptualizations to non-Anglo speech 

communities, and  

3. the blending of cultural conceptualizations (Sharifian, 2016).  

In the paradigm of Glocalization, it is estimated that more than 80 percent of 

communication in English is now taking place among non-native speakers of the language 

(Crystal, 1997). As a result, newer varieties of English are emerging from the non-native English 
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speech communities. These speech communities develop their local varieties of English to 

express their cultural conceptualizations (Sharifian, 2016).  

Cultural Conceptualizations   

 The concept of cultural conceptualizations is paramount in the process of Glocalization of 

English language use. Cultural groups are not formed only based on the proximity of residence. 

Rather, the formation of cultural groups depends on how people negotiate the ways in which they 

conceptualize various aspects of their lives. These negotiated conceptualizations may help to 

construct people’s thought and mannerism, as well as help to comprehend and build new 

experiences through cognitive units such as schemas, categories, conceptual metaphors, and 

blends emerging from the interaction within their cultural groups. Sharifian (2011) collectively 

referred to these cognitive units as cultural conceptualizations.  

 Essentially, cultural conceptualizations are represented in and communicated through 

human languages and human communication. Therefore, the contact between different languages 

associated with different systems of cultural conceptualizations, through the global spread of 

English to non-native speech communities for example, gives rise to the three processes of 

Glocalization of the English language.  

Use of English to Encode Cultural Conceptualizations  

Cultural schemas are units of cultural knowledge that are collectively possessed by a 

cultural group. A good example of the adoption of English to express schemas that were not 

originally associated with English is the case of new varieties of English. For example, 

Aboriginal people have adopted English to express a set of Aboriginal cultural 

conceptualizations (e.g., Malcolm & Sharifian 2002, 2005). In Aboriginal English, the word 

“smoking” may be used, as in the example given below, to refer to an Aboriginal cultural schema 
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capturing events in which smoking plants may be rubbed on people's body to spiritually protect 

them and also to cleanse the area. 

1. They wanted to smoke me when I went up north, that way. 

Here the Aboriginal English speaker refers to her trip to another Aboriginal “country” 

where members of the local Aboriginal community wanted to “smoke” her to give her protection 

against evil spirits, as a sign of hospitality and welcoming her to their country.  

Next, the unit of categorization of experience is one of the most fundamental human 

cognitive tendencies. Language and culture play important roles in the ways in which we 

categorize our experiences. The spread of English to various parts of the world has led to the 

encoding of cultural categories of kinship in new varieties of English. For example, in Australian 

Aboriginal English the word “mum” may be used to refer to one's biological mother's sister 

(Sharifian, 2007). The basis for this cultural category is not necessarily biological. Mainly the 

socio-cultural relationship relating to the role that a person plays in one's upbringing, their status 

in the family, and their age relative to one's biological parents determine who may be called 

“mum”. 

Finally, in encoding cultural conceptualizations, the use of the term “cultural metaphors” 

refers to those conceptual linkages across different domains that are culturally constructed. For 

example, Australian Aboriginal English reflects a conceptual linkage from the domain of 

"kinship" to the domain of "land".  

Spread of Anglo-English Cultural Conceptualizations to Non-Anglo Speech 

Communities 

The spread of English around the globe has in essence resulted in the “Englishization” of 

other languages/cultures. The term “Englishization” refers to the spread of Anglo-English 
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cultural conceptualizations to other languages (Sharifian, 2016). An example of an Anglo-

English cultural schema that has spread to other languages is that of "privacy". The Japanese 

language did not have a word that would represent the exact conceptualizations associated with 

that of the English word “privacy”, and therefore has relied on a borrowed form of this word, 

which is pronounced as puraibashi (Rebuck, 2002). This is clearly an example of 

“Englishization” of other languages.  

In terms of categories, one can refer to processes such as “MacDonaldization” (Ritzer 

1993) and “Cocacolonization” (Wagnleitner 1994), not in terms of their economic implications 

but in terms of how some other cultures have now expanded or modified their categories such as 

“food” as influenced by exposure to English and the Anglo-Western cultures. For instance, in 

Persian the category of “food” now includes “esnak” which is a "Persianized" form of the 

English word "snack" (Sharifian, 2016). 

Furthermore, the English language among several others use the human body 

metaphorically to conceptualize various aspects of human experiences including those that are 

cognitive and emotional. For example, several expressions in Anglo varieties of English reflect 

the conceptualization of "heart as the seat of emotions" in expressions, such as "she has broken 

my heart" (Niemeier, 2008). The spread of English around the world has led to the spread of 

Anglo-English conceptualizations of the human body into other languages and cultures. For 

example, contemporary Japanese uses the word “haato” from the English word "heart" to refer to 

romantic love (Occhi, 2008). 

Blending of Cultural Conceptualizations 

Conceptual blending, or “conceptual integration”, refers to the process of mapping from 

two cognitive spaces into a third one to create a new concept (Sharifian, 2016). It is a powerful 
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meaning construction process which usually leads to the emergence of words, phrases, and even 

grammatical structures distinguished from the conventional use of language. However, with time 

and extended usage, the blends themselves can become conventionalized. For example, the word 

“doctorman” in Australian Aboriginal English can be used to refer to “a spiritually powerful 

person whose powers include healing” (Arthur, 1996, p. 25). This appears to be the result of a 

blending from the domains of “spiritual healing” in Australian Aboriginal cultures and “medical 

treatment” associated with Anglo-English culture in this contact situation.  

The Glocalization of the English language and the associated conceptual processes 

discussed above make vital additions to the understanding of culture. In the light of this 

understanding, it is of utmost importance to re-evaluate and re-design the existing second 

language writing curricula, pedagogy, and policies in order to expose the learners to the various 

systems of cultural conceptualizations associated with English that account for the true 

complexity of the language in the world today, instead of only exposing them to just one or two 

Anglo-based varieties of English.  

The Glocalization of English and the increasing development of new varieties of English 

have significant implications for the field of second language writing, such as the need to expose 

L2 writers and instructors to a variety of English associated with their and one another’s cultural 

conceptualizations. The increasing Glocalization of English is blurring traditional dichotomies 

and distinctions that are dominant in the field, such as “native/non-native speaker” and the 

distinctions between EFL and ESL. Although for the purpose of research speakers of English are 

still classified as native and non-native, in reality the so-called non-native speakers of Anglo-

based varieties of English are native speakers of their own local variety, which is also a marker 

of their cultural identity. In addition, Canagarajah (2006) reminds us that due to the significant 
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diversification of the English Language, the idea of “proficiency” and its assessment have now 

become much more complex than before. Therefore, it is crucial to be able to teach, assess and 

support L2 writers with an informed and open-minded view of the world where both language 

and culture are dynamic and evolving.  

Conclusion: How the gaps in the literature review helped identify the directions for this 

study 

Overall, this chapter has attempted to draw attention to the difficulties that can prevent 

international students from fully realizing and practicing their second language writing potential. 

This review attempted to establish the critical need to be aware of the factors and forces that can 

influence the progress of the international students as effective L2 writers. By tracing the 

historical background of the field of second language writing and shedding light on the 

emergence and development of the theory of CR that is interwoven with the study of second 

language writing, this chapter has put forth a multiplicity of claims that contribute to the 

academic success of L2 writers in the English language.  

However, it must be mentioned that after trekking the terrain of second language writing, 

I discovered some gaps that needed to be filled with further research. First, most studies in this 

field conducted research on the writing practices, needs and challenges of international graduate 

students. Although many of the challenges and strategies are undoubtedly applicable to all ESL 

students regardless of whether they are post-graduate or undergraduate students, more targeted 

research is needed on international undergraduate students' unique experiences with their 

academic writing. Furthermore, from my personal experience of working with both international 

undergraduate and graduate students I observed that the international undergraduate students are 
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at a totally different developmental stage and often less resourceful than their graduate co-

nationals in a new academic environment.  

Second, although large amounts of data have been collected through surveys, interviews, 

process logs, submitted compositions, the use of observation tools has been comparatively 

limited. As indicated in the literature, think-aloud protocols seem to be the only accessible and 

feasible option researchers used in the past for the observation of the L2 writing process. Most 

importantly, studies in this literature review do not explore accounts of writing challenges based 

on students' self-perception, screen recordings of students' writing processes, nor instructors' 

feedback. It is important to conduct research that explores the self-perception of the L2 writers 

themselves as well as the perceptions of their instructors and tutors regarding the writing 

challenges and the strategies most effective to deal with them.  

Furthermore, in the era of the globalization of English and internationalization of post-

secondary education institutions in native English-speaking countries, it becomes crucial to 

conduct research on the effects of the Glocalization of the English language on academic English 

writing instruction, requirements, and practice and their implications for L2 writers. Lastly, more 

studies are required to establish a working definition of culture in the theory of CR considering 

the new developments associated with Glocalization and intercultural communication in English.  

Framed and guided by the theoretical frameworks discussed in this chapter, this study 

attempted to gather data on the second language writing challenges faced by the MIUS in the 

Canadian academic context. It also attempted to explore the MIUS’ definition of their L1 and 

individual culture and their influence on their L2 writing and the strategies that are most 

effective in alleviating their L2 writing challenges. Lastly, it explored the changes that can be 

made to the existing practices in second language writing curriculum, policy, and pedagogy to 
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further benefit the multilingual international undergraduate L2 writers in the Canadian academic 

context. 

In the process of developing the theory of CR as IR, Connor (1996) promoted the 

development of CR research methods. To mitigate the methodological weaknesses of the early 

CR studies, Connor propagated the need to develop research tools to lead the field of CR away 

from its original and restricted focus on L2 texts. She called for broad consideration of context 

through more qualitative research approaches, such as exploring culture and writing from the 

perception of the L2 writers and the facilitators of L2 writing.  

 By inquiring into the L2 writing challenges and the definition of culture and its influence 

on L2 writing from the perspectives of the MIUS, and their writing consultants and the language 

instructors, this study contributes to the expansion of the concept of culture in the theory of CR. 

In addition, by exploring the strategies and practices to better support L2 writers through the 

framework of Glocalization, this study propounds the need for awareness and open-mindedness 

for the varied cultures of the MIUS in the field of second language writing.  
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Chapter 3 

Methodology 

 

This chapter discusses the research design of this study through the elucidation of the 

data and data collection process, the participants of the study, the methods used to collect the 

data in response to the research questions, and ways in which the data have been analyzed.  

Research Design 

The purpose of this research was to investigate the first language cultural influence of the 

MIUS on their academic English writing and explore their perspective on their L1 and individual 

culture and how their writing challenges can be alleviated for them to gain success as L2 writers 

in the Canadian academic context. To that end, I sought to answer the following research 

questions in this study: 

RQ 1. What are the academic L2 writing challenges faced by the MIUS? 

RQ 2. What constitutes the cultures of the MIUS, and how do they influence their 

academic L2 writing? 

RQ 3. What strategies help to alleviate the academic L2 writing challenges of the MIUS, 

and how are they modified by the L1 of MIUS? 

RQ 4.  What can educators, instructors and writing consultants do to provide better 

academic L2 writing support to the MIUS? 

To answer the above research questions, I employed a qualitative phenomenological 

approach (van Manen, 2016, 2017) to data collection and analysis. In this study, I aimed to 

explore the voices of the participants to gain and enable deeper understanding of the 

phenomenon of academic L2 writing through their experiences in the context of Canadian 
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undergraduate education. Only a qualitative approach could have allowed for such in-depth 

exploration and insight into insiders’ views and illuminate the experiences of the people 

contributing to this study to deepen understanding (Burns, 2000; Patton, 2002). Therefore, in this 

study, I required the strength of qualitative inquiry to offer a comprehensive perspective of L2 

writing challenges, cultural influence on L2 writing, and the most effective strategies and 

practices in L2 writing support by facilitating the inclusion of the participants’ voices.  

A Multi-perspective Phenomenological Inquiry 

According to a timeless explanation provided by Patton (2002), a phenomenological 

inquiry allows the exploration of “how people experience some phenomenon – how they 

perceive it, describe it, feel about it, judge it, make sense of it, and talk about it with others” (p. 

104). According to van Manen (2017), it is important to gain an “insight into the phenomenality 

of lived experience” (p. 779). However, within the field of qualitative research, there are 

numerous ways of examining phenomena. An earlier description provided by Crotty (1998) 

discusses examining phenomena from both a theoretical perspective and a research methodology. 

According to him, one way of understanding the theoretical standpoint is through the elicitation 

of “what-experiences-are-like,” and once this standpoint is adopted in a qualitative context, the 

following methodological approach becomes one where the researcher depends on simple 

descriptions of an individual’s experience, which convey what experience is like. Therefore, 

quite commonly, qualitative phenomenological research methodology is framed to uncovering 

“what experiences are like.” 

In addition, van Manen (2016), states that classically all phenomenological philosophical 

accounts attempt to answer the question of what different sorts of experiences are like. In other 

words, a phenomenological inquiry asks, “What is this lived experience like?” “What is it like to 
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experience this phenomenon or event?” (van Manen, 2017, p. 776). Thus, to do 

phenomenological qualitative research, a researcher must address the question of what a simple 

or lived experience is “really” like and “what is the nature of this lived experience?” (van 

Manen, 2016b, p. 42). With this present study, I attempted to undertake the exploration of the 

lived experiences of language instructors, writing consultants and MIUS regarding academic L2 

writing of the MIUS in Canadian post-secondary education considering their L1 culture. I not 

only delved into what academic L2 writing is really like for the MIUS, but by exploring voices 

from multiple sources with direct lived experience of the phenomenon, I have brought forth a 

multi-perspective understanding of phenomena.  

Qualitative data strengthens language research by exploring perceptions and prompting 

deeper insights (Rahman, 2020). Therefore, to make an in-depth inquiry into the lived 

experiences of the participants and to explore the research topic from multiple perspectives, I 

gathered the qualitative data through focus group discussions (FGDs) and semi-structured 

interviews.  

There were two focus group discussions (FGDs) in this study. I conducted the first focus 

group discussion (FGD) with the university’s School of English Language Instructors (ELIs), 

and the second one with the university’s Writing Centre Consultants (WCCs) who work with 

international students. Focus group discussions are first and foremost interviews that are 

conducted to get a variety of perspectives. The variety of perspectives and the interactions 

among participants in focus group discussions enhanced data quality.  

Besides FGDs, I chose to conduct semi-structured interviews because they pave the path 

to comprehend other people’s opinions and experiences (Seidman, 2013). In this study, I 

conducted 12 semi-structured interviews with the MIUS at the university. The rationale for using 
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semi-structured interviews was that they offer greater flexibility for conducting an in-depth 

interview (Creswell, 2015; Creswell & Plano, 2018). Interviews are used to collect information 

that cannot be gathered by any other methods. Furthermore, the one-on-one environment of 

semi-structured interviews provided the MIUS-participants the space and scope to put forth their 

thoughts without reservations Both the focus group discussions and all the semi-structured 

interviews corresponded to all the four research questions.  

In addition to the depth of data, this multi-perspective inquiry into phenomenology added 

rigor, breadth, complexity, and richness to the inquiry, as well as enabling triangulation of the 

data from each source of perspective. Methodological triangulation allowed a deeper 

understanding of the research issue by increasing the reliability and validity of the data and 

confirming the research findings obtained from various sources (Jakob, 2001; Johnson & 

Christensen, 2004; Olsen, 2004; Patton, 2015; Steinke, 2004).  

The following figure demonstrates how the multi-perspective data emerged as the major 

findings of the study and how each data source led to answers to all four of the research 

questions. 

Figure 3.1  

Multi-Perspective Data Emerging as the Major Findings of the Study 
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Figure 3.2  

Each Data Source Corresponds to All Four of the Research Questions 

 

 

 

 

Data Collection 

This section outlines the data collection process of this study, which includes the data 

collection setting, participants, recruitment, and methods. 

The 4 
Research 
Questions

FGD-1

FGD-2

Semi-
structured 
Interviews
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Setting  

I conducted this study on the main campus of a mid-sized public research university in 

Eastern Ontario, Canada consisting of 2,282 international undergraduate students, eight L2 

writing consultants at the university’s writing centre, and 25 language instructors at the 

university’s school of English as of Fall 2021, which was the time when I collected data for this 

study. 

The university’s school of English has a variety of non-degree fulltime study options for 

international students prior to their commencement of undergraduate programs, with courses 

such as English language Bridging pathway, English for Academic Purposes (EAP), Canadian 

Academic English Experience (CAEE), and Canadian English Experience (CEE). These 

programs focus on facilitating the international students to acquire academic English language 

and preparing them for completion of undergraduate studies.  

In addition, the university’s writing centre offers academic support to international 

students enrolled in the various programs at the university. They offer support to students 

seeking to develop their skills in critical thinking, reading, learning, studying, writing, and self-

assessment through individual appointments, workshops, outreach events and online resources.  

Participants 

In this multi-perspective phenomenological qualitative study, I gathered data from three 

sets of participants whose voices have not been adequately explored in the existing research 

studies related to second language writing and culture. They are: 

• 12 MIUS in their second, third or fourth years of studies in the Canadian post-secondary 

education context. For this study, I preferred to interview the MIUS in the advanced years 

in order to ascertain effective data for the research questions, which the first-year students 
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may not have been able to provide due to the lesser amount of time spent in their post-

secondary academic context as opposed to the MIUS in the advanced years.  

• Seven writing centre consultants (WCCs) who provide regular second language writing 

support to international undergraduate and graduate students at all levels (years) of their 

education and all programs of study at the university. 

•  Four English language instructors (ELIs) at the school of English who support 

international students acquiring academic English language in preparation for their 

undergraduate education. Although the School of English language instructors teach 

students before they start their undergraduate studies, their awareness of the needs and 

challenges of academic English writing at all levels of the undergraduate programs at the 

university made their perspective crucial for this study.   

In all three instances, bio-metric online surveys were used to gather the biographic 

information of the participants after their participation in the FGDs or the semi-structured 

interviews respectively.  

I requested consent from all the participants of this study, which they provided willingly 

before they participated in the study. I also took necessary measures to ensure and uphold the 

anonymity and confidentiality of the participants’ identity. Further information regarding the 

Letter of Information or Consent Form is provided later in this chapter.  

The following tables show the biographic information of the participants for better 

understanding of their background and experiences. The ELI participants of FGD-1 are all from 

Canada with English as their L1. They have an average of 21.25 years of teaching English 

language learners (ELLs). The WCC participants of FGD-2 are mostly from Canada with mostly 

English as their L1. They have an average of 2.58 years of working with international students. 
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Table 3.1  

Biographic Information of ELI-participants of FGD-1 

Participant 

ID Number 

Age Gender L1 Home 

country/Ethnicity 

Years of 

experience as 

LI 

ELI-1 56 Female English Canada/Canadian 29 

ELI-2 60 Prefer not to 

say 

English Canada  

ELI-3 53 Female English Canada/3rd 

generation 

British 

Immigrants  

29 

ELI-4 24 Female English Canada/Bengali 02 

 

Table 3.2  

Biographic Information of WCC-participants of FGD-2 

Participant 

ID Number 

Age Gender L1 Home 

country/Ethnicity 

Years of 

experience as 

WCC 

WCC-1 29 Female English Canada/German 3 

WCC-2 34 Male English Canada 3 

WCC-3 31 Female English Canada 2 

WCC-4 27 Female Arabic Egypt/Arabic 2.5 
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WCC-5 27 Female Arabic Canada/Algerian 2 

WCC-6 37 Female English Canada/Canadian 3 

WCC-7 Preferred not to respond to biographic survey 

 

The biographical information for each individual MIUS relevant at the time of data 

collection included the current year of undergraduate program, program of study, such as 

Chemistry (Chem), Computing (Comp), Economics (Econ), Business (Bus), Fine Art (F. Art) 

and Mechanical Engineering (Mech), age, gender and pronoun, ethnicity, L1, additional 

languages, L1 literacy skills level, and previous education background. Information  regarding 

their parents’ highest education qualifications were also collected but not demonstrated in the 

table below.  

Table 3.3 

Biographic information of the MIUS-participants of the semi-structured interviews  

Participants  Year Program Age Gender Ethnicity L1 Additional 

Languages 

L1 literacy 

skills 

Previous 

Schooling 

MIUS-1 2 Chem 21 F Chinese Mandarin English High Eng. HS 

MIUS-2 4 Comp 23 M Bangladeshi Bangla English High Eng. HS 

MIUS-3 3 Econ 22 F Sri Lankan Sinhala English High Eng. HS 

MIUS-4 3 Econ 22 F Bangladeshi Bangla English High Bangla HS 

MIUS-5 4 Bus 24 M Sri Lankan Sinhala Tamil/English High Eng. HS 

MIUS-6 4 F.Art 24 F Vietnamese Vietnamese English High Vietnamese 

HS 

MIUS-7 3 Bus 23 F Uzbek Uzbek, Tajik Russian/English High Tajik HS 

MIUS-8 2 Comp 20 F Indian Panjabi, 

Hindi 

English High Eng. HS 

MIUS-9 2 Mech 20 M Bangladeshi Bangla English Intermediate Eng. HS 

MIUS-10 3 Econ 22 F Pakistani Urdu English High Eng. HS 

MIUS-11 3 Bus 22 M Russian Russian English High Russia HS 
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MIUS-12 4 Comp 24 M Bangladeshi  Bangla English High Bangla HS 

 

From the biographical information, it can be observed that although the MIUS 

participants came mostly from Asian countries, their ethnicities are diverse starting from 

Chinese, Bangladeshi, Sri Lankan, Vietnamese, Uzbek, Indian, Pakistani, to Russian. They were 

second, third, and fourth-year undergraduate students, with an average age of 22.25 years. The 

programs of their study are among the top 10 academic plans for the international undergraduate 

students at the university as of Fall 2021 (mentioned in Chapter 1). It is also important to note 

that some participants had more than one L1 and more than one additional language. Most of 

them had high L1 proficiency but went to English medium schools back home, which implies 

that they came from privileged socio-economic backgrounds. Most came from homes where 

parents were college (Bachelor’s degree) graduates or university (Master’s degree) graduates 

reinforcing the possibility of the MIUS being from privileged socio-economic backgrounds.  

Recruitment of Participants 

I recruited the two focus group discussion participants through participation-invitation 

emails (see Appendices A and B) sent from my institutional email address with the help of the 

university’s school of English and writing centre respectively. I sent another email with the 

Letter of Information that explained about the implied consent and how it would function and 

included the Zoom link and details of the respective FGD (See Appendices C and D) to the LIs 

and the WCCs who responded positively to the invitation-emails. The LIs and the WCCs who 

attended their respective Zoom FGDs are the official participants of this study. It is important to 

mention that I set the Zoom meeting for FGD-2 with the WCC-participants in consultation with 

the writing centre administration to ensure maximum participation. 
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The MIUS-participants for the semi-structured interviews were recruited via invitation 

emails sent out from my institutional email address with the assistance of the university’s 

Student Academic Success Services, The School of English and the International Centre (see 

Appendix E). I sent a second email containing the Letter of Information with detailed 

explanation of the informed consent and how it would function, including the potential zoom 

meeting times (See Appendix F) to the MIUSs who responded positively to the invitation-email. 

I sent a third email with the Zoom link and further details regarding their one-on-one semi 

structured interviews to the MIUSs who replied to the second email confirming a time.  

Methods of Data Collection 

 In this study, the qualitative data collection methods used were focus group discussions 

(FGDs) and semi-structured interviews. I conducted the FGDs remotely via Zoom. The focus 

group discussion with School of English Language Instructors (FGD-1) was conducted via 

Zoom, on March 19, 2021, at 5:30 PM EST for a duration of one hour four minutes and thirty 

seconds (1:04:30). There was a total of four participants in the group. The participants were 

assigned a personal identification (ID) code according to the order in which they joined the 

Zoom meeting room, for example the first participant to arrive at the Zoom meeting room was 

assigned the personal ID code English Language Instructor – 1 (ELI-1).   

The focus group discussion with Writing Consultants (FGD-2) was conducted via Zoom, 

on March 22, 2021, at 5:30 PM EST for a duration of one hour three minutes and twelve seconds 

(1:03:12). There was a total of seven participants in the group. The participants were assigned a 

personal identification (ID) code according to the order in which they joined the Zoom meeting 

room, for example the first participant to arrive at the Zoom meeting room was assigned the 

personal ID code Writing Centre Consultant – 1 (WCC-1), so on and so forth. 
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I recorded the Zoom focus group discussions for transcription and data analysis purposes 

with the permission of the participants. 

I conducted semi-structured interviews with the MIUS-participants remotely via Zoom 

over a period of 6 months starting from April 2021 to October 2021, each lasting not more than 

60 minutes and not less than 45 minutes. During the period of six months, I (with the help of the 

Student Academic Success Services, School of English and the international Centre of the 

university) had to initiate and conduct the recruitment process twice more to reach more students 

and recruit more participants. Due to the ongoing Pandemic restrictions and remote learning 

situations, it had been difficult to receive positive responses from the MIUSs. Finally, I was able 

to recruit 12 MIUS-participants for this study. I provided the MIUS-participants with participant 

ID numbers according to the serial in which the interviews took place. For instance, I gave the 

participant of the first interview the personal ID code Multilingual International Undergraduate 

Student – 1 (MIUS-1), so on and so forth. I recorded The Zoom semi-structured interviews for 

transcription and data analysis purposes with the permission of the participants. 

Focus Group Discussion Protocols  

I conducted both the FGDs using one protocol containing the same discussion questions 

(I modified some questions to make them more specific to the respective groups of participants). 

The protocol contained 12 questions (See Appendix G). The purpose of the protocol was to guide 

in gathering data corresponding to the research questions (RQ 1 to RQ 4) of this study. To 

facilitate the focus group discussions, I designed the protocol questions to keep the participants’ 

responses on target and to the topic. I also asked several follow-up and verification questions to 

elicit clearer and more specific data, and to guide the conversation back on track. However, as 
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these were focus group discussions, I mainly let the participants take charge of how the 

conversation would develop.  

 It is also important to mention here that I developed the discussion questions on the 

protocol in guidance with previous research. I developed the questions corresponding to the RQ 

1 based on the information retrieved from the university’s Writing Centre and School of English, 

such as sentence construction, writing structure: text organization and connection of ideas, 

summarizing, synthesizing, and paraphrasing, source integration, use of academic vocabulary, 

and writing critically and applying their own voice in written work. In addition, I also took and 

adapted questions from previously published studies, such as Giridharan and Robson (2011) and 

Badi (2015). Giridharan and Robson (2011) administered feedback forms regarding the academic 

writing challenges to students at the end of the semester to allow students to be able to evaluate 

their skills and experiences of their academic writing course. Badi (2015) administered 

questionnaires regarding academic writing difficulties to international students and the validity 

of the questionnaires was achieved by conducting a pilot study.  

I took and adapted the questions on the protocol corresponding to RQ 2 of this study from 

Kobayashi and Rinnert (2002). In their study, the researchers piloted their interview questions, 

refined them and then administered them to their students. I also looked at the theorization of L1 

culture and L2 writing in the theories of IR and CCR to help me modify the questions from 

Kobayashi and Rinnert (2002) to fit the purpose of my study.  

I developed the questions corresponding to RQ 3 of this study in the light of the 

information provided by the university’s Writing Centre regarding the strategies they use to 

support the MIUS, such as addressing cultural conventions of writing, Translanguaging, 

identifying and addressing trends in grammatical issues, practicing sentence combination, 
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choosing vocabulary for writing arguments, and parsing and deep diving into paragraphs and the 

theoretical frameworks adopted by this study; particularly the principles of IR and CCR and the 

cultural conceptualizations in Glocalization of English language use (see Chapter 2). It is 

important to mention here that Translanguaging is a theory of a pedagogical process of utilizing 

more than one language in the classroom. The theory of Translanguaging also describes the way 

bilinguals use their linguistic resources to make sense of and interact with the world around them 

(Wei, 2018). I also adapted the questions from Giridharan and Robson (2011), Badi (2015), as 

these studies also explored the writing strategies used by international students. Finally, I 

developed the FDG protocol questions corresponding to RQ 4 based on the theoretical 

frameworks, namely Intercultural and Critical Contrastive Rhetoric and the Glocalization of the 

English language. This was to glean more information on the impact of globalization and also to 

take individual culture aspects into consideration.  

Semi-structured Interview Protocol 

The interviews were guided by an interview protocol containing 16 predetermined but 

open-ended questions pertaining to the four research questions in this study (see Appendix H). 

Similar to the FGDs protocol, I designed and developed the semi-structured interview protocol 

questions in light of previous research. I pilot tested the semi-structured interview protocols with 

two MIUS students. Also, after both the FGDs and the semi-structured interviews, I sent the 

participants the initial transcripts for member checking and ensuring the transcripts reflected the 

data authentically and meaningfully. 
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Data Analysis 

Qualitative exploration or inquiry is oriented towards inductive logic (Patton, 2014). The 

qualitative data was analyzed inductively to identify codes, categories and patterns for a thematic 

and content analysis using color coding and charts.  

Organization of the Data 

As the first step of analysis is the development of manageable classification or coding 

scheme (Patton 2015), after the completion of the data collection process, I compiled, cleaned, 

and prepared the data emerging from the various data collection sets for data analysis. I first 

analyzed the two sets of the focus group discussion data separately and then reported on their 

integrated findings. Then I analyzed the 12 semi-structured interview data and reported their 

findings. Later in the Discussion Chapter, I integrated the multi-perspective findings from the 

three sets of data to interpret and answer the research questions.  

Analysis of FGDs Data 

I analyzed the two FGDs data separately. However, the data analysis was carried out in 

the same way. For both the FGDs I conducted inductive content analysis. Inductive content 

analysis allows the researcher to identify, code, categorize, classify, and label the patterns in the 

data to determine the significant data from among the focus group discussions (Patton, 2015). 

Furthermore, inductive content analysis allows core meanings and consistencies to be identified 

(Patton, 2015) and also makes room for the explanation of key patterns, themes, and categories 

(Miller & Alvarado, 2005).  

It is important to mention here, that as FGDs were conducted online via Zoom, it was not 

possible to observe and record the non-verbal cues or the whole-group dynamics. Therefore, the 

analysis of FGDs data focuses only on the content that was discussed and not the non-verbal 
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cues. I began analysis of the FGDs data by watching the Zoom recording repeatedly, to 

familiarize myself with the content. Then I developed a full verbatim transcription on the 

computer, numbering the lines, and taking extensive care to ensure that the participants were 

labeled with their correct personal ID code. All the transcripts are single lined, 12 fonts in Times 

New Roman. Each of the pages and lines are numbered for identifying and referencing the 

quotes. I reviewed the transcription very carefully to ensure that there were no errors. I cleaned 

both the transcripts following a three-step process provided here: 

STEP 1. Did the participant answer the question that was asked? 

- YES – go to step # 3 

- NO – go to step # 2 

STEP 2. Does the comment answer another question that was asked? 

- YES – move it to that question. 

- NO – put it in a discard pile. 

STEP 3. Does the comment say something of importance about the topic? 

- YES – place it under the appropriate question. 

- NO – put it in a discard pile.  

I read through the final transcripts several times again. As I read through the transcripts 

again, I selected and highlighted meaningful participant-quotes on the transcript to provide as 

quotations from the participants in the Findings Chapter. When providing participant quotes in 

the Findings Chapter, I used the participant ID codes, the line number and the page number from 

the transcriptions for reference.   

As I read through the transcripts again, I took notes and recorded researcher-observations 

as well. Then treating the data on the transcript as content of analysis, I identified, and color 
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coded the recurring topics in separate colors. Then I created a log for each participant and 

separated out the color-coded content mentioned by each of them. I also highlighted the 

meaningful participant quotes in the logs. After identifying the codes initially, I re-analyzed them 

to identify the 11 final codes that could be converted into categories and themes. I applied the in 

vivo coding approach (Saldana, 2016). With the in vivo coding approach, I made use of a 

participants’ own words, rather than my interpretation of the data (Saldana, 2016). In other 

words, I used direct quotes from participants as codes. In vivo coding is particularly useful when 

data are derived from participants who speak different languages or come from different cultures 

(Charmaz, 2014; Saldana, 2016). In these cases, it’s often difficult to accurately infer meaning 

due to linguistic or cultural differences. As I had multi-linguals across all participant groups in 

my study and as my study was a multi-perspective exploration, the in vivo coding approach 

enabled me to avoid trying to infer meaning and stay as close to the original phrases and words 

of the participants as possible. Then finally, the four major themes emerged from the final 

categories.  

A descriptive example of the code to theme process of FGD-2 is as below: 

What follows is participant WCC-2’s answer to the question about the academic writing 

challenges of the MIUS. I read through the answer on the transcript and boldfaced the key words 

and listed them separately as initial codes. 

WCC-2: I think the first thing that comes to my mind, two things actually one is the, like, the 

structure convention so the fact that we start with a thesis statement and then move on to 

explore and explain it rather than leave the conclusions or the findings to the end. Another thing I 

find is that some students are very anxious about sounding formal or using like big vocab or 

things like that and that usually crowds out how they articulate their ideas. 
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Initial Codes: 

• “structure convention” 

• “sounding formal” 

• “big vocab” 

• “articulate their ideas” 

After identifying all the initial codes, I went through the transcript line by line a second 

time and color-coded similar codes into groups. An example is provided below: 

WCC-2: I think the first thing that comes to my mind, two things actually one is the, like, 

the structure convention so the fact that we start with a thesis statement and then move 

on to explore and explain it rather than leave the conclusions or the findings to the end. 

Another thing I find is that some students are very anxious about sounding formal or 

using like big vocab or things like that and that usually crowds out how they articulate 

their ideas. 

 

Group 1: 

• “structure convention” 

• “big vocab” 

• “articulate their ideas”  

Group 2: 

• “sounding formal”  
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Finally, from the different groups of codes emerged the categories, which then came 

together under the four major themes. For example, the codes of group 1 in the example given 

above became part of the category ‘Challenges’ and the codes of group 2 became part of the 

category ‘Reasons’. Then these two categories came together to give rise to the first major theme 

‘Academic English Writing Challenges’.  

Analysis of the Semi-structure Interview Data 

For the analysis of the semi-structured interview data arising out of the 12 MIUS 

interviews, I used inductive thematic analysis following the four stages of theme development, 

such as initialization, construction, rectification, and finalization (Vaismoradi, Jones, Turunen & 

Snelgrove, 2016, p. 103). Before the initial stage, I transcribed the Zoom interview recording 

following the same method as the FGDs recordings and followed the same method to highlight 

the participant quotes for the Findings Chapter. Then in the initial stage, I carefully read the 

interview transcripts to have a general understanding of the main topics. In the construction 

phase, I created a participant log on Words document with the participant identification code for 

each participant and color coded each major topic separately. In the rectification phase, I related 

the major topics to the findings of the literature review to check to see if the themes I was 

developing were corroborated by previous literature. In the finalization stage, I described and 

connected the themes to answer the research questions, which is discussed in greater detail in the 

Findings Chapter. 

Integration of the Findings  

As the final step of the qualitative analysis, I brought together the themes from the two 

focus group discussions data and reported on them together by looking for common concepts 

across the two sets of findings, determining and discussing the ways in which the findings 
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converged, diverged, or expanded one another, and interpreting and resolving any differences. 

For the semi-structured interviews, I reported on the major themes and subthemes that emerged 

from the data analysis of all the 12 semi-structured interviews. I also presented many meaningful 

and insightful participant-quotes to add depth and context. Finally, in the last chapter, all the 

findings or the common major themes were interpreted in a discussion of the extent and the ways 

in which they produced a more complete understanding of the research phenomena and 

generated new concepts that can contribute to the field of second language writing and the 

concept of culture. To ensure trustworthiness of data interpretation, I conducted member 

checking with two participants from each of the focus group discussions and two MIUS-

participants. Also, as an expert in this area with experience as an international student and 

international student educator, I think that my own experiences were helpful in understanding the 

experiences of the participants, and therefore, I was able to rely on my own reflective process.  
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Chapter 4 

Findings 

 

This chapter presents the major findings the data analysis of the three different data 

sources yielded, which were the first focus group discussion (FGD-1) with four language 

instructors (ELIs), second focus group discussion (FGD-2) with seven writing centre consultants 

(WCCs), and the semi-structured interviews with 12 multilingual international undergraduate 

students (MIUS). In this chapter, I first provide a summary of the major findings, then I describe 

the findings of the two FGDs together in detail. Lastly, I describe the major findings of the 12 

semi-structured interviews.  

The Common Major Findings of the Focus Group Discussions 

 After the discussion of the overall perspective of this study, it is important to summarize 

the common major findings of the two FGDs. The participants of FGD-1 were four ELIs and the 

participants of FGD-2 were seven WCCs. The data analysis of FGD-1 yielded 12 candidate codes 

and the data analysis of the FGD-2 yielded 11 candidate codes out of which emerged the same 

four broader themes. The candidate code that is unique to FGD-1 is ‘English-only approach’ in 

theme three. However, because of the overall similarity between the codes, categories, and themes 

of the two FGDS, their findings have been merged in this chapter. The following figure and table 

show the major themes and categories of the two FGDs. 

Figure 4.1  

The Major Themes of FGD-1 and FGD-2 
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Table 4.1  

The Major Themes and Categories of FGD-1 with ELIs and FGD-2 WCCs 

 FGD-1 (ELIs) FGD-2 (WCCs) 

Theme-1: Academic English 

Writing Challenges  

Categories: 

Challenges 

Reasons 

Categories: 

Challenges 

Reasons 

 

Theme-2: L1 and Academic 

English Writing  

Categories: 

L1 influence  

Influence of prior 

schooling  

Influence of individual 

cultures  

Categories: 

L1 influence  

Influence of prior 

schooling  

Influence of individual 

cultures 
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Theme-3: Academic English 

Writing Strategies  

Categories: 

Effective strategies 

English-only approach 

L1 as a strategy 

 

Categories: 

Effective strategies 

L1 as a strategy 

Theme-4: Integration of L1 in 

Academic English Writing 

Categories: 

Integration of L1 cultural 

thought patterns 

Awareness and acceptance 

of varieties of English  

Promoting Culturally 

Responsive Pedagogy  

 

Categories: 

Integration of L1 cultural 

thought patterns 

Awareness and acceptance 

of varieties of English  

Promoting Culturally 

Responsive Pedagogy  

 

Academic English Writing Challenges 

The first major theme evident from the data analysis of the FGDs is the academic English 

writing challenges of the MIUS in their Canadian post-secondary education context. The two 

categories under this major theme are the identified academic writing challenges of the MIUS 

and the reasons behind those challenges. The following paragraphs will unpack each of the 

categories and their codes.  
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Challenges  

The category ‘Challenges’ is underpinned by several codes that discuss the types and 

nature of the difficulties that MIUS face with academic English writing during their education 

from the perspective of the ELI and WCC participants. The codes are vocabulary, grammar,  

sentence structure, and structural convention or written format. The following table demonstrates 

the codes and their occurrences (the number of participants who mentioned the code). It is 

important to mention here that the term ‘occurrences’ is being regarded as the number of 

participants who mentioned the code throughout this study. That is because the nature of the 

questions on the data collection protocols were designed in such a way that it left little room for 

the participants to repeat answers or return to older topics. That was done in order to cover a 

diversity of topics within the stipulated time.  

Table 4.2  

The Codes of the Category ‘Challenges’  

Codes Mentioned by  Occurrences 

Vocabulary 2 ELIs 4 WCCs 6/11 

Grammar 3 ELIs - 3/11 

Sentence Structure 3 ELIs 3 WCCs 6/11 

Structural Convention/written format - 6 WCCs 6/11 

 

Between the two FGDs, the occurrence of the code ‘vocabulary’ is six out of 11 times. 

The MIUS’ challenges with vocabulary are related to the overuse of formal but irrelevant 

vocabulary and use of inappropriate vocabulary. Instead of enhancing the L2 writing of the 
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MIUS, overuse of academic vocabulary makes their writing redundant and less effective. This 

point is highlighted by the following participant quote: 

“Using like big vocab or things like that and that usually crowds out how they articulate 

their ideas” (WCC-2, lines 18-19).  

While three out of the four ELI-participants identified grammar as a challenge for the 

MIUS, the WCC-participants did not mention grammar at all. Therefore, the occurrence of the 

code is only three out of 11. Yet, I have included it in the findings because grammar support in 

writing centres is an important topic of discussion and ongoing research related to writing 

centres. Research (Blau, Hall, & Strauss, 1998; Carino, 1995; Clark, 2001; Salem, 2016) finds, 

and so do the MIUS-participants of this study, that university writing centres do not provide 

support with grammar during consultations. This could be the reason why the WCC-participants 

of this study did not mention grammar as an academic writing challenge. I have elaborated on 

this topic in the Discussion Chapter. According to the ELI-participants however, combining 

lexical and grammatical components in writing is a challenge for the MIUS. The following 

participant quotes portray the different ways in which issues with grammar contribute to MIUS’ 

academic L2 writing challenges. It is also important to mention that the first participant quote is 

from ELI-1 who has 29 years of teaching experience, and the second quote is from ELI-4 with 

two years of teaching experience. This shows that grammar is identified as a challenge by 

experienced and novice teachers alike. 

“English grammar can be kind of vexing so of course you obviously see problems with 

unclear, grammar” (ELI-1, lines 20-21). 

“A lot of the time they would forget verbs, or just have a lot of nouns and not really have 

anything to connect them” (ELI-4, lines 56-57). 
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Another challenge faced by the MIUS is the basic sentence structure of academic English. 

According to six out of 11 FGD participants, the MIUS tend to face problems with the basic 

sentence structure due to the influence of their first language (L1) rhetoric, for example writing 

very long sentences. One participant very beautifully explained the problem with negative L1 

transfer in L2 writing as follows: 

“Rhetorically I see a lot of influence from their first language… what’s beautiful writing 

in Spanish is not beautiful writing in English” (ELI-3, lines 52-54). 

Finally, structural convention or written format is another one of the highest occurring 

codes, mentioned by six out of the 11 participants. MIUS in the Canadian post-secondary 

education context find it challenging to adhere to the academic English writing convention or 

formats.  

“We start with a thesis statement and then move on to explore and explain it rather than 

leave the conclusions or the findings to the end” (WCC-2, lines 16-17).   

The above participant quote helps us understand that even though the structural 

convention or format of academic L2 writing is linear and therefore considered straightforward, 

it is difficult for the MIUS to follow.  

Reasons 

The reasons behind the academic English writing challenges as identified by the two 

FGDs participants range from the use of L1 translation and intercultural rhetoric, lack of L1 

literacy skills, affective factors, not understanding teachers’ expectations, not keeping readers in 

mind, contextual relevancy problem, to the complex nature of academic writing. The following 

table demonstrates the codes and the occurrences.  

Table 4.3  
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The Codes of the Category ‘Reasons’ 

Codes Mentioned by  Occurrences  

L1 translation and intercultural 

rhetoric 

2 ELIs 2WCCs 4/11 

Lack of L1 literacy 4 ELIs - 4/11 

Affective factors 3 ELIs 7 WCCs 10/11 

Not understanding teachers’ 

expectations  

1 ELIs 6 WCCs 7/11 

Contextual relevancy problems  2 ELIs 2 WCCs 4/11 

Complex nature of academic 

writing 

- 3 WCCs 3/11 

 

The tendency of the MIUS to translate to and from their L1 was one of the first reasons 

behind their academic English writing challenges that the participants discussed. The following 

ELI-participant quotes represent their approach towards the use of L1.  

“I don’t think we really encourage translation at all” (ELI-1, line 26). 

“And we really ask students to kind of step away from their first languages as much as 

possible” (ELI-1, line 28). 

These participant quotes also imply that the overall use of the students L1 was 

discouraged by the School of English, implying that L1 was hindering their progress in L2 

writing. 
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Intercultural rhetoric was also recognized as a reason behind the academic English 

writing challenges that MIUS face. However, the issue of intercultural rhetoric was interpreted 

differently. The following participant quote explains:   

“What cultures in the world use completely different methods of expressing serious 

thoughts, equal to an essay! I mean, our system is, I believe, European in its origins, but 

other parts of the world, I don't know what they do in other parts of the world but it seems 

to me that certainly compared to indigenous cultures where you might draw a conclusion 

that would be an opinion or an argument, the story comes first, not the argument. The 

argument so the last thing you think about” (WCC-4, lines 64-69). 

 

Therefore, it is important to understand that the intercultural rhetoric itself has not been 

regarded as the problem here. Instead, what has been discussed here is the fact that the academic 

English writing rhetoric in the Canadian post-secondary education is so distinct and different 

from the rhetoric of academic writing in other cultures and other parts of the world, that it 

becomes a challenge for the MIUS to follow it.  

All four of the ELI-participants mentioned that the MIUS’ who had weaker L1 literacy 

skills tend to face more challenges with academic English writing. The following participant 

quote sheds light on this point. 

“Good students over the years have been good readers in their home language” (ELI-2, 

lines 64-65). 

This quote further emphasizes the point that students with strong L1 literacy skills 

acquire L2 literacy skills more successfully.  

The highest occurring code under this code is ‘affective factors’, which has been 

mentioned by 10 out of 11 overall participants. Affective factors include lack of confidence, poor 

time management, and excessive focus on scores, wanting to sound intelligent and to produce 

perfect native-like English, which all contribute to the MIUS’ academic L2 writing challenges. 

Generally, the MIUS have the propensity for focusing too much on the scores they receive on 
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their assignments and being too conscious about producing “perfect” English. This also leads to 

the many academic English writing challenges they face.  

“I think people worry - oh I will not get a good enough mark unless it really sounds like 

perfect English and so I think that maybe they're tempted then to translate or to have 

somebody help them, that you know, that kind of thing. So, yeah, I would say that's 

another problem” (ELI-1, lines 69-72). 

 

“they want to appear as intelligent even though they are working in a language that's not 

their own” (WCC-3, line 25). 

It can be understood here that one of the major reasons behind the MIUS challenges with 

L2 writing is not related to linguistics but to factors that deal with personal expectations, 

approach, and attitude towards academic L2 writing. For instance, MIUS write long sentences 

not always because of L1 transfer or intercultural rhetoric but because they think it will make 

them sound intelligent and native-like.  

The MIUS also often find it difficult to understand the teachers’ expectations which 

results in producing written work that does not meet the given requirements.  

“They might be very concerned about a vocabulary word, but they might not be so 

concerned about coherence and maybe coherence is what for us makes the difference” 

(ELI-3, lines 75-77). 

This participant quote describes how the students’ failure to understand the expectations 

of the teachers causes them to put emphasis on the wrong aspects of academic writing from what 

is being required. Furthermore, as the genre of academic writing is new to most students, it also 

becomes difficult for the MIUS to be able to comprehend their professors’ or courses’ 

requirements and expectations in association with academic writing assignments. What is more, 
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receiving unclear instructions and feedback from professors adds onto the existing challenges. 

The following participant-quotes will shed brighter light on this code. 

“I think there's not always a clear understanding from first year or even second year 

undergraduate international students about what they're meant to be doing at university 

like what is the goal, what is the purpose of writing this essay” (WCC-1, lines 230-232). 

“If you (the professors) asked that I want your (students’) essay, to be in this format, and 

that's kind of an easy way to say this is the typical convention structure it in that way and 

it's kind of like, go from there” (WCC-5, lines 227-229). 

 

These participant quotes also emphasize that not receiving clear and unambiguous 

academic English writing instructions, guidelines, and feedback not only increases the challenges 

of MIUS, but this also makes the process of consultation at the writing centre progressively more 

cumbersome.   

In addition to their failure to understand the teachers’ expectations, the MIUS also face 

problems with contextual relevancy, which includes not keeping the readers of their writing in 

mind and lack of interest in writing topic or the writing tasks. According to the following quote, 

MIUS find it difficult to keep readers in mind because they do not put emphasis on adapting their 

writing to their target readers, instead they exert their emphasis on other aspects of writing.  

“I also think that their emphasis might be different. What they consider to be important, is 

not necessarily what their reader is concerned about or makes a difference for the reader” 

(ELI-3, lines 73-74). 

This quote also implies that the MIUS do not see the importance of keeping target readers 

in mind in academic L2 writing. 

The following quote regarding the MIUS is important as it helps in understanding that 

MIUS often lack interest in writing topics or tasks when they are not able to see the importance 

of such topic or such tasks.  
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“You start from their interests, and then they're pretty clear about where they want to 

assign importance. And so, as a so-called assessor or grader or whatever you want to call 

our role where catching up with them in a certain way, because they're sort of 

foregrounded the project with their interests” (ELI-2, lines 79-82). 

Therefore, according to the above quote, to create contextual relevancy, the writing topics 

and writing tasks should be of interest and importance to the MIUS.  

Finally, it can be seen that the WCC-participants were well aware of the complex nature 

of academic writing and identified it as a contributing factor to the academic English writing 

challenges of the MIUS. WCC-4 articulates this issue in the following way: 

“I was about to comment on the incredibly complex problems of academic writing 

because it's so different from any other type of writing, and it's extremely different from 

formal speaking, and it's extremely difficult from conversational English. So, it's in a 

category of its own one that's rarely used, except in academic settings. So, to get the 

amount of exposure to academic writing that would make for heuristic learning or sort of 

osmosis is very difficult. We learn conversational English, when we go to immerse 

ourselves in another culture, you go to the market and you go to the laundromat and you 

make friends who speak another first language but to find the or to experience to the, the, 

the results of that sort of immersion is very very difficult to achieve in academic writing, 

even English first language students find writing in English for academic purposes. 

Difficult. Unusual. Full of formal rules that don't apply in other language settings 

prepositions at the end of the sentence, that type of thing that few English speakers, even 

have the grammatical skills to be able to explain” (WCC-4, lines 27-37).   

 

One participant also described academic English writing as a dialect with a particular way 

of formatting that not even the native-English speaking (NES) students are well-versed in. 

Therefore, not having enough exposure to academic English writing is a common reason behind 

the challenges that MIUS’ face. Evidently, this in turn develops lack of confidence among MIUS 

which inflicts a further adverse effect on their academic writing.  

L1 and Academic English Writing 

 The second major theme of the two FGDs was the relationship between first 

language culture of the MIUS and their academic writing in English. The findings throw light on 

the participants’ experiences and their perceptions regarding the ways in which the MIUS’ L1 
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contribute to their academic second language writing challenges. The codes that are fundamental 

to this theme are influences of L1 on academic English writing, prior English language education 

or schooling, and influences of individual cultures. The following participant quotes beautifully 

describe how the L1 culture of the MIUS is an integral part of their thought process: 

“This as a fine line… somehow the interplay of how culture how personality how 

purpose, all seemed to flow into each other” (ELI-3, lines 147-148). 

“I do. I do think it (relationship between L1 and L2) does contribute some challenges 

because you're going from like a completely different structure and trying to implement 

something new (ELI-4, lines 153-154). 

L1 influence 

The first subtheme is the influence of MIUS’ L1 on their English academic writing. 

Although there are categories, which identify the areas in which the participants think L1 can 

have an influence, the fact is participants were of the opinion that whether the influence of 

MIUS’ L1 on academic English writing is negative or positive, depends on the amount of time 

the MIUS have been studying academic English writing and how well they are aware of its 

structures and conventions. The following table shows the categories representing the areas that 

are mostly influenced by L1.  

Table 4.4  

The Codes of the Category ‘L1 influence’ 

Codes Mentioned by  Occurrences 

Sentence structure 2 ELIs 6 WCCs 8/11 

Writing format 4 ELIs 6 WCCs 10/11 

Thinking in L1 1 ELI 6 WCCs 7/11 

 

If the MIUS are beginner level English language learners with very limited knowledge 

and understanding of the language, then their L1 influence in the areas of sentence structure, 
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writing format, and even thinking about writing can become negative. If the MIUS’ L1 structural 

conventions vary significantly from English, it reflects in their academic English writing. 

Particularly, when MIUS are not well aware of the academic English writing conventions, their 

L1 is usually still at the foremost of their minds making them continue to think about how to 

write and what to write in their L1, which then translates into how they're writing. In addition to 

the structural convention, the influence of MIUS’ L1 can also be seen in their sentence structure. 

The following participant quote provides an example of such an influence:  

“So, for example, Spanish speakers. You know, painting with a broad brush you tend to 

see a higher usage of or more frequent usage of the passive voice. And you also tend to 

see this kind of buildup in their sentences where you get kind of, you know, dependent on 

relative clauses, contextual information, propositional phrases, and adverbials at the 

beginning, and then the main idea that main clause comes at the end of the sentence” 

(WCC-1, lines 111-114). 

 

On the other hand, when the MIUS have studied academic English writing for a period 

sufficient to gain knowledge regarding the structure and conventions of writing academic 

English, then they can make a distinction between the writing conventions of the L1 and English. 

That is when thinking in their L1 or translating or taking notes in their L1 might be helpful in 

positively transferring their L1 conventions to academic English writing conventions.  

“I have noticed that once in consultations when we have a conversation where we kind of 

do a little bit of comparison of like conventions and ways of thinking and ways of 

expressing ideas that when the students are aware of the different cultural ways of 

approaching things. Then there's like a moment of like that clicks in their mind where 

they become self-reflective and I think that actually helps them kind of translate or, I 

wouldn't say translate but transfer those kind of methods that they use in their own 

language on to writing, speaking listening in English” (WCC-5, lines 88-93). 

 

The above quote also clarifies that when the MIUS’ familiarity with academic English 

writing increases, they can also make distinctions between their L1 and L2 and use L1 to 

beneficially navigate their L2 writing process. 



 

 

94 

 

Influence of Prior Schooling 

 The next code presents the influence that MIUS’ prior English language education 

or prior schooling has on their academic English writing in the context of their post-secondary 

education in Canada, through the following codes: the influence depends on the English as a 

foreign language (EFL) teachers they had, influence of L1 rhetorical patterns on prior English 

education, following the linguistic mark from back home, focusing too much on formulaic 

grammar, negative impact on the MIUS’ expression of their own voice, the practice of 

memorizing a given structure, and negative influence of standardized English language 

proficiency test preparation. The codes and the code occurrences are illustrated in the following 

figures. The following table shows the codes underpinning the categories.  

Table 4.5  

The Codes of the Category ‘Influence of prior schooling’ 

Codes Mentioned by  Occurrences 

EFL teachers 2 ELIs 2 WCCs 4/11 

L1 rhetorical patterns 2 ELIs - 2/11 

Following a prior schooling and 

linguistic mark 

2 ELIs 2 WCCs 4/11 

Formulaic grammar  2 ELIs 3 WCCs 5/11 

Negative influence of use of own 

voice  

2 ELIs 2 WCCs 4/11 

Memorization 2 ELIs - 2/11 

Standardized language proficiency test 

preparation 

- 3 WCCs 3/11 



 

 

95 

 

 

This discussion began by mentioning how the influence of the MIUS’ prior English 

language Education back in their home country or prior schooling depends on the kind of EFL 

teachers they have had.  

“It depends so much on who (native English speakers or non-native English speakers) 

they've had as a teacher. I mean in the last 20-30 years things have kind of shifted a lot as 

to who they're having in an EFL context back home” (ELI-2, lines 158-160). 

The participants’ opinion is that if the teacher was a native speaker of English, then the 

influence of prior schooling seems to be positive. When the teachers are non-native speakers of 

English, they tend to be influenced by their L1 themselves, which in turn reflects in their 

teaching.  

In the experience of the participants, EFL teachers also use the MIUS’ L1 to teach 

English language.  

“I've been getting a lot of comments that say, you know, we were taught these things but 

we were taught in our first language, so it was not English. I guess, from what I 

understood it's like not like English grammar was taught through English but rather 

grammar taught in another language” (WCC-5, lines 167-170). 

 

The above participant quote implies that many of the academic English writing 

challenges of the MIUS, including the confusion relating to grammar even after having rigorous 

grammar practice, are connected to the fact that in several English as a foreign or additional 

teaching contexts, MIUS are taught about English in their L1.  

It was also found that there is noticeable influence of the L1 rhetorical patterns on the 

MIUS when it comes to academic English writing.  

“There was more of a tendency for some of the Chinese and Korean students to, you 

know, I’d say, what's the topic sentence here, what's the main point of this paragraph? 
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And then they would say - well you know in my culture, we consider kind of impolite 

just to state what we're writing about right away.” (ELI-1, line 165-168). 

From the above participant quote, it can be observed that the MIUS do not have the 

practice with the aspects of academic English rhetoric that do not align with the L1 rhetoric that 

they have been taught back home. This connects to the next code that mentions how the MIUS 

cannot refrain from following the linguistic mark from back home. To be more specific, it was 

found that sometimes the MIUS were taught linguistic expression in a way, which may not be 

how the linguistic expressions are used in Canada.  

“Obviously, they're told things by their language teachers as well, and perhaps even 

things like well here we don't express directly but… they weren't necessarily expressing 

our cultural truth. You know, but… it was in the linguistic mark back home and so that, 

and that's how they describe things” (ELI-2, lines 179-185). 

 

In addition to clarifying the point that the linguistic mark in prior schooling is different 

from that of the MIUS Canadian post-secondary education context, the above quote reveals that 

since that is what they have been taught, they keep using it even if it is not correct.  

Furthermore, it was also found that the prior English language education of the MIUS 

focused rigorously on formulaic grammar through grammar practices and drills, which the 

participants deemed bereft of teaching English language skills. The Canadian English language 

pedagogy does not teach formulaic grammar using exercises like fill in the blanks. However, that 

is what the MIUS are accustomed to because of their prior schooling from back home. The 

following participant-quotes express some of their observations regarding grammar instruction in 

MIUS’ prior schooling. 

“I have seen how students were told, this is the grammar exercise and do it. Never open 

your mouth” (ELI-3, 192-193). 
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“His trajectory of what I saw was someone who had a lot of grammatical background and 

in his writing was so concerned about doing things right or wrong, that he was stifled” 

(ELI-3, lines 195-197). 

The above quotes express how the teaching practice of drilling formulaic grammar in the 

context of the MIUS’ prior English language education also affects them by stifling them as 

writers. According to the participants, the MIUS also had to memorize the grammar rules which 

did not allow the acquisition of the language to take place organically. However, what is 

interesting is even after going through rigorous grammar practice in their prior schooling, MIUS 

continue to face challenges relating to grammar in their academic English writing. 

The participants also noted that an important aspect of academic English is creating one’s 

own voice and having one’s own tone come through in their writing. However, the prior English 

language education of the students trained them to memorize a given structure of writing and to 

adhere to it. This prior practice of only following a memorized structure always holds the MIUS 

back from carrying out any creative analysis and developing their own voices in their writing.  

The FGD-2 participants discussed the negative influence of the Standardized English 

language proficiency test training on the academic English writing of the MIUS. Although this 

point was mentioned by only three of the WCC-participants, it received unanimous nods of 

agreement from all participants in FGD-2 every time it was mentioned.  

“Students who've been through some of the English testing programs, there's this really 

strong sense of what is right and what is wrong and the idea of following the rules of 

English has been sort of drilled in. And I don't think of English as having really a lot of 

rules myself and so we try to you know dispel that myth.” (WCC-3, lines 132-135). 

 

“I think the way that testing is done, kind of limits the scope of what English is, and 

maybe makes it harder to appreciate in the way that they appreciate their first language 

(WCC-3, lines 137-139). 
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The above participant-quotes are crucial, as they hint at the high level of anxiety these 

high-stakes standardized tests create for students, which makes the learning and acquisition of 

academic skills a tedious process. Additionally, English learned for the specific purpose of test 

taking creates a barrier to fulfilling the academic requirements of English writing in the 

university context. 

Influence of Individual Cultures  

This code pertains to the other aspects besides the first language cultural thought pattern 

of the MIUS’ individual cultures that influence their academic English writing. The core codes 

of this category are access to internet, different kinds of schools back home, different personal 

experiences, Canadian education/cultural experiences, future careers, level of experience and 

maturity, and social connections. The following figures highlight the codes and occurrences 

further. The following table shows the codes underpinning the category.  

Table 4.6  

The Codes of the Category ‘Influence of individual cultures’ 

Codes Mentioned by   Occurrences 

Access to internet 2 ELIs - 2/11 

Different kinds of schools back 

home 

2 ELIs - 2//11 

Different personal experiences  2 ELIs - 2/11 

Canadian education/cultural 

experiences 

2 ELIs 4 WCCs 6/11 

Future careers 2 ELIs 4 WCCs 6/11 

Level of experience and maturity  2 ELIs - 2/11 
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Social connections  - 3 WCCs 3/11 

 

According to the participants, easy access to the internet is changing the way MIUS 

acquire and use language today. However, the participants also emphasized that the internet does 

not always help the MIUS to learn the academic English writing skills that are required in the 

Canadian post-secondary academic context.  

It was also found that these days, MIUS come from a variety of educational backgrounds, 

owing to the many different types of school that are now prevalent across the world. Many non-

native English-speaking countries now have English immersion schools. Some MIUS also come 

from religious schools, such as Islamic schools where the main medium of instruction is Arabic 

even if it is not the first or even the second language of the nation. Sometimes MIUS attend 

schools in native English-speaking countries before starting their post-secondary education. Due 

to these different types of schools and schooling experiences, two MIUS originating from the 

same country and speaking the same first language may have very different individual cultures.  

The participants also stated that the MIUS who come to study in Canada do so from 

different walks of socio-economic and family backgrounds, which lends to their very different 

personal experiences. These personal experiences can range from the kind of books they read, 

the music they listen to, to how much they have travelled around the world. These experiences 

and exposures or the lack thereof can constitute the MIUS’ individual cultures, and then 

contribute to their academic English writing.  

The MIUS studying in Canada, particularly the ones who have lived here for more than a 

year, begin to become influenced by their Canadian educational and cultural experiences. The 

knowledge that they gather from their Canadian education and its culture adds to their individual 



 

 

100 

 

culture and helps them incorporate it into their academic English writing. It was also found that 

the subject area of the MIUS’ undergraduate education influences their academic English 

writing. There appears to be a difference in the academic writing needs and skills between MIUS 

depending on the subject area of their education.  Whether the students are in the STEM stream 

or in Humanities plays a role in their academic writing experiences. The kind of challenges they 

face in terms of the specific assignment requirements in their fields of study are different and so 

are the kind of support they need.  

Many MIUS are driven by the ambition for their future careers, and they only want to 

acquire the knowledge that they think would be relevant and significant for it. This focus 

influences their academic English writing skills. The MIUS who feel that they need the academic 

writing skills for their future career are generally more motivated to enhance it.  

The participants also reported that the level of experience and maturity of the MIUS plays 

a vital role in shaping their individual cultures, which in turn has an impact on their academic 

English writing abilities. For instance, it is easier for younger students to come together and form 

a same-age group to socialize regularly. This allows them to make more friends outside their L1 

or national communities, which provides them with greater exposure to the Canadian culture and 

the native form of English.  

“So they were going out together a lot too so I guess for them it's easier to balance that in 

their heads of like, we can mix and mingle with people and do everything sort of the 

Canadian quote unquote way, but at the same time we don't have to necessarily lose their 

language or any aspect of that” (ELI-4, lines 246-248). 

Additionally, the above participant quote shows that when MIUS become a part of a large 

intercultural social group, it also becomes easier for them to strike a balance between the 

Canadian and their L1 cultures. The integration of the two cultures happens in such a way that 

the MIUS do not have to let go of one to assimilate into another.  
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Finally, it was found that the social connections of the MIUS play a huge role in their 

academic English writing experience. The MIUS who tend to socialize mostly with the speakers 

of their own first language or other international students, experience limited exposure to 

Canadian English.   

“They are living with and studying with and hanging out with people who speak their 

first language and so the only time they use English is for structured assignments, or they 

are perhaps living in a house where everyone's international and then they're all speaking 

English, but perhaps not the most grammatical or perfect English and so they're picking 

up on each other's errors” (WCC-1, lines 181-185).  

 

According to these quotes, when MIUS step out of their comfort zone and make more 

local social connections it tends to provide their individual cultures greater exposure to Canadian 

academic life, thereby Canadian academic English.  

Effective Academic English Writing Strategies 

 The third major theme of this focus group discussion is the effective academic English 

writing Strategies. For FGD-1, this theme has three codes, namely, most effective strategies, 

“English-only” approach to academic writing, and use of L1 as a strategy. However, FGD-2 has 

only the first two codes. The details of these categories and their codes are as follows.  

Effective Strategies 

The strategies that the two FGD participants identified as having the most effect from 

their experiences are: provide interesting and realistic tasks and easy to follow instructions, guide 

with grammatical structures, focus on coherence and communication of ideas more than 

grammar, provide samples of academic writing, provide feedback, self-assessment and peer 

reviews, conduct individualized workshops and collaborative writing, and do pre-writing 

activities.  The following table shows the codes underpinning the category.  

Table 4.7  
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The Codes of the Category ‘Effective strategies’ 

Codes Mentioned by  Occurrences 

Provide interesting and realistic tasks 

and easy to follow instructions  

4 ELIs 4 WCCs 8/11 

Guide with grammatical structures  2 ELIs - 2/11 

Focus on coherence and 

communication of ideas more than 

grammar 

- 5 WCCs 5/11 

Provide samples of academic writing 3 ELIs 3 WCCs 6/11 

Provide feedback, self-assessment, and 

peer reviews  

3 ELIs 3 WCCs 6/11 

Conduct individualized workshops  2 ELIs 2 WCCs 4/11 

Do pre-writing activities  1 ELIs 3 WCCs 4/11 

 

According to the participants, the flow of academic L2 writing can be encouraged by 

allowing the students to write about topics that are of interest to them.  

“So I, you know, I'll talk about thinking carefully about things and try to engage them 

with something that they're really interested in. And, you know, I tell them that if you're a 

big hockey fan or a football fan or whatever kind of fan sitting in a bar restaurant. The 

people who are really into that will speak what might be boring talk radio. It's amazing 

how people without formal so called academic education can analyze what coaches or 

players or, you know, a whole bunch of different vested interests have done in regards to 

a game, and they'll speak very analytically and they'll categorize things and they'll define 

their keywords and they'll specify extremely dangerous variables and so I usually engage 

them in something they are interested in” (ELI-2, lines 256-263). 

 

The abovementioned quote is important as it provides an example from the classroom of 

why and how to engage MIUS with topics and tasks that they can connect to or find interesting. 
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Such a strategy will resolve any problem of contextual relevancy and any anxiety, creating an 

opportunity for the MIUS to develop their writing skills in a low-stakes environment.  

Also, setting realistic tasks is just as important and helpful for the MIUS as providing 

them with topics that are interesting to them. Students rise to the opportunity of doing writing 

tasks that they find authentic and meaningful. It reinforces their motivation to write. In addition, 

providing the MIUS with clear and easy to follow assignment guidelines is another effective 

strategy.  

“Assignment instructions I find especially in the first two year introductory courses that 

have clear outlines or clear rubrics or clear guidelines are much easier not only for 

domestic students but also with ESL students who need that extra sort of not guidance, 

but it makes it easier for them to know exactly what is expected of them, especially if 

they come from a different background” (WCC-2, lines 221-225). 

 

The abovementioned quotes highlights that providing clear assignment guidelines and 

instructions is useful because it familiarizes the MIUS with the conventions of academic English 

writing. 

In the experience of the FGD-1 ELI-participants, despite the rigorous focus on formulaic 

grammar in their home country prior schooling, grammar remained one of the biggest academic 

English writing challenges that MIUS faced. Therefore, the ELI-participants mentioned that 

guiding the MIUS with grammatical structures is a strategy that helps them write well.  

However, according to the FGD-2 WCC-participants, focusing on the coherence and 

communication of ideas more than on grammar is more effective in supporting MIUS’ academic 

L2 writing.  

“In our program we have those conversations about what it means to enter a discourse 

and, you know, how you're supposed to be engaging with sources right it's not a matter of 

rote memorization or just repeating what experts have said or giving your personal 

opinion but instead, this is what you're supposed to be doing” (WCC-1, lines 233-236). 
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“I mean I respect that there are (grammar) rules but there's sometimes when the rules just 

don't work” (WCC-4, line 292). 

The abovementioned quote also shows how not focusing on grammar enables the MIUS 

to move away from rote memorization of grammar rules and encourages thinking about how to 

enter a discourse and engage with sources. 

This difference in opinion between the LI and WCC participants regarding guiding MIUS 

with grammar as strategy is an interesting one which connects back to WCC not mentioning 

grammar as an academic L2 writing challenge. It also corroborates what I previously mentioned 

regarding university writing centres not providing support with grammar during consultations. 

This will be discussed in detail in the next chapter.  

Next, both the focus group participants identified that it is effective strategy to provide 

samples of academic English writing for the students to read. Providing reading samples not only 

demonstrates the different genres of academic writing but also helps develop critical literacy 

skills.   

“I think that genre is very important because there is this conception, I think both 

amongst a lot of teachers perhaps and certainly students that there's just one style of 

academic writing” (ELI-2, lines 294-295). 

“You've got all kinds of ways of communicating, meaning in the academic world, but 

they're kind of set on sort of a formula but formula changed, you know” (ELI-2, lines 

297-299).  

The abovementioned quotes reveal how providing reading samples is essential in gaining 

access to multi-genre writing styles that can help both the teachers and students to think out of 

the box, explore and adopt different styles of writing.  
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In addition to providing the samples, it is also crucial for teachers to guide the MIUS in 

analyzing the given samples. The following participant quotes illustrate how it can be done.   

“But what I had been doing with my students is genre analysis type of stuff so looking at 

a particular type of academic writing and abstract, for example and create and having 

them develop their own really quick. You know, five or six examples of what their target 

is and then analyzing those. They see importance in it because it's something they have 

they have to do, and then taking their own writing and doing some sort of comparison, 

you know, comparative activity with respect to it, thinking about grammar, about 

coherence and style. So that kind of attack as well. Sort of me as taking their examples 

and going through it as if I was responding to it you know this is what I understand, this 

is what I don't understand. This is how this is, what this makes me think. Is that what you 

intended? And those kind of very individualized workshops” (ELI-3, lines 284-292). 

 

“I would have one on one reflections with them sometimes to be like okay what things do 

you think you did well. What things do you think would go as well and what are some 

ways we can practice this. So having that world component to the writing to. And like 

going through it with them and showing them the editing techniques” (ELI-4, lines 313-

316). 

 

All the participants also agreed that providing the MIUS with a lot of feedback, working 

with them one-on-one in individualized workshop environments, and letting them conduct self-

assessment and peer-review supports them in effective ways. Furthermore, according to the 

participants, successful academic English writing involves considering the readers’ perspective. 

Therefore, it is crucial to help the MIUS review their written work from the perspective of the 

readers. The following participant quote provides a great example of how to implement this 

strategy: 

“One strategy that I use that I find works with all students is just, you know, when I read 

through things with them saying you know as your reader it sounds to me like you're 

saying this, and then you give a chance to kind of say, what the expectations of the reader  

are, how the reader is reading, and what they're writing, and then they have a chance to 

clarify that and you have a conversation about what they're actually trying to say, how it 

could be construed in different ways and why, and I think that works with all learners not 

just English language learners, but I found that to be a really effective strategy” (WCC-6, 

lines 245-251). 
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During the feedback session or one on one workshops, asking MIUS to explain their 

ideas in simple English is another strategy that works effectively when helping them out with 

academic writing, particularly with the challenges they face with writing long sentences and 

using appropriate vocabulary to get their ideas and thoughts across.  

Other effective strategies include pre-writing activities such as brainstorming and making 

outlines of thoughts and ideas, doing self-assessment and peer reviews as a post-writing activity, 

setting small writing goals daily and working towards meeting them, and writing collaboratively 

in groups with other students and with the teachers and sharing the writing process. The 

following participant quote is a beautiful testimony of the effectiveness of these strategies.  

“Groups that I've taught, it was a lot of pre-writing a lot of brainstorming. A lot of 

creating outlines. Outlines were our favorite thing that kept them on track. They allow 

them to self edit but also peer edit very well. So another part would be like collaborative 

writing at times too, so that they can hear someone else's voice. And then, after they were 

done like writing in sections and I usually have them write, different sections, each day in 

class because I really wanted them to work on the writing in class, rather than outside of 

class because Grammarly becomes a favorite for international students. So I wanted to 

limit that in the classroom” (ELI-4, lines 307-313). 

 

English-only Approach 

This code is unique to FGD-1 with ELI-participants. The university’s School of English 

has an English-only policy in place that discourages students to use their L1 inside and outside 

classroom on campus. The codes that support this category are as follows: meaningful 

communication, more than one style of writing in English, importance of not giving up “English-

only”, “English-only” is needed for students to assimilate into the target culture, “English-only” 

is needed for students to fit the standard, and finally, to meet pragmatic goals. The following 

table shows the codes underpinning the category.  

Table 4.8  
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The Codes of the Category ‘English-only approach’ 

Codes  Mentioned by   Occurrences 

Meaningful communication 4 ELIs 4 WCCs 8/11 

More than one style of writing in English 2 ELIs - 2/11 

Importance of not giving up “English 

only” 

- 5 WCCs 5/11 

“English only” is needed for students to 

assimilate into the target culture 

3 ELIs 3 WCCs 6/11 

“English only” is needed for students to fit 

the standard 

3 ELIs 3 WCCs 6/11 

To meet pragmatic goals  2 ELIs 2 WCCs 4/11 

 

As already mentioned before, the School of English uses an “English-only” Approach as 

a strategy to enable students to- acquire the academic English language and acculturate to the 

Canadian academic context. While discussing the question which asked whether the English-

only approach to academic writing strategy is beneficial for the students, the FGD-1 participants 

mainly focused on the importance of adhering to an “English-only” approach. However, two out 

of the four participants opened the discussion by mentioning that meaningful communication is 

the most important aspect of language use. The following quote is an example of such a view: 

“I think what's Paramount from me is communication. So, if the message gets to the 

person to the audience intended in a way that the audience can accept it then I'm okay 

with not the English only” (ELI-1, lines 330-332). 
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One participant went on to explain that even though they follow the “English-only” 

approach, there is no one acceptable style of English writing that is being adhered to.  

“I was just gonna say there's no one, you know, writing style that we you know that we 

insist on” (ELI-1, line 340). 

Subsequently, the discussion progressed to focus mainly on the importance of the 

“English-only” approach. The following quote sheds light on how one participant feels about the 

importance of not giving up the “English-only” approach: 

“I find that I don't want to give up my Englishness [you] know, I feel like as a writer of 

English and as a teacher of English and as a cultural example” (ELI-3, lines 341-342). 

Two participants further elaborated that the “English-only approach is needed for 

students to assimilate into the target language culture, and that it is also needed for the students 

to know and fit the standard of their Canadian academic context. 

“I need them to fit my standards, because that's the goal. And I'm very firm in my 

Englishness here. I'm really bad. Like I wouldn't want my students to be me. I haven't 

integrated well. But that's my job not to integrate well as well. It's my job to be a 

representative somehow of their target language that they're there, they're searching for” 

(ELI-3, lines 345-349). 

 

The quote above emphasizes how the ELIs require the MIUS to fit the “standard” as part 

of the academic L2 writing process in the Canadian post-secondary education context. It also 

sheds light on the role of teachers as representative of the MIUS target language with no room 

for integration of the MIUS L1.  

In the end, one participant stated that the “English-only” approach is also required for the 

MIUS to meet the pragmatic goals of academic English language in their Canadian post-

secondary education context.   
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“So, I’d say it’s the goal thing as well as the pragmatic goal. I mean if they come here 

they want to know how to write something in order to get into a department at the 

university” (ELI-2, lines 350-351). 

Therefore, according to the ELI-participants, the English-only approach is an effective 

practice that paves the way for the MIUS to not only meet their linguistic goal at the School of 

English, but also acquire the pragmatic goals necessary for their mainstream university 

education.  

L1 as a Strategy 

The ELI-participants view on the English-only approach, makes the emergence of L1 use 

as a strategy become crucial. It is also interesting that most participants identified the use of L1 

as a strategy separately from other effective strategies discussions earlier. The codes underlying 

this category are as follows: allow verbal code-switching during pre-writing activities, use of L1 

to take notes, use of L1 to compare and contrast writing conventions, and to use L1 to brainstorm 

ideas. The following table shows the codes underpinning the category.  

Table 4.9  

The Codes of the Category ‘Use of L1 as a strategy’ 

Codes Mentioned by   Occurrences  

Code-switching during pre-writing activities  1 ELIs - 1/11 

To take notes  - 4 WCCs 4/11 

To compare and contrast writing conventions  - 4 WCCs 4/11 

To brainstorm ideas - 3 WCCs 3/11 
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Interestingly, one ELI-participant mentioned that an “English-only” approach is not 

always favoured by the students and that integrating their L1 during the process of academic 

writing can be a beneficial strategy. This integration can take place in the form of code-switching 

to speak of thoughts and ideas in their L1 before writing them down in English. The following 

participant quote provides a clearer picture of why the participant chooses to use code-switching 

with their students (here the participant talks mainly about the Chinese students): 

“I personally in my classes tried to give them some time to express their ideas in 

Mandarin. I'll be like okay you have 10 minutes to explain this in Mandarin. And now the 

rest of the time is going to be in English. Just so it doesn't feel like I'm completely 

discrediting their culture. I think code switching really does help. I think especially 

because once they're in undergrad too, they are going to use it. Like during collaborations 

in undergrad. For a lot of the work and they would be explaining in Mandarin to one 

another, if they're doing a course together” (ELI-4, lines 366-374). 

 

One ELI participant’s experience reveals that the English-only policy is not only difficult 

for the MIUS to adhere to but also for the instructors to rigidly implement. This quote also sheds 

light on the fact that no matter what the policy in place maybe, it is essential to adopt steps that 

will support the MIUS and make learning effective for them.  

On the other hand, the discussion on use of L1 as a strategy for the WCC-participants 

began by raising some problems associated with it. The most obvious problem is that it is not 

possible for the WCCs (writing centre consultants) to know all the various LI of the MIUS well 

enough to ensure their effective use. However, this discussion quickly took a positive turn and 

highlighted the ways in which the use of L1 can become helpful in the process of academic 

English writing. Two most frequently mentioned uses of L1 in the writing process are taking 

notes in L1 before and during writing in English and using L1 to understand the similarities and 

differences between the conventions of their L1writing and academic English writing.  
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L1 can also be used by the MIUS when brainstorming ideas as a pre-writing activity. The 

following quote describe the usefulness of this strategy in detail: 

“So it let the students kind of take that step back and say - okay who's looking at this, is 

this a public piece, and is it something I'm gonna share with my TA. Or is it a private 

piece with these just notes for me. And what do I need to be doing right now. I find that 

has been really helpful and kind of validating for students to be like oh I don't have to 

totally get rid of this piece of my identity to be successful here” (WCC-1, lines 272-276). 

 

The quote above explains how if L1 can provide the MIUS with initial support in their 

pre-writing process then there should be no restrictions on it. Additionally, using L1 as a strategy 

can provide the MIUS with a sense of agency and ownership throughout the writing process.  

Integration of L1 in Academic English Writing 

The fourth and the last theme is the integration of the MIUS’ L1 in the process of 

academic English writing. Here, the process of academic English includes the writing practices, 

pedagogy, and assessment methods prevalent in the university education context. The codes 

under this theme are the integration of the MIUS’ L1 cultural thought patterns in their writing 

process, the writing centre consultants and teachers’ awareness of the variety of MIUS’ 

Englishes, and the promotion of Culturally Responsive Pedagogy both at the classroom and the 

broader university levels.  

Integration of L1 Cultural Thought Patterns 

The codes fundamental to this category are: not possible to integrate L1 culture (not all 

undergraduate subjects can make room for L1 culture, focus is always on preparing students to 

meet the departmental academic requirements), authenticity, paying attention to and supporting 

students’ needs (focusing on the individual), and de-standardization of education (hiring people 

from different linguistic backgrounds at the Writing Centre, bring changes in the traditional 
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expectations, and increase knowledge regarding the best practices of MIUS’ L1 incorporation. 

The following table shows the codes underpinning the category).  

Table 4.10  

The Codes of the Category ‘Integration of L1 cultural thought patterns’ 

Codes  Mentioned by  Occurrences 

Not possible to integrate L1 culture  3 ELIs  - 3/11 

Authenticity  2 ELIs - 2/11 

Paying attention to and supporting 

students’ needs  

4 ELIs - 4/11 

De-standardization 1 ELI 7 WCCs 8/11 

 

 Three out of four ELI-participants in FGD-1 mentioned that the integration of the MIUS’ 

L1 culture is not quite possible. The following participant quote explains why: 

“In a class of like 120 how do you bring in their sort of cultural knowledge into their 

work” (ELI-4, lines 416-417). 

Furthermore, not all undergraduate subjects can make room for the integration of the 

MIUS’ LI cultural thought patterns. How much of the MIUS’ L1 culture can be incorporated 

depends on the subject that they are studying. For this reason, the priority of the School of 

English is to prepare the students to meet the departmental academic requirement, which leaves 

little room to integrate the L1 cultural though patterns of the MIUS. One of the goals at the 

School of English is to provide the students with what they would need to meet the academic 

requirements of mainstream university departments. 

“But most of my students don't go into subjects like English literature or sociology they 

go into economics, a lot of math students a lot of commerce and science… so I'm actually 



 

 

113 

 

not sure how it would look there. It's much easier to integrate in the humanities because 

you can have a look at different theorists from different regions have them translate” 

(ELI-4, lines 421-424). 

 

This quote sheds light on how the nature of the goals of the School of English courses 

makes it difficult to incorporate lessons integrating the L1 cultural thought patterns of the MIUS 

into their curriculum. However, the ELI-participants also reported on small ways in which 

integration of MIUS’ L1 can happen. They mentioned that it can be achieved through the 

practice of being authentic and respectful towards the needs of the MIUS. 

In addition, to accommodate the cultural thought patterns of the MIUS it is necessary to 

pay attention to their individual needs and to support them. The focus must be on the individual. 

However, the ELI-participants have also discussed that they do not feel comfortable labeling the 

students with their first language culture. Although they are interested in the background and life 

experiences of the students, they like to disassociate the students from their first language 

cultural identity and only focus on who they are individually as each individual student is unique 

with specific skills and requirements not always associated with their first language cultural 

identity.  

“It's also why we do what we do you know, because we're interested in these people you 

know, and where they come from. And so that's the individual and that individual and 

their life story or their interest is interesting to me” (ELI-3, lines 411-413). 

The quote above points out that by taking a genuine interest in their students and their 

students’ success, accommodating, or integrating their L1 cultural thought patterns would 

become a natural part of the process. 

One the other hand, all WCC-participants, including one ELI-participant mentioned that 

the first and most crucial step towards the integration of the L1 cultural thought patterns of the 
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MIUS into the process of their academic English writing would be through the de-

standardization of education. There has been a paradigm shift in English language which now 

calls for the de-standardization of education from a Eurocentric perspective and adopt the many 

different frameworks, approaches and avenues that are now crucial parts of the language 

landscape.  

“There is a greater conversation the university needs to be having around decolonizing 

the institution, and how the colonial legacy is impacting Indigenous students, but not only 

Indigenous students right, you know, if you attend events at the university students who 

are originally from West Africa or India, talk about just how awful stories like 

heartbreaking stories about their experience at the university, and having their first 

language (a variety of English) questioned. They've spoken English all their life, they've 

got multiple degrees in the English language, but it's a different variety of English now 

they're being told their English is wrong, they don't speak English well. And, and there's 

this, it just the ripples that those comments have on these students it's just, it's very unfair 

(WCC-1, lines 365-372). 

 

The quote above is a crucial one that brings to light the experiences of many international 

students who are made to feel less competent for not using the stipulated Canadian native 

standard of English. Therefore, it is also necessary to revisit and make changes to the traditional 

expectations that professors may have in regard to academic English writing in order to make 

way for the incorporation of MIUS L1 into the process.  

“The more traditional I will say, professors, for instance, that we've been talking about 

throughout so like the gatekeepers of their disciplines. These are people who might have 

been teaching the same thing for 20 plus years, and they make up their own syllabi, 

things like that. How would you make them change?” (WCC-2, lines 443-449). 

 

The participant quote above highlights the reservation that some senior professors might 

have against the integration of L1 cultural thought patterns of the MIUS. It implies that 

colonization of education persists due to the resistance to changes. For that reason, increasing 

knowledge regarding the best practices of L1 incorporation is paramount. Among the faculty 

members who are open to changes, there are many who have experienced the benefits of 
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incorporating MIUS’ L1 into the academic writing process and there are others who have not. 

However, for both, the lack of awareness or knowledge of the methods and approaches of 

incorporating L1 renders the whole process difficult. The participant quote below provides an 

example of the difficulty that teachers, professors and writing centre consultants go through in 

this regard:  

“So, I'm really sympathetic to and I think supportive of this idea of the 

internationalization of English as a non-native English speaker myself, And I understand 

that culture plays a big role in it, but when I apply this to sort of the formal writing 

setting, I'm unsure as to how this plays out and I'm wondering if someone who grades 

papers or gives students advice on their writing, when does it become sort of okay this is 

acceptable. These are acceptable sort of errors because the language has been sort of 

acculturated and things like that. And when, essentially, where do you draw the line 

between the language has shifted to this extent, and no this is a hard line and this is what 

needs to be changed. So this is where I'm worried like I found myself thinking. Am I in 

my in that positionality, am I stopping that sort of shift by imposing these rules on 

students who have sort of taken English and made it their own?” (WCC-2, lines 336-

345). 

 

The quote above reinforces the need for better support for educators in this regard. 

Perhaps hiring more teaching learning consultants with a background in teaching English as a 

second/additional language may help in setting the process in quicker motion. 

Awareness and Acceptance of Varieties of English  

This code pertains to the instructors and other faculty members’ awareness and 

acceptance of the varieties of English or World Englishes, and the possibility of integrating those 

varieties of English into academic English writing. The codes within this category are limited 

scope for awareness, need more faculty support, depends on individual departments and 

professors, and linguistic hierarchy prevents the acceptance of varieties of English. The 

following table shows the codes underpinning the category).  

Table 4.11  

The Codes of the Category ‘Awareness and acceptance of varieties of English’ 
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Codes Mentioned by  Occurrences 

Limited scope for awareness  3 ELIs - 3/11 

Need for more faculty support  4 ELIs 4 WCCs 8/11 

Depends on individual departments and 

professors  

2 ELIs 4 WCCs 6/11 

Linguistic hierarchy prevents the acceptance of 

varieties of English 

- 4 WCCs 4/11 

 

Three out of the four ELI-participants pointed out that in practical terms, the scope of 

gaining and creating awareness regarding World Englishes is very limited. The following 

participant quotes provide the explanation: 

“I mean there's a lot of English out there that passes the litmus test of English, that I am 

not that great at understanding. I wouldn't feel I've gotten paid for what I was doing if I 

tried to start integrating it somehow. I'd want to have a couple of years off to study it 

(ELI-2, lines 449-451). 

The above quote implies that the instructors feel less inclined to gain awareness regarding 

varieties of English as they feel they do not have the adequate time to invest in it. Nonetheless, 

the ELI- participants also mentioned that they would like to be more aware of World Englishes if 

they are given that opportunity. It was also found that the university needs to increase its faculty 

support to raise awareness and acceptance of World Englishes. Furthermore, there is a lack of 

available resources to help the faculty members access the global varieties of English or World 

Englishes, making it challenging to create the awareness or encourage the acceptance of it. 

“I do think we need more faculty to support this projects and then it comes down to a 

diversity problem in hiring, because you can be super gung ho about learning about 
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something, but it doesn't necessarily mean you know how to supervise it or teach it. Well, 

so, allocating like funds in that way, and to ensure that it's not all of the labor falling on 

few handful of people” (ELI-4, lines 462-466). 

 

The above quote also expresses that the faculty needs support from specialists who can 

not only help them to enhance their understanding but also train them to incorporate it into their 

lessons. Participants also mentioned that awareness and acceptance of varieties of English 

depends on the requirements. Additionally, the rate of awareness and acceptance of the many 

varieties of English or the World Englishes that the MIUS bring into the Canadian post-

secondary education context depends on individual professors and varies according to their 

experiences, teaching and academic philosophies and personal perceptions. The following 

participant quote shows how varied the rules set up by professors can be: 

“So, in my experience as a TA and a writing consultant, I think, it depends on the prof. 

I've seen professors give us instructions when we're grading where language is not 

important as long as it is coherent and logical and things like that that is where of course 

it needs to be in English but we're not like we're, we're not penalizing grammar we're not 

penalizing say referencing mistakes or things like that. And I've had other professors, 

whose assignment guidelines say that students are going to get a zero. If they… sorry, 

what's the word I'm looking for. If they write out words in the US spelling and not the 

Canadian spelling. And to be fair, they don't end up, implementing this rule because at 

the end of the day they're not the person who's grading and like it doesn't really matter. 

But the idea that this is even on an assignment sheet for me is like crazy!” (WCC-2, lines 

346-355). 

 

This very interesting quote reveals the strict rules against use of varieties of English that 

are still in place. Evidently, there is an existing linguistic hierarchy with the post-secondary 

education system, which prevents the acceptance of the many varieties of English of the MIUS. 

Due to this linguistic hierarchy or the Canadian academic English language supremacy, the 

introduction, and the incorporation of World Englishes into the education system becomes 

increasingly challenging. The following quote drives the point home beautifully: 

“Even when you introduce this idea, there's still a hierarchy, right. Like it's the way we 

speak English is on top, and then there's these other ways of speaking English that are 
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kind of “wrong or bastardized” or degraded in some way. So to kind of to go back to 

WCC-5’s point I think you can't divorce this conversation from the greater conversation 

that the university is having and needs to be having around decolonizing the institution” 

(WCC-1, lines 361-365). 

 

Promoting Culturally Responsive Pedagogy  

The final code of the FGDs findings is promoting Culturally Responsive Pedagogy. It 

discusses the possibilities of integrating MIUS’ culture into teaching and learning, instead of 

assimilating them into a native-English orientation in respect to academic English writing. The 

codes at the core of this subtheme are as follows: a lot of the departments have not incorporated 

the tenet of internationalization, the centre for teaching and learning needs to help 

department/professors to be more aware, policy makers need to change the system (not staying 

limited to a Western approach), provide students more opportunities to share their culture in 

class, and professors need to become more invested in students. The following table shows the 

codes underpinning the subtheme).  

Table 4.12  

The Codes of the Subtheme ‘Promoting Culturally Responsive Pedagogy 

Codes Mentioned by  Occurrences  

A lot of the departments have not 

incorporated the tenet of internationalization 

4 ELIs 4 WCCs 8/11 

Centre for Teaching and Learning need to 

help department/professors to be more aware 

2 ELIs - 2/11 

Policy makers need to change the system 3 ELIs 2 WCCs 5/11 

Provide students more opportunities to share 

their culture in class varieties of English 

1 ELI 2 WCCs 3/11 
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Professors need to become more invested in 

students 

2 ELIs - 2/11 

 

When discussing the possibilities of incorporating Culturally Responsive Pedagogy 

instead of assimilating the international students into a native-English orientation in respect to 

academic English writing, the participants agreed that although the idea of internationalization 

has evolved over the years paving the path for internationalization in Canada, there are many 

university departments that have not caught up with the changes. Therefore, an overall Culturally 

Responsive Pedagogy becomes difficult.  

“Whole idea of internationalization has changed a lot lately too. We're not like plucking 

people out of countries who have never seen people from these other countries before. So 

that's totally changed it's not, it's not like 1968 internationalization. But then at the same 

time you read descriptions of a lot of university departments like macro micro economics 

things and biology. Now they're not, they haven't really changed a lot there still teaching 

very similar content. I mean obviously in a lot of the social sciences and humanities 

departments, you know, admirable efforts to change content, but a lot of this stuff, a lot of 

those substantive content is still pretty much the same” (ELI-2, lines 557-563). 

 

The quote above also highlights that with changing times the tenets of 

internationalization are also evolving. Therefore, it is important for universities and all 

departments to progress in tandem. The participants also suggested that the Centre for Teaching 

and Learning at the university needs to help departments and professors to be more aware of 

such changes.  

“I can see a role for the Center for Teaching and Learning, you know, sort of reaching out 

to different departments and, you know, sort of working with departments on you know 

different, you know, getting, you know, different ideas on different standards that sort of 

thing” (ELI-1, lines 566-568).  
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The participants also talked about how promotion of Culturally Responsive Pedagogy can 

take place if there are policy makers who are willing to make that change in the system. The 

following participant quote sheds light on it: 

“I guess, there'll be a point at which people moving up through the system will also make 

a difference, you know, so when they are in the position in which they are the evaluators 

not simply the receivers of evaluation that that might make it easier to integrate 

multiculturalism but that's a time thing as well as more people move through the system” 

(ELI-3, lines 569-572). 

 

Culturally Responsive Pedagogy adds to the richness of thought and provides more 

learning opportunities for every student. Adhering to only what is mainstream in Canada or a 

Western approach to academic English writing limits the exploration and the exchange of 

thoughts and the diversity of critical thinking.  

 

The Common Major Findings of The Semi-structured Interviews 

This last section reports on the findings of the data analysis from the semi-structured 

interviews conducted for this study. The participants of the semi-structured interviews were 12 

MIUS studying at this university in their second or higher year of undergraduate studies. The 

interview participants were all international students with English as their additional language. 

The interview questions that were asked to the participants align with all four of the research 

questions of this study. The semi-structured interview data were analyzed using thematic 

analysis.  

Major Findings 

The thematic analysis of the semi-structured interviews’ data revealed 10 major themes 

pertaining to the four research questions. Each of the themes further revealed relevant 

subthemes. The following figure shows the major themes. 
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Figure 4.2 

The major themes of the semi-structured interviews  

 

The following sections will elaborate on each of the major themes and their subthemes 

with relevant participant quotes where relevant.  

Challenges with Academic Writing Mechanics  

The first theme that developed from the data analysis of the semi-structured interviews 

relates to the challenges that MIUS’ face with academic writing mechanics. There are three 

subthemes that identify the types of challenges described in the data. The following table 

demonstrates the subthemes and their occurrences (the number of participants who mentioned 

the subtheme).  

Table 4.13  

The First Theme and Subthemes 

Theme: Challenges with academic writing mechanics 
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Subthemes Occurrences 

Using correct vocabulary 4/12 

Following Canadian style/format of writing 4/12 

Grammar 5/12 

 

Using Correct Vocabulary 

As the table above shows, using correct vocabulary is the first subtheme, which has been 

reported as a challenge of academic writing mechanics by 4 out of twelve MUIS participants. For 

example, one participant mentioned: 

“One of the biggest challenges I found while writing was the vocabulary. Some of the 

vocabulary that I use in back, or my home country was not like applicable or I can see my 

classmates so when we're doing group projects. They don't use the same kind of 

language. So it made me. You know, it's made hard to understand how to write during 

project” (MIUS-5, lines 4-7).  

 

Using the correct vocabulary is an integral element of academic writing. From the 

abovementioned quote it can be understood that many times, students feel that the vocabulary 

they are accustomed to using is not applicable in their Canadian academic writing context. This 

could be attributed to the use of varieties of English. This will be further elaborated in the 

Discussion chapter. Additionally, challenges with vocabulary and terminology specific to 

discipline/area of study are also common.  

Following Canadian Style/Format of Writing 

Four out of 12 MIUS-participants mentioned following Canadian style or format as a 

challenge with academic writing mechanics.  

“Yes, the other thing was the format, they have to learn the whole format differently. So, 

it would kind of thing, what we learned back home to format is not always appreciated, or 

they allow us like I get, I can see my grading goes down sometime because of the format, 

probably, so I had to learn how to like you know for introduction what you have to put 
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there. Then in the body. And in the end, so it is not the same what I usually done back 

home” (MIUS-5, lines 11-15).  

 

“So that would be one of the challenging things with this they have a specific criteria to 

write the APA format, or the MLA format, and the many different criteria and how do 

you type those core sentences and in the references they have the page numbers, the 

author's name and everything. So I would say that is be one of the challenging thing, 

especially in my first year” (MIUS-8, lines 5-8). 

 

From the findings, it can be observed that for MIUS, the Canadian format or style of 

writing is something that they have not previously used or practiced, which is why they struggle 

with it. Particularly, they find understanding and following the APA or MLA formats 

challenging owing to the fact that they have limited previous experience working with such 

formats.  

Grammar 

The third subtheme is grammar, which has been reported by five out of 12 MIUS-

participants. Using correct tenses and parts of speech have been identified as challenging by the 

MIUS-participants.  

“And sometimes, the grammar is kind of tricky to like you know like past tense and then 

present tense. Sometimes you try like I can I, I can distinguish like when to put like a past tense 

and when to put the present tense, in they at the same paragraph. And that happened a lot to the 

me. My professor has to correct me all the time” (MIUS-6, lines 3-7). 

 

Interestingly, the challenges with grammar, pertaining particularly to verb tense 

consistency in writing had also emerged in the FGDs findings, which makes it an area that needs 

thorough attention.  
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Challenges with Strategic Use of Language  

The second theme is challenges with strategic use of language. There are six subthemes 

that identify the types of challenges described in the data. The following table demonstrates the 

subthemes and their occurrences: 

Table 4.14 

The Second Theme and Subthemes  

Theme: Challenges with strategic use of language 

Subthemes Occurrences 

Citation and references 7/12 

Expressing opinion and original ideas in writing 5/12 

Paraphrasing 2/12 

Writing reports and research papers 3/12 

Writing with readers in mind 2/12 

 

Citation and References  

The first subtheme is citation and references, with seven out of 12 participants reporting 

it as a challenge, which makes it the highest occurring subtheme under the theme of challenges 

with strategic use of language.  

“I as a person who comes from another country with very less idea about referencing 

because our education system, did not embed referencing in any of the English language 

courses.  It was very hard for me to learn referencing to begin with and then incorporate it 

in terms of whatever assignments I had to create” (MIUS-4, line 15-18). 

 

The participant quote above summarizes why it is such a challenge for them in the 

Canadian academic writing context. From the quote it can be understood that citation is a 
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challenge as it is something that the MIUS are not accustomed to and have limited previous 

experience with. 

Expressing Opinion and Original Ideas in Writing  

The second subtheme is expressing opinion and original ideas in writing, which has been 

mentioned by five out of 12 MIUS-participants, making it the second highest in occurrence. 

MIUS find it difficult to express opinion and original ideas in writing as it is something they are 

not acclimated to or even encouraged to do in their L1. The following participant-quote also 

demonstrates how the prior English education of the MIUS plays are role in this regard.  

“Because if I rarely tried that, to have my voice included if I did, I saw that the numbers 

wouldn't reflect as much as I would want it to where, whereas a person who has written 

straight from memory, She has gotten more number. And obviously getting the highest 

number was top priority than having my voice heard.  So definitely, I wouldn't have 

incorporated my voice, I would rather go for something that would give me a higher 

number” (MIUS-4, lines 123-127). 

 

From the quote, it can be seen that expressing opinion and original ideas in writing is 

something that their prior English education does not prepare them for or even encourage. 

Instead, in their prior educational context the MIUS find it more beneficial to refrain from 

voicing opinions and ideas.  

Paraphrasing 

Paraphrasing has been reported as a challenge with strategic use of language by two out 

of the 12 MIUS-participants. It indicates that MIUS lack a core writing skill such as paraphrasing 

as applicable in the Canadian academic writing context. The following participant-quote 

regarding paraphrasing helps to understand the challenge further: 

“it does feel whenever I write something it does feel that it can be said in a more formal 

way. However, I just break it down into chunks, and when you read it, it. It sounds more 

like an informal way of saying some something that could be finished in a formal way in 

one sentence. So that's why I felt like whatever I would write it just would become more 

informal, almost like a story” (MIUS-4, lines 23-27). 
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The quote above expresses that when MIUS paraphrase, they tend to write in an easier 

way, which is not always academic according to requirements of their academic context in 

specific fields. Therefore, it is difficult for them to strike a balance between writing simply yet 

academically.  

Writing Reports and Research Papers  

The fourth subtheme is writing reports and research papers, which has been identified as 

a challenge by three out of 12 participants.  

“when we wrote the research paper and I believe it was something like an argumentative 

paper but it was research. And he (professor) just didn't like the way I noted, the, the 

quote the quotes, how I like restructured sentences. It was just not how it is expected to 

be done and I think I feel like, partially because I've never have written a research paper 

like that back home” (MIUS-7, lines 18-22).  

 

From the quote above, it can be observed that this challenge can be attributed to 

unfamiliarity and lack of practice with writing research papers and reports in their experience 

prior to their Canadian academic writing context.  

Writing with Readers in Mind 

The last of the subthemes is writing with readers in mind, which has been highlighted by 

two out of the 12 participants. For the MIUS, expressing themselves and writing their ideas in a 

way in which they wanted their readers to understand was a challenge. 

“expressing myself and writing my writing my ideas in a way that I want my readers to 

understand was a challenge. I would. For example, I may have lots of ideas lots of 

perspectives my own perception. But, but to write to them in a way that others understand 

was the biggest obstacle” (MIUS-11, lines 17-20).  

 

The above quote reveals that the MIUS are aware of the academic L2 writing requirement 

of keeping readers in mind. However, as was identified from the findings of the FGDS the issue 
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is not that they do not give this requirement importance. Instead, it is a skill for which they need 

more support to be developed.  

Influence of L1 on L2 Writing 

The third major theme is the influence of L1 on L2 writing. This theme has four 

associated subthemes. The following table demonstrates the subthemes and their occurrences: 

Table 4.15 

The Third Theme and Subthemes 

Theme: Influence of L1 on L2 writing 

Subthemes Occurrences  

Influence of L1 rhetoric on L2 academic writing 9/12 

Proficiency in L1 positively influences L2 writing 9/12 

L1 influences L2 sentence construction negatively 3/12 

L1 influences L2 critical thinking abilities negatively 3/12 

 

Influence of L1 Rhetoric on L2 Academic Writing  

The first subtheme influence of L1 rhetoric on L2 writing emerged as nine out of 12 

MIUS-participants agreed that they notice an influence of their L1 on their L2 writing. However, 

as the participants reported the influence of L1 rhetoric as neither positive nor negative, this 

subtheme does not discuss whether the L1 influence is positive or negative. That is elaborated 

through the following subthemes.  

Proficiency in L1 Positively Influences L2 Writing 

This subtheme discusses the positive influence of L1 on L2 writing. According to nine 

out of 12 MIUS-participants, high proficiency in their L1 positively influences their L2 writing.  



 

 

128 

 

“All I all I take whenever I'm writing English just the thinking of how what I'm thinking 

in my language, but when I'm writing I just, I just don't go, okay fine what is going to be 

in my native language and then translating it. No, I just do the thinking in my language” 

(MIUS-2, line 78-81). 

 

The above quote explaining how the MIUS does not use L1 translation, but during the 

initial stages of idea-generation, they find using L1 to form thoughts beneficial in the L2 writing 

process.  

“I always think that if you want to say something, or you want to write something you 

need to think about it and thinking in my own first language is a lot easier.  Then you just 

have to, you know, gather the thoughts and the words you find them English then just put 

together, and express it. So it's very important” (MIUS-5, line 34-37). 

In addition to helping MIUS form ideas in L1 and then elaborate them in L2 writing, the 

data also show that having strong L1 literacy skills aids the MIUS in acquiring L2 literacy skills 

faster, helps them to maintain a clear thought process during writing, helps them to understand 

the differences between L1 and L2 writing structures, and therefore helps them to understand and 

meet the need of L2 writing requirements.  

L1 Influences L2 Sentence Construction Negatively  

The negative influence of L1 on their L2 has been mentioned by three out of 12 MIUS-

participants. For all three of them, the negative influence is on their sentence construction. The 

following participant quotes will help explain further: 

“Um, okay writing is like sometimes I want to like write some sentences, I write it in this 

Chinese order. Like, how we gonna say it in Chinese, something like that. I didn't do it on 

purpose, but you know I have, but sometimes I couldn't notice and I have to be pointed 

out by English speakers and, you know, and they tell me so I noticed this just something I 

didn't do it on purpose” (MIUS-1, lines 22-25). 

 

The above quote expresses how the transfer of L1 on L2 sentence construction happens 

without the cognizance of the MIUS. It requires a native-English speaker/reader to identify it. 
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This also shows that the MIUS can be unaware of the difference between their L1 and L2 

sentence structures.  

L1 Influences L2 Critical Thinking Abilities Negatively 

Again, this subtheme is derived from the answers of three out of 12 MIUS-participants 

who are of the opinion that their L1 influences their L2 critical thinking abilities negatively.  

“Yes in my first language culture we do not get the opportunity to use critical thinking as 

it is not a part of our writing style or even our cultural thinking” (MIUS-3, lines 156-

158). 

According to the three participants, in their L1 writing or their L1 thought pattern, they 

are not accustomed to exercising critical thinking, which involves questioning, analyzing, 

interpreting, synthesizing, evaluating and making a judgement about what they are writing. All 

the aspects of the critical thinking skill are new for them, and it takes them time to acquire it.  

Prior Schooling  

The fourth major theme is prior schooling. It is an important theme, as most of the other 

themes can be connected to it and most of the academic English writing challenges faced by the 

MIUS-participants can be traced back to it. This theme has 11 subthemes, which is the highest 

number of subthemes for any major theme. The following table demonstrates the subthemes and 

their occurrences. 

Table 4.16  

The Fourth Theme and Subthemes  

Theme: Prior Schooling  

Subthemes Occurrences  

English instructions follow British standard 6/12 
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English instructions do not meet Canadian Academic writing requirements 12/12 

L1 or L2 academic writing not practiced 6/12 

Learned L2 academic writing during IELTS test preparation 4/12 

Taught to use complex sentences 4/12 

Learned grammar-based English with emphasis on grammar rules  5/12 

Practices memorization of vocabulary, content, and format of writing 8/12 

Taught to write three-five paragraph essays 12/12 

Taught to do letter or formal application writing 4/12 

Never learned citation, report writing or research-based writing 12/12 

Limited scope of critical thinking and voicing own opinion in writing 5/12 

 

English Instruction Follows British Standards  

Due to globalization, expansion, and as a remnant of colonialism in the English language, 

in many countries where English is taught as a foreign or additional language, the British 

standards are used in curriculum design, pedagogy and assessment. Among the MIUS-

participants in this study, six went to English-medium schools back home where the main 

medium of instruction was English and the English adhered to British Standards. The British 

Standard of English language instruction which they experienced in their home country 

education, is different from the Canadian academic English language requirements that they now 

have to meet in their post-secondary education context. The following participant quotes will 

shed light on their experiences: 
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“Oh English was British English based. Right, so the even like the sentences and the 

words, some words that are used and like no one uses them here (Canada). You know, so 

it's so like British based” (MIUS-7, lines 280-281). 

“the only differences I've hadn't had some issues with some spelling issues, because some 

of the British have different, different spellings” (MIUS-9, lines 99-100). 

“So I did my schooling in Bangladesh, and those were all in my in our high school, those 

were British formats and the style of education I believe in secondary school wasn't 

focused so much on reports” (MIUS-10, lines 12-14). 

The three quotes above have been presented here as they each shed light on aspects of 

British English learned in their prior schooling that are different from the Canadian English of 

their current education context. For example, the MIUS found the use of vocabulary, spelling, 

and even writing formats to be very different. 

Prior English Instruction does not Meet Canadian Academic Writing Requirements  

According to all the MIUS-participants, their prior English instruction did not include 

academic practices that reflected their Canadian academic requirements.  

“To be honest, what we were taught and how we used to do our exam, I actually never 

required in over here, because I'm not writing 400 or 500 words” (MIUS-2, lines 118-

119). 

“So I feel like that's there is just the gap in what is considered important here in Canada 

which is writing is a big deal. And back home, knowing how to write like different genres 

like you said. Not a big deal at all, is that I just feel like there's that gap that I've been 

carrying with me for a while” (MIUS-7, lines 89-92). 

 

“Back in school in India, writing essays yes it is pretty common and writing different 

genres was a little different than what I have observed in Canada” (MIUS-8, lines 29-30). 
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The above participant quotes demonstrate the disparity between what the MIUS were 

required to do back home and how different that requirement is from their Canadian academic 

L2 writing requirement. Often, what is considered important in the Canadian context was not 

considered so back home in their prior schooling. 

L1 and L2 Academic Writing not Practiced in Prior Schooling Back Home 

Six out of 12 MIUS-participants reported that they have had no experience of practicing 

academic writing not only in L2 but also in their L1.  

“The teacher will tell you what you should write on this. This more this either a diary or 

diary, or a letter. I think this is not really related to academic writing” (MIUS-1, lines 83-

84). 

The quote above highlights the genre of writing the MIUS were accustomed to do back 

home were not academic.  

Learned L2 Academic Writing during IELTS Test Preparation 

As all international undergraduate students have to take a language proficiency test in 

order to gain admission into universities in Canada, for four out of 12 of the participants, their 

language proficiency test preparation was the first time they received formal academic writing 

practice. However, language proficiency tests like IELTS do not always follow the North 

American standard of academic writing, in which case, the students who practice for the test 

practice a different standard which does not necessarily meet Canadian academic writing 

requirements.  

“I think that that training that knowledge that I received from IELTS Training Center was 

very helpful to me because without that understanding without those explanations for my 

instructor. I wouldn't be able to come here. The writing that I got from from my country, 

kind of pushed me to improve myself and explore and gets more curious and have more 

interest towards academic writing” (MIUS-11, lines 87-90). 
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Both the findings of the semi-structured interviews and the FGD-2 reveal standardized 

English language test preparation as an issue. However, the abovementioned participant quote 

(is) discusses the positive impact of standardized test preparation. This is also crucial because it 

helps us understand that even after preparing so well and passing the test with a qualifying score 

for Canadian university admission, the MIUS still struggle with academic L2 writing. This 

implies that the tests do not prepare the students for their academic writing needs and also raises 

questions on the validity of the standardized English language proficiency tests. 

Taught to Use Complex Sentences  

Four out of 12 MIUS-participants reported that they were taught to use complex 

sentences in their prior English language education. It is important to mention here that this 

resonates with the language instructor-participants and writing consultant participants’ 

observations regarding international students writing in long, run on sentences. 

“test to how many complex vocabulary, you know, and you need to use those complex 

long sentences” (MIUS-1, lines 34-35). 

“The sentence construction, having compound complex sentences in the correct form was 

very important” (MIUS-4, lines 77-78). 

“but the English exam is aiming at whether you, how to say, you can write complex 

sentences” (MIUS-1, lines 78-79). 

Unlike the view that emerged from the FGDs findings, that connected the use of long 

sentences to the L1 though patterns of the MIUS, the participant quotes above show that the 

MIUS attribute their use of long, complex sentences to the fact that they are taught and required 

to do so in their prior schooling. This also shows that they are aware of it as an academic L2 

writing challenge, but they find it hard to break away from what they previously learned. 
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Learned Grammar-based English with Emphasis on Grammar Rules  

English education in the English as a foreign or additional language context exerts more 

emphasis on learning grammar rules than on application through practice.  

“back home school focused greatly on English grammar, more than English creative 

writing when I used to study” (MIUS-4, lines 76-77). 

The quote above also expresses how learning grammar was more important than 

practicing writing. This lack of practice of writing and application of the grammar the MIUS 

used to learn, sheds light on why even after learning grammar so rigorously for so many years, as 

was also identified by the FGDs findings, the MIUS continue to face challenges with grammar.  

Practices Memorization of Vocabulary, Content, and Format of Writing  

Another very common subtheme of prior schooling for the international students is that 

they have always learned by memorization. According to eight out of the 12 participants, they 

memorized vocabulary, content and even the format of writing in their prior English language 

education back in their home countries. The participant quotes below reveal how the teachers 

often taught them the format of essays like a formula which they had to memorize and reproduce 

during exams. The quotes also show how memorization has stifled their opportunities to practice 

writing using original thought process and even the motivation to learn how to write better. 

“you need to memorize this formula that they teach you in class” (MIUS-1, lines 37-38).  

“you have to write it perfectly clean and the English teacher what taught you how to write 

a like more. How to say they give you some writing examples and say, I asked you to to 

memorize the structure” (MIUS-1, lines 80-82). 

“Most of the students would actually memorize. A lot of these essays, so that if 

something general came, they would be able to just write it off memory, not having any 

desire whatsoever to incorporate all these complex and compound sentences and and the 
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mechanics of grammar that they learned it to inside their essays, so there wouldn't be 

much of creative writing” (MIUS-4, lines 85-89).   

 

“The format would be there but not the inside, the inside would be empty. It would just 

be you know the same thing memorizing and then putting it inside the format on the 

layout” (MIUS-4, lines 102-104). 

Taught to Write 3-5 Paragraph Essays 

All 12 MIUS-participants of this study mentioned that they were taught the format of 

writing three to five paragraph essays.  

“In terms of essays, we have been taught you know the basic where you know you need 

to have an introduction and body and the conclusion. I don't recall going into in depth” 

(MIUS-3, lines 83-84).   

“we were taught was about the way you need to write the English essays in the, in the 

formatting, kind of writing. Because it was said that okay the first para is about the 

introduction, the second para is about the body, how you describe more about the topic. 

And then the end is the conclusion” (MIUS-8, lines 30-33). 

 

The quotes above reveal that the MIUS were only introduced to the very basic essay 

writing format without going into any depth or details.   

Taught to Do Letter or Formal Application Writing  

The most practiced writing exercise or assignment in the prior English language 

education for four out of 12 MIUS-participants have been letter and application writing, which 

are not necessarily deemed as academic writing in the Canadian post-secondary education 

context.  

“writing lessons, like lectures, they asked us to write those letters they give you some 

certain topic about it and you were us to write like formal letter to someone” (MIUS-1, 

lines 32-34). 
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“Letter like a simple letter like to a friend, application letter like when you're sending to, 

you know, any of your administrators your professor or, you know, your boss. So letter 

was in two types, one was professional one was non-professional” (MIUS-2, lines 206-

208). 

The above participant quotes shed light on the types of letter-writing that the MIUS were 

taught to do. The types ranged from informal letters to friends to formal applications. Although 

letter writing may prepare the MIUS for communicative writing, such as sending an email to 

professors, it does not help them with their academic L2 writing requirements. 

Never Learned Citation, Report Writing or Research-based Writing 

All twelve of the MIUS-participants of this study have unanimously agreed that they 

have not learned about citation, report writing or research-based writing in their prior English 

language education. This is the reason why the international students find the most common 

types of writing assignment requirements of their Canadian post-secondary education so 

difficult.  

“I as a person who comes from another country with very less idea about referencing 

because our education system, did not embed referencing in any of the English language 

courses” (MIUS-4, lines 15-17).   

“partially because I've never have written a research paper like that back home.  When 

you know when we did research, like we didn't have to quote, we could just say this 

person said it done, you know, and you didn't have to write anything at the end. 

Sometimes you would just take it and nobody really, I wouldn't say cares but there's no 

structure in like how do you write your research, unless you are like writing or diploma 

work for the end of the university right during the classes” (MIUS-7, lines 21-26). 

 

The second participant quote also highlights how in many EFL education contexts, the 

concept of plagiarism is not as established and crucial as in Canada. The MIUS are at liberty to 
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use common or popular sayings without citing the authors or the sources. Therefore, the MIUS 

need a lot of support with citation and research-based writing.  

Limited Scope of Critical Thinking and Voicing Own Opinion in Writing  

Five out of twelve MIUS-participants related that they had limited to no scope of 

exercising their critical thinking or voicing their own opinions through their writing in their prior 

schooling.  

“Because if I rarely tried that, to have my voice included if I did, I saw that the numbers 

wouldn't reflect as much as I would want it to where, whereas a person who has written 

straight from memory, She has gotten more number. And obviously getting the highest 

number was top priority than having my voice heard” (MIUS-4, lines 123-126).   

 

What the above participant quote expresses can be connected back to the need for 

memorization in the MIUS’ prior schooling. It can be understood that the EFL teachers preferred 

memorization and reproduction of the content they would provide the students, instead of having 

them express their original thoughts and ideas.  

Canadian Academic Writing Requirements  

The fifth major theme arising from the MIUS interviews is pertaining to what the 

Canadian academic writing requirements look like. It is generally understood that writing 

assignments are of extreme importance in the Canadian post-secondary academic context. In 

addition, the Canadian post-secondary academic writing context allows the students a lot of 

scope to think critically and express their personal opinions. This theme has five subthemes. The 

following table demonstrates the subthemes and their occurrences (the number of participants 

who mentioned the subtheme). 

Table 4.17 

The Fifth Theme and Subthemes 
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Theme: Canadian Academic Writing Requirements  

Subthemes Occurrences  

Critical thinking and expressing voice in own writing 12/12 

Knowing readers and writing with readers in mind 11/12 

Assignments mainly comprise of reports, research-based papers, and 

reflective writing 

12/12 

Important to meet the criteria of the grading rubric 7/12 

Knowing the 5-para essay writing format is not enough 6/12 

 

Critical Thinking and Expressing Own Voice in Writing 

All MIUS-participants of this study agreed that their Canadian post-secondary education 

context requires them to exercise critical thinking and express their personal voice and opinions 

in their writing. The following participant quotes further elaborates this subtheme: 

“You have to write the way you think” (MIUS-5, lines 75-76). 

“I would say, American North American or Canadian style of writing at college level is 

kind of more free, more, more relaxing and it kind of gives freedom for students to, to, to 

be more descriptive more expressive and having no constraint or limitations in terms of 

writing” (MIUS-11, lines 99-102). 

  

As they identified critical thinking and expressing their own opinions in writing was an 

aspect of academic writing in their Canadian post-secondary education context, it is evident that 

the MIUS participants were not previously accustomed to writing this way. It is a new 

requirement for them, and they need support with practicing this skill. 
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Knowing Your Readers and Writing with Readers in Mind 

Another aspect of the Canadian post-secondary writing requirement is to write for readers 

or to write keeping the readers in mind, which is another writing skill that a lot of the 

international students do not come prepared with, as seen in the following quotes: 

“but after I came to Canada, your paper is based focusing about your ideas you What's 

you trying to, you know, communicate with the reader this more like that” (MIUS-1, lines 

100-101). 

“Over here, I think that it's more important that you put your thoughts in a like you know 

very structured way. And so you write on the base that what you think not like putting the 

other person understand” (MIUS-5, lines 79-81). 

Although 11 out of 12 participants identified the academic writing need to write with 

readers in mind, as it is new for them, it is a skill to develop for which they need support.  

Assignments Mainly Comprised of Reports, Research-based Papers, and Reflective Writing 

According to all 12 MIUS-participants, who come from multi-disciplinary backgrounds 

in the university, written assignments are mainly reports, research-based papers, and reflective 

writing.  

“I have lots of assignments, but the, the major ones I would say a face like academic 

writing essays, three types of genres. Compare and contrast problem solution, and cause 

and effect, a lot of research based writing so where would they find some of the readings 

and articles and journals and after reading that we would analyze and synthesize the 

information that we have that we have read and, and then reflect and write about our own 

understanding own perspective afford we have read during those environments and like 

the research based writing and reflective and report writing these are the major 

assignments that we used to do it ourselves even as international students” (MIUS-11, 

lines 3-9). 

 

Again, when compared to the types of writing assignments the MIUS participants did in 

their prior schooling, it can be seen that they have not done assignments like project reports, 
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reflective writing and research writing before. For the MIUS to succeed with these assignments, 

they require support and practice.  

Important to Meet the Criteria of the Grading Rubric  

According to seven out of twelve MIUS-participants, in Canadian post-secondary 

academic writing, following a rubric or rating scale and meeting the criteria thereon is of crucial 

importance. 

“Over here I think it's more about, you know, writing to the point of what they expecting” 

(MIUS-2, lines 111-112). 

“I felt that teachers and tutors over here they wanted us to go straight to the point, 

whatever topic” (MIUS-4, lines 3-4). 

“So therefore, hitting the rubrics hitting the criteria has were more important than having 

any sort of emotional you know, adjustment made to it” (MIUS-4, line 251-252). 

From the above student quotes, it becomes clear that rubrics are helpful for students as 

they provide a clear guideline to follow during writing assignments. By meeting the requirements 

on the rubric, the students can produce assignments that are thorough. Working with the grading 

rubrics or seeking support in understanding and following a rubric better could be a useful 

academic writing strategy for the MIUS. 

Knowing the 5-Paragraph Essay Writing Format is Not Enough  

In theme four it was seen that all 12 participants reported having learned the 3-5 

paragraph essay writing or at least the format of writing 3-5 paragraph essays in their prior 

English language education. However, in this subtheme it can be understood that just knowing 

how to write 3 to 5 paragraph essays in not sufficient for the Canadian post-secondary education 

context.  
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“there is again there's such a big difference from okay one page five paragraph essay into 

okay now you gotta write 10 page research paper on this topic and these are the things 

that you have to do, then it's just kind of too much” (MIUS-7, lines 103-105). 

Therefore, the MIUS require a lot of support in practicing the format and types of writing 

required in their Canadian post-secondary education context. This support can be provided by 

both the school of English and the writing centre.  

Aspects of Individual Cultures  

The sixth major theme is about the individual cultural aspects of the MIUS participants. 

This is an interesting as well as important theme for this study as it adds a new element to the 

understanding of culture. According to the theoretical framework of Contrastive Rhetoric applied 

in this study, culture of English language learners is predominantly associated with their L1. 

However, the findings of this study help in understanding that in today’s day and age where 

Glocalization is a common phenomenon, the culture of a MIUS is not limited to their L1 

anymore. Instead, there are a variety of subthemes that now can define culture. Those five 

subthemes are unpacked below.   

Table 4.18 

The Sixth Theme and Subthemes 

Theme: Aspects of Individual Culture  

Subthemes Occurrences  

Canadian Culture  10/12 

The freedom to express on a variety of topics because of the Canadian 

Academic writing experience 

 

10/12 
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Hollywood movies, TV shows, social media, western music, and 

English novels 

11/12 

Academic/university culture 10/12 

Family culture and upbringing  4/12 

 

Canadian Culture  

According to ten out of twelve MIUS-participants, coming to Canada as young adults, 

renders the Canadian culture a big part of their individual culture.  

“I will take more, the great Canadian culture into my individual culture” (MIUS-1, line 

52). 

They also feel motivated to incorporate the Canadian culture into their individual culture 

as it helps them to blend in and acquire the Canadian English language faster.  

The Freedom to Express on a Variety of Topics because of the Canadian Academic Writing 

Experience  

This subtheme has been mentioned by 10 out of 12 MIUS-participants, according to 

whom, their first language culture does not provide them with the opportunity to express their 

personal opinions. But as young adults that opportunity is very valuable. Therefore, the freedom 

they receive to do so in their Canadian academic writing context quickly becomes ingrained in 

their individual culture.   

“Over here as a culture, I get a platform to talk about whatever I feel. That's definitely 

something that has come to my mind. Even it can be anything in any topic, regardless of 

with, for whom am I talking. But in our culture, even if I know something or even if I you 

know it, people sometimes, you know, you know, not that sensitive over here right now 

they're much more about open minded and they are open to discuss, they're open to 

discuss and they they like to talk and come up to a point” (MIUS-2, lines 143-148).   
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“that has, you know, given me more and more independence into, you know, choose to 

be different. And, and be different in my writing as well and and you know be. I guess 

you know I can have my own opinion in my writing. I don't I think I kind of lost my 

thought” (MIUS-3, lines 137-140).  

  

This is a very useful finding, as the integration of freedom of expression into their 

individual culture can have a positive effect on their critical writing and expression of opinion in 

writing abilities.  

Hollywood Movies, TV Shows, Social Media, Western Music, and English Novels 

In the past few years, globalization of the entertainment industries and the advent of 

social media, have made Hollywood movies common place in every part of the world, and 

watching Hollywood movies, TV shows, listening to western music, and reading English novels 

has contributed greatly to 90% of the MIUS-participants’ individual culture. 

 “Most of us I would say in my field or in my age, whatever proficiency level you'd say 

that the person is in English, 50% is coming from Hollywood movies” (MIUS-2, lines 

347-348). 

“when we were growing up, we got a lot more exposure to English TV programs, than 

our parents. So, in a sense, I think, when we were growing up, we started watching, more, 

more of these movies and series and listening to more saw more songs in English” 

(MIUS-4, lines 150-153).  

 

“English music and then English movies exposure that kind of shaped us, our generation 

in a different way and because we got more exposure to those, I think we kind of started 

incorporating English in our daily language, a lot more than our parents would in their 

times” (MIUS-4, lines 158-160). 

 

“I think that is because of Hollywood films has been so prevalent in being in on the edge, 

and how, how, how you feel. Look at how, not just Hollywood how video games are 

provided how books have provided cultural aspects” (MIUS-9, lines 191-193).   
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Academic/University Culture 

Similar to the Canadian culture, the academic or the university culture of the MIUS also 

seeps into their individual culture. 10 out of 12 MIUS-participants have reported so. The 

following participant quotes shed more light on it: 

“my field has a lot of things to do with my culture, the field that I study” (MIUS-2, lines 

186-187). 

“I have to take some art history classes, which is all about writing. And I have to 

communicate with like my friends and professor and a lot of readings. I think that kind of 

like influenced my writing a bit” (MIUS-6, lines 94-96). 

Family Culture and Upbringing  

Finally, four out of 12 participants have reported that more than their L1 culture, the 

culture of their individual families or their upbringing has impacted their individual culture. 

“I've grown up speaking three languages parts of my culture may be the same. But, you 

know, I'm not the same as that other person that you know from my country, even if it's a 

girl, no, we are completely different like we will understand each other if we meet each 

other, but we will just have completely different ideas about live, we will have different 

accents and again, maybe one of those three four languages is more dominant” (MIUS-7, 

lines 168-173). 

 

The above quote specifies that in addition to individual family culture, it also has to be 

taken into consideration that many MIUS speak in more than one language in their home 

countries, which has a diverse effect on their individual culture. Furthermore, it also shows how 

two people coming from that same country or first language can have different cultural 

backgrounds due to all the diversity existing within one country or culture. Also, as seen among 

the MIUS participants, there are a variety of schools that exist in their home countries, such as 

there are schools were the L1 of the nation is the medium of instruction and then there are 

English-medium schools too that follow the British curriculum. Therefore, it can be understood 
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that there is a lack of unifying school culture due to the different types of school with different 

languages of instruction and different curriculums. This also contributes to their diverse 

individual cultures.  

L2 Writing Strategies  

The seventh major theme is about the L2 writing strategies that the MIUS have adopted 

and found successful in their Canadian post-secondary education context. This theme has eight 

subthemes. The following figures demonstrate the subthemes and their occurrences. 

Table 4.19 

The Seventh Theme and Subthemes 

Theme: L2 Writing Strategies 

Subthemes Occurrences 

Learning new vocabulary with the help of online apps, Google, and 

dictionary 

3/12 

Pre-writing activities such as outlining brainstorming and drafting 11/12 

Post-writing activities such as revision 3/12 

Reading sample writing  10/12 

Professor feedback 8/12 

Peer feedback 6/12 

Closely following the marking criteria or grading rubric  8/12 

Going to the writing centre  2/12 
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Learning New Vocabulary with the Help of Online Apps, Google, and Dictionary  

 The first strategy that three out of 12 MIUS-participants reported as useful in their L2 

writing process is learning new vocabulary with the help of the internet, vocabulary learning 

apps and the dictionary.  

 “you know using a proper vocab, you know, vocab is something that I feel like it makes 

the sentence much more attractive and it makes it much more nicer” (MIUS-2, lines 242-

242). 

“And also there's some apps which I haven't used it so far, which is in the market in the app 

store which helps to get to learn new vocabulary” (MIUS-2, lines 258-259). 

“always refer to Google, always you know look up in a dictionary if I wanted to understand 

something” (MIUS-3, line 27). 

 This strategy corresponds to one of the academic challenges they face the most. Taking 

into consideration the way in which the MIUS find it useful to learn new vocabulary, the 

educators and writing consultants can support them with more constructive methods of learning 

new vocabulary. 

Pre-writing Activities such as Outlining, Brainstorming, and Drafting 

The second strategy mentioned by eleven out of twelve participants is that doing pre-

writing activities helps them to prepare before they start writing their first drafts.  

 “I usually I will make the plan first for my writing an essay” (MIUS-6, line 108). 

 “I did brainstorming a lot and that helped” (MIUS-7, line 249). 
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 Prewriting activities can be of different types, such as outlining, brainstorming, and 

drafting. By supporting the MIUS to find out the prewriting activities that work best for them, 

their writing process can be made more successful.  

Post-writing Activity such as Revision  

 Three out of 12 MIUS-participants also found post-writing activity such as reviewing and 

editing quite effective.  

 “editing and editing and editing a lot” (MIUS-7, lines 265-266). 

 More and more students can be encouraged to conduct post writing activities as an 

element of their writing process in order to ensure better written work. 

Reading Sample Writing  

 According to 10 out of 12 participants, one of the most effective writing strategies is 

reading sample writing.  

 “basically I would say, reading, reading a lot, improves your writing” (MIUS-11, line 

161). 

 “And I have read a bunch of journal articles and I'm and I have to keep reading. Those 

articles helped me a lot about the pattern and the structure. And the way I should write, so 

that it is convenient for a reader who may or may not be in in your subject area” (MIUS-

12, lines 71-73). 

 Reading sample writing familiarizes them with the writing they are required to do and 

helps them to understand how to plan and construct their own writing. It is a strategy that can 

resolve a lot of their academic challenges that have been reported in this study.  
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Professor Feedback 

 Six out of 12 MIUS-participants have reported that receiving feedback from professors 

during their writing process helps them a lot in improving their writing.  

 “the strategies would entail me having feedback from my tutors” (MIUS-4, line 194). 

 “getting feedback from the professor like their markings and stuff is a great help” 

(MIUS-5, lines 130-131). 

 From the second participant quote it can also be seen that receiving feedback on the 

writing and elaboration on how the writing was graded supports the MIUS to learn further and 

clarifies the writing requirements for future writing assignments.  

Peer feedback 

 Like professor feedback, participants have also reported that getting feedback from their 

peers on their writing during the writing process is helpful.  

 “after you know we get our assignment back so I read, but my fellows classmates, like 

who got good marks actually like how they write that helped also” (MIUS-5, lines 133-

135). 

 The participant quote above also reveals that reading peers’ work after the assignment has 

been graded also provides them with effective feedback and guidance. 

Closely Following the Grading Criteria or Marking Rubric 

 It was seen that following the grading criteria or marking rubric is a Canadian academic 

writing requirement. Similarly, participants reported that closely following the grading criteria or 

marking rubric is a useful L2 writing strategy. 
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 “I had to be more focused on the topic that I'm talking about and looking at the marking 

criteria, where the topics were originally precisely this is what you should talk about this 

is what you should do” (MIUS-4, lines 195-197). 

 “my best answer would be that following the marking schemes that my professors 

designed. I do try to answer according to that, then having to transform into my way of 

writing” (MIUS-9, lines 224-226). 

 This reemphasizes that educators and consultants who work with MIUS should make use 

of grading rubrics to support their academic writing.  

Going to the Writing Centre 

 Two out of 12 participants reported that going to the writing centre can be helpful in the 

L2 writing process.  

 “I also went to the writing centre at the university to get help on how to write and get an 

idea on the formats that are acceptable” (MIUS-5, Lines 131-132). 

 However, exploration of why more MIUS participants are not seeking help from the 

writing centre is essential. The subtheme related to writing centre support may shed more light.  

Usage of L1 in the L2 Writing Process 

 The eighth major theme is usage of Ll in the L2 writing process. Generally, L1 is 

considered to interfere with L2 with negative transfer, which makes this theme a crucial one as it 

sheds light on the usefulness of L1 in the L2 writing process. This theme has three subthemes. 

The following table demonstrates the subthemes and their occurrences. 

Table 4.20 

The Eighth Theme and Subthemes 

Theme: Usage of L1 in L2 Writing Process  
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Subthemes Occurrence  

Use L1 to form ideas, or writing the first draft, and then translate into 

English 

10/12 

It helps to think about or form the main ideas in L1 11/12 

Using L1 in the academic English writing process helps positively 11/12 

 

Use L1 to Form Ideas, or Writing the First Draft, and then Translate into English 

 One of the most important roles of L1 in the L2 writing process is forming ideas or even 

writing out the first draft before composing the final draft in English. This was mentioned by 10 

out of 12 participants. The following participant quotes will help clarify further: 

 “So, in my notes I always try to write some of the part in my own first language, because 

it's very quick for me to know I understand what my professor says but I didn't right away 

cannot generate some English to, you know, take a point that I have to write those but I 

write in my own first language” (MIUS-5, lines 147-150).  

 

 The above participant quote helps in understanding the effectiveness of using L1 in the 

L2 writing process and the natural use of L1.  

It Helps to Think about or Form the Main Ideas in L1 

 11 out of 12 MIUS-participants reported that it helps them to think about or form the 

main ideas in L1. 

 “it actually helps me to construct the sentence in a proper way. It helps me to you know 

and define. I'm thinking something in my head in my language, and then I can translate it 

into English” (MIUS-2, line 56-58). 

 “when I try to think of anything when I have my thought process going, I don't 

necessarily do it in English I tried to do it in my first language. And it for, for whatever 

reason it sort of gives me more ways to think about more directions to think about” 

(MIUS-4, lines 239-242). 
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 The above quotes emphasize that the use of L1 in the thought process of initial idea 

generating stage does not cause negative rhetoric transfer but liberates the thinking process of the 

MIUS, creating opportunity for more development of ideas and writing.  

Using L1 in the Academic English Writing Process Helps Positively  

 After the first two subthemes, it is not surprising that according to 90% of the MIUS-

participants, being able to use their L1 in their academic English writing process helps them 

positively.  

 “Whenever you know you're thinking in your language and then trying to get in English 

and translating, it becomes much more smoother and definitely for that you also need to 

know how an English person would expecting from you how they're expecting the 

sentence to be. So in terms of that it has helped me to translate and to actually think I will 

use the word, you know, to actually help me to think in my language and then translate 

into English” (MIUS-2, lines 63-68). 

 

 “I think if there was a little bit of more exposure to, you know, using my first language, I 

think it would have been a lot more helpful in the beginning” (MIUS-3, lines 229-230).   

 “So, definitely, to have more thought provoking and emotional directions incorporated in 

my assignments, I would, if this was the case I would definitely use it to have my first 

language embedded in the academic writing” (MIUS-4, lines 243-245).   

  “I think using first language is very helpful. When I cannot express myself in English 

language I can have some thoughts, some opinions, some ideas in my head in my first 

language, and then I can learn to write them in English” (MIUS-11, lines 169-171). 

 From the above quotes it can be understood that the use of their L1 also helps the MIUS 

to resolve the academic writing challenges, such as with vocabulary and with critical thinking 

that they face. 
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Support from Educators  

 The ninth theme with its five subthemes focuses on the ways in which the MIUS-

participants think their educators at the university can help them with their academic English 

writing. The following table demonstrates the subthemes and their occurrences. 

Table 4.21 

The Ninth Theme and Subthemes 

Theme: Support from Educators  

Subthemes  Occurrences  

Important to find out and understand the cultural and linguistic background 

of the MIUS 

11/12 

Should take feedback from MIUS to understand what kind of support they 

require 

11/12 

Universities should employ more multilingual people/staff to gain insight 

into the needs of the MIUS 

11/12 

Need to be open to L1 usage and understand how it helps with L2 writing 8/12 

Important to be open to the different varieties of English to help the MIUS 

to get started smoothly in Canada 

12/12 
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Important to Find out and Understand the Linguistic and Cultural Background of the 

International Students  

 According to 11 out of 12 of the participants, it is very important for the educators to first 

try to find out and then understand about their linguistic and cultural background in order to help 

them better.  

 “tutors for example working with international students, you know, like a typical question 

to any international person, be it in the inside the university or not, it's just like - Oh, 

where are you from, well I'm from there. Oh good yeah I know I know someone who's 

from there. No I’m not the same, I'm not, you know, like my accent is not the same 

because especially for students from Central Asia, like the. Whoever works with them 

needs to understand because that the Central Asia is a melting pot, like there are so many 

languages, the people look completely different. Someone can know just one language, 

besides English coming here and someone else might know four because they just ended 

up living in the place where there it was multicultural and that's my case” (MIUS-7, lines 

161-168).  

 

 “what are your languages that you speak, that it would like I would feel more recognized 

and then the teachers, I feel like they would understand that they let me take a break and 

let's try to work with this person because they come from the such a different 

background, even if they are very educated, it's just their brain doesn't work that way they 

can just write a 15 page research paper perfectly because they have never done it before 

they, but they have so many other qualities.  Right?” (MIUS-7, lines 187-192). 

 

 “I just feel like the teacher may not have like spent I feel like he may not have spent 

enough time with me saying maybe like asking me - Hey, how do you guys do this. Do 

you remember any paper that you wrote where you had to do a research on some topic, 

and then you have to quote everyone how do you guys quote, this is how we do it? I 

mean, whatever he gave us I feel like it was just as if he expected us to know or kind of 

have a practice on that then, I don't want to say that it was my fault because I feel like I 

should still kind of deserved more help, or understanding, or even just trying to kind of 

help me more than others” (MIUS-7, lines 31-37).  

  

 “Instead of beginning by starting off with prescriptions on you know what the students 

need to do perhaps get a diagnostic test score or two to sort of elicit, what kind of right. 

Yeah, they already have. Yeah, and then go from there so basically try to know the 

students’ background. And prior education, more so that more specific strategies, could 

be given to them to support their academic writing in Canada” (MIUS-10, lines 221-225).   
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 All of the quotes above highlight the experiences of the MIUS who feel that there needs 

to be modifications to the approaches in which they are taught. They feel the need to be asked 

more questions by their educators so that they can receive the opportunity to express themselves 

and explain their needs. They spoke of how the assumption that all students coming from the 

same country would have the same needs does not help them. This also connects to the theory of 

Contrastive Rhetoric which takes a limited view on ESL students’ cultures and linguistic 

background. They also spoke of the need for educators to not provide prescriptive remedies but 

first diagnose the specific needs of the MIUS.  

Should Take Feedback from MIUS to Understand What Kind of Support They Require 

 One of the best ways to learn more and understand about the academic English writing 

skills and needs of the MIUS is by taking feedback from the students themselves.  This subtheme 

was mentioned by 11 out of 12 participants.  

 “Yeah. And actually, if I could have the opportunity to tell some people that I only did 

those their diary writing or letter writing in my high school. Yeah, they will probably you know 

know what my knowledge of. Yes, and I will get better” (MIUS-1, lines 234-236). 

 “I think there should be some sort of questionnaire for each international student, you 

know, to understand you know where their level of proficiency is in English, just so that 

maybe, maybe, you know, maybe you know you don't need to spend too much resource 

and you knows, providing them with for, you know, help for every single student but just 

to get a general idea of, you know, where they stand so that the professor's know if they 

should be speaking too fast or, you know, or they or they should slow down a bit, a bit too 

you know so that all students understand again just to just, again, the idea of what I'm 

trying to say is the idea should be to understand each of the student or their level of 

proficiency” (MIUS-3, lines 238-245). 

 

The above quotes make it evident that the MIUS feel they could be supported more 

effectively if their educators strategized ways in which to collect their feedback and comments 

on their academic English writing needs. The lack of it has a negative impact on their progress.  



 

 

155 

 

Universities should Employ more Multilingual People/Staff to Gain Insight Into the Needs of 

the International Students  

 11 out of 12 participants think that it would be helpful if more multilingual or 

international instructors and staff could be recruited to identify and help with the needs of the 

MIUS. 

 “maybe, the people who are making policies for international students, they all grew up 

in Canada. I think it would help if they, you know, have some team members who are 

not, who has not grown up in Canada, who are from different part of the world, because 

they would be able to give. They would be able to give their own experiences talk about 

their own experiences, talk about the challenges so based on those, you know, the 

challenges and the experiences that the these, you know, These academic. What's the 

term, you know, are these people who are going to you know, thinking of bringing these 

ideas. And I think it would help the decision makers to make a better policy or to you 

know make a better. You know I have maybe I have another center where you know 

specifically they focus on these type of things. So what I'm trying to say is, you know, it 

would help if someone who's not, who has not grown up in Canada, who's, you know, 

who's coming from a different culture different background, would be able to help, you 

know, make a better decision for these people” (MIUS-3, Lines-294-305). 

 

 “The university should try to appoint people from different backgrounds to teach the very 

same things that they've been taught” (MIUS-4, LINES 312-313). 

 The MIUS feel that people who have gone through experiences similar to theirs will be 

able to provide better insight into their requirements and thought process than their educators 

who may not be as acquainted with L2 writing experiences. In other words, it demonstrates that 

the MIUS are pointing to a lack of diversity in their academic environment. 

Need to be Open to L1 Usage and Understand How it can Help with L2 Writing  

 Eight out of 12 MIUS-participants also feel that it would help them immensely if more 

and more educators could be more open to understanding how their L1 can help with their L2 

writing process.   
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 “I don't ask them to like know my first language, but like if they, they can be open 

minded about that like which, my professor was very open minded about writing, then 

they helped me through go through, you know my writing. And yeah, that's a very 

important thing to care about” (MIUS-6, lines 208-211). 

 

 “If they're really open to know about everybody's culture, I mean the first language, and 

then the second language both, then it becomes very easy for both of them to learn better 

and to solve things more” (MIUS-8, lines 146-148). 

Both the quotes above underscore the need for a better understanding of the MIUS 

linguistic background and a positive outlook towards the use of their L1 in their L2 writing 

process. 

Important to be Open to the Different Varieties of English to Help the MIUS to Get Started 

Smoothly in Canada  

 In addition to being open to understanding how use of L1 can benefit the L2 writing 

process, all of the MIUS-participants also think that there should be more openness, awareness 

and acceptance for the different varieties of English that they bring to the Canadian academic 

context.   

 “having a space that lets the international students, integrate their way of how they 

learned English is going to be beneficial for them in the sense... They will be at home 

with however they have used English and I'm not saying that, while the user is not 

necessarily wrong” (MIUS-4, line 285-288). 

“they can expect you to write in a certain way, but also have an access for someone to 

express their style as well, right after they're here, that's what I think would be useful, 

because more the more you spend time here you end up, you know, associating with this 

culture and your style and everything changes as well so I think as a as a first step, how 

they do an English entrance exam in English, like something to get their style across as 

well as a student style across to the instructors” (MIUS-10, lines 235-239). 

 

The quotes above demonstrate how the MIUS feel that their varieties of English should at 

least be considered in the beginning years. 
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Writing Centre Support 

 The tenth and final major theme arising out of the MIUS interviews is regarding the help 

that they can get from the university writing centre. There are five subthemes under this theme, 

as shown in the following table. 

Table 4.22  

The tenth theme and subthemes 

Theme: Writing Centre Support 

Subthemes Occurrences 

Did not find writing centre sufficiently helpful 7/12 

Writing centre provides general support, not specific to international student 

needs 

7/12 

The writing centre consultants need more training on how to support the 

specific needs of the international students 

7/12 

Writing centre not very familiar with non-Canadian writing style, more 

accustomed to Canadian-high school style of writing  

7/12 

The writing centre consultants can start off by trying to understand about the 

culture and background of the students  

7/12 

  

Did not Find the Writing Centre Sufficiently Helpful 

 Seven out of 12 MIUS-participants did not find going to the university writing centre 

particularly helpful. The following participant quotes will provide clarity.   
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 “I went to the writing centre but I don’t think I got a lot of help from them, so I just 

figured it myself, I just like go online and like see how the writing works” (MIUS-6, lines 168-

169). 

 “I did go to the writing centre. But what they mostly and and they had like a very small 

chunk of time like they have for everyone. And then they just, you know, helped me with 

my grammar, like they gave me ideas. Right. But then again, they don't know how it's all 

working out in my brain, how those sentences are working in my brain that I don't know 

that many adjectives. That was hard I feel like maybe for international students 

specifically. They need to have like okay double the time” (MIUS-7, lines 234-239). 

 

 The participant quotes above highlight the MIUS who went to the writing centre could 

not build confidence in the way they were being supported and chose to resort to helping 

themselves.  

Writing Centre Provides General Support not Specific to International Student Needs 

 The reason why the participants did not find going to the writing centre helpful is because 

the support they provide is generic and not specific to their needs.  

“I felt it was very, very standard very general. It wasn't specifically towards me, for 

example, my needs as an international student coming from Bangladesh is probably 

going to be a little bit different from a student coming from another country, let's say, 

some are from Europe. So, I think, you know, the someone coming from Bangladesh 

going to this center as seeking help is given the same, same help to the person to the 

student who was going from Italy, and it might not some parts of that assistance might 

help me and some part of that assistance might help that other student from Italy, but I 

don't think all our needs, would be met if the general resources used” (MIUS-3, lines 

256-263). 

 

 “But my experience, you know, it's not that like, not helpful delays, not enough. Like 

sometimes like they tried to correct my word, but like, I want to know more about the 

grammar and the structure. I need to know more then just how to use a different word. 

But that’s only my experience” (MIUS-6, lines 177-180). 

 

 The above quotes demonstrate how MIUS look for support that is specific to their needs.  
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The Writing Centre Consultants Need more Training on how to Support the Specific Needs of 

the International Students  

 Seven out of twelve participants are of the opinion that the writing centre consultants 

need to acquire further training on identifying and supporting their specific needs. According to 

the quote below, it is important for the WCCs to be aware of how to ask the MIUS questions to 

elicit information regarding their cultural and linguistic backgrounds, and then base their 

remedies or consultations on that. The quote demonstrates how the lack of such basic approaches 

made this MIUS and the others feel that the WCCs needed more training.  

 “not many tutors who work in the writing centers are getting the training. I don't think 

they get much training about just like, okay, now you're going to have this whole flow of 

these international students who will have all these different languages that they speak 

let's you know let's show like respect to the languages and kind of like these are some 

ways that you can kind of look at their language, their explanation of course they don't 

need to learn our language but at least have the way we explain how our language works, 

and then see if we can somehow connected to what we're writing and kind of like can 

change our mindset about like how do I put my writing my way of thinking to use but at 

the same time, make it make sense for an English reader English language reader. I feel 

like the So, yeah, my answer is I have not seen much like even questions. It was more of 

like okay let's get to the point, this is the time so probably they just don't have time 

maybe they need to hire more international students as tutors. Maybe they need to hire 

more international teachers. So they are very open because I would feel more 

comfortable, you know, going to a teacher or, I don't know teacher's assistant who is not a 

native speaker and be like yeah this is how I'm thinking did have you had the same 

experience, what worked for you, because I'm not going to go around looking for, you 

know, a successful international English language writer” (MIUS-7, lines 325-340). 

  . 

Writing Centre not Very Familiar with Non-Canadian Writing Style, More Accustomed to 

Canadian High School Style of Writing  

 According to seven out of twelve participants, the WCCs are more accustomed to a 

Canadian high school writing perspective, which does not match the writing process or needs of 

the MIUS. Again, this finding corroborates and exerts emphasis on the previous finding related 

to the writing centre regarding an overall lack of specific and targeted support for the MIUS. 
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The Writing Centre Consultants can Start off By Trying to Understand about the Culture and 

Background of the Students  

 According to seven out of twelve participants, it is important for the writing centre 

consultants to start by understanding the linguistic culture and background of the MIUS to help 

them effectively.  

 “Okay an international student is coming let’s double the time. Let's before we look at 

their writing, let's talk about their language first. See how their language works, you 

know, and then now let's look at their writing and see if it's reflecting anyhow, of how 

the language work” (MIUS-7, lines 239-242). 

 

 “Yes. In a way it would have really helped but they did not, they did not really do that 

right, so they never really asked me about it” (MIUS-8, lines 137-138). 

 “They are like kind of like mirror kinda like a, like a bridge between the instructor and 

students they help they help students to get there they are supposed to be and having like 

having like a friendly interaction, when they talk with the student and, like, treating them 

like a friend and giving their suggestions in terms of improving their writing, kind of 

support guides and encourage the international students and provides them with guidance 

that they need. So I think those consultants and teaching assistant I would say who 

working in those centers should be more receptive and open minded about the knowledge 

and the backgrounds and experiences of international students” (MIUS-11, lines 207-

213). 

  

 The findings reported in this chapter shed light on their academic L2 writing experiences 

and the kind of support they would benefit from. The next chapter discusses these findings in 

light of the research questions of this study and relevant theories.  
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Chapter 5 

Discussion and Conclusion 

This chapter presents a collective discussion of the findings elaborated in the previous 

chapter. The discussion focuses on the correspondence between the common major findings 

yielded from the multi-perspective data sources and the research questions of this study, which 

aimed for a multi-perspective exploration of the academic writing challenges of multilingual 

international undergraduate students (MIUS), the influences of first language and cultural 

background on their academic English writing, and how best to support them to become 

successful English language writers in the Canadian academic context. The chapter also 

discusses the major findings considering previous literature and the theoretical frameworks of 

this study. In the end, I summarize the findings of this study in an illustrative chart that can guide 

in taking research related to the academic L2 writing success of MIUS forward.  

The Overarching Topics Projected in This Study 

It is first important to begin by looking at the five overarching points or topics that this 

study is projecting, to understand the overall perspective of the study.  

Vast Diversity of Multilingual International Undergraduate Students  

Although the number of MIUS participants in this study are only 12, these 12 participants 

come from a broad variety of national, socio-cultural, linguistic, academic, English language 

education in prior schooling and experiential diversity, lending to equally diverse experiences 

with academic writing in the undergraduate context in Canada. What is more, it was 

demonstrated by this study that students from the same country with the same L1 can have 

distinctly diverse experiences owing to factors such as different types of schooling, language 

learning experiences, individual cultures, family upbringing, and the part or region of the country 
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they come from. In the study, I also saw that students from the same country can have different 

L1s. Moreover, L1 is not singular as there are many dialects. Owing to these differences, each 

international student’s academic writing needs and requirements for support become specifically 

different. They cannot be categorized into boxes according to their nationality or their L1 the 

way it is suggested in Kaplan’s Five Rhetorical Models influenced by cultural though pattern 

(Kaplan, 1966, p.15).  

In addition, more than their L1 cultural thought pattern, the English language education 

received in prior schooling has impacted their academic English writing. Most of the academic 

English writing challenges faced by the MIUS can be attributed to their EFL education in the 

context of their prior schooling. It is also important to mention that these 12 participants of this 

study with their diverse backgrounds, experiences and academic English writing challenges and 

needs are a clear representation of the authentic international student communities across 

universities in Canada.  

While exploring their voices, experiences, and perspectives, I found in this study that 

regardless of the diversity of their backgrounds and experiences, they all face academic English 

writing challenges with which they need support. The support that they need is just as diverse 

and unique as the individual experiences with which they come to Canada. As mentioned before, 

no two students, even if they come from the same country or the same L1 background, have 

identical needs. It must also be understood that after coming to Canada, factors such as, the 

subject of their education, the kind of communication and interaction they experience in their 

academic and social environment, and their respective academic English writing requirements all 

play a role in shaping the academic writing assistance they require.  
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Profound Impact of Individual Cultures on the Multilingual International Undergraduate 

Students 

Similar to the diversity in L1, a MIUS also has multiple identities interconnected and 

interdependent. This idea of multiple identities that are interconnected and interdependent is 

known as nested identifies (Genova, 2016). These identities may be related to a person's cultural 

background, ethnicity, nationality, gender, sexual orientation, social class, profession, and other 

factors. The concept of nested identities highlights the complexity and multifaceted nature of a 

person's identity, and how different aspects of identity can intersect and influence each other. It 

is important to recognize and respect the diversity of identities that people may hold, and to be 

mindful of the ways in which power dynamics and social context can shape how people present 

and express their identities. An aspect of nested identities that I explored in this study is the 

individual culture of the MIUS. 

The findings of this study showed that there is a profound impact of the individual 

cultures of the MIUS on their academic English writing. Factors influencing or comprising the 

individual culture can be divided into two categories. The first category includes those factors 

that were already present before coming to Canada, such as access to internet, Hollywood 

movies, TV shows, social media, western music, English novels, sense of national pride, 

different kinds of schools back home, different personal experiences, family culture and 

upbringing, and impact of experience or level of maturity.  

The second category consists of factors that become a part of their individual culture after 

coming to Canada, such as Canadian education/cultural experiences, future careers, integration 

of the Canadian and their L1 cultures, and social connections and the MIUS’ subject area of 
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post-secondary education. All these factors contribute to the MIUS’ academic English writing 

experience.  

For the MIUS today who come from diverse academic and social backgrounds and 

experiences, ‘culture’ is not only connected to their L1 cultural thought pattern or rhetoric. In 

fact, the individual cultures of the MIUS are more influenced by other non L1 related factors. 

Hence, in addition to English language instruction in prior schooling of the MIUS, their 

individual culture also impacts L2 writing more than the L1 cultural thought pattern. This is 

important as it adds to the existing concept of culture present in the theoretical frameworks 

adopted in this study and provides more reasons behind the L2 academic writing challenges of 

the MIUS.  

MIUS Confront Circumstances and Situations in Relation to Being New to the Country 

and Context of Education 

As international students, most MIUS come to Canada for the very first time for the 

purpose of post-secondary education. Although most come with a background in English 

language education, nothing prepares them for the enormous range of circumstances and 

situations that they begin to face immediately upon their arrival here.  

One of the biggest challenges faced by the MIUS that was identified in this study is the 

lack of previous knowledge and practice of the written assignments that they are required to do. 

Although for specific purposes with topics and content varying according to the program of 

study or subject area, a major portion of the written assignments in the Canadian undergraduate 

context is comprised of report writing and research-based writing. They face many struggles with 

citations, references and adhering to academic formats like the APA or MLA. According to the 
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findings of this study, the MIUS have next to no previous experience of doing such assignments 

where conducting research is required. Furthermore, the MIUS are mostly unacquainted with 

such formats of academic writing. Neither their prior EFL schooling, nor their Standardized 

English language proficiency test training prepare them for the academic English writing needs 

of their educational context in Canada. Every international student must provide proof of their 

English language proficiency by attaining the required score on a Standardized English language 

proficiency test to gain admission into any university in Canada. However, according to the 

language instructor participants and the MIUS participants of this study, these tests do not 

prepare them for their academic writing requirements in Canada. Instead, these test preparations 

are based on acquiring an entirely different set of skills known as test-taking skills, which are not 

relevant to or beneficial for the academic writing context for their post-secondary education in 

Canada.  

In addition, the MIUS are also expected to exercise academic skills such as, critical 

thinking, forming opinion in their own voice, and writing with readers in mind as criteria of 

academic English writing. However, the majority of MIUS come to study in Canada without 

having received the opportunity to develop such academic writing skills.  

The findings also showed that the MIUS are accustomed to using varieties of English, 

which they bring to their Canadian academic context. However, the MIUS soon realize that there 

is very limited room for their varieties of English here, which causes them to go through a 

process of letting go their varieties of English to learn the Canadian variety. This leads to 

confusion, lack of confidence, and errors and challenges in academic English writing.  
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Furthermore, the MIUS who join the School of English at the university, must adhere to 

their “English Only Approach”, which is a method put in place to accelerate the acquisition of 

academic English language. However, this approach makes it more strenuous for the MIUS to 

assimilate into their new academic culture. Studies have reported that code switching can be 

beneficial in the acquisition of a second language. According to García, Johnson, and Seltzer 

(2017) the theory of Translanguaging creates space for students’ bilingualism and ways of 

knowing, and students’ bilingual identities. Through translanguaging pedagogy, bilingual and 

multilingual students may be allowed the use of their L1 and L2 as they work toward developing 

the use of their L2 more proficiently. Previous studies of language acquisition, second language 

acquisition, and language learning use the term code switching to describe either bilingual 

speakers’ or language learners’ cognitive linguistic abilities, or to describe classroom or learner 

practices involving the use of more than one language (Romaine, 1989; Cenoz, & Genesee, 

2003; Fotos, 2001). According to many scholars, it is beneficial to mirror the outside world in 

the classroom practices, and as code switching is a common phenomenon in the real world, 

restricting it not only in the classroom but also barring the use of L1 entirely both during class 

work as well as during socialization outside the classroom can be considered ineffective as a 

strategy. Consistent with previous study findings, (Bean, Eddy, Grego, Irvine, Kutz, Matsuda & 

Lehner, 2003; Canagarajah, 2003) it was also found in this study that L1 plays an important role 

in the L2 writing process. Being able to use L1 in the initial stages of their academic writing 

process such as, to form ideas, to brainstorm or even to write the first draft benefits the MIUS 

with L2 writing positively. The navigation and negotiation of the enormous range of 

circumstances and situations that the newcomer MIUS face deter them from succeeding with 

writing in their academic context.  
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It also needs to be mentioned that the data collection of this study was conducted during 

the COVID-19 pandemic. The pandemic situation necessitated all learning and consultations to 

take place remotely. Although the isolation and remote learning situations brought on by the 

pandemic is known to have affected the international students globally, in the context of this 

study the MIUS-participants reported no accounts of adverse effects on their academic L2 

writing. This indicates that the third- and fourth-year MIUS-participants had already established 

their circles of acquaintances and acculturated in the Canadian academic context in the years 

prior to COVID-19 and the second-year students were well-facilitated with remote learning 

support. Therefore, although participants may have been affected in other aspects of life and 

academics, there were no reports of their academic L2 writing process being affected during the 

pandemic in the context of this study. 

Diverse Individual Reactions to The Diverse Circumstances Faced by Newcomer MIUS 

As mentioned earlier, the MIUS come from diverse backgrounds with diverse 

experiences, and therefore face diverse and unique academic English writing challenges. In 

addition, they also face a multitude of circumstantial diversity. As individuals, their reaction to 

all this diversity and their approach to navigate such diversity is varied and specific to their 

individuality. Particularly, to address their academic writing needs, they follow strategies that 

work for them individually. The diverse strategies reported in this study as effective are 

numerous and range from not making a distinction between academic and non-academic writing, 

to going to the writing centre for support.  

However, the reactions are not always embedded in something as positive as using 

strategies to support L2 writing. Often, the students react in negative ways by doubting their 
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abilities and losing confidence. They feel hesitant to reach out for support from professors. They 

feel conscious about communicating with peers.  

 

Better Support for the MIUS Will Benefit Both the MIUS and the Educators 

The findings showed that there is scope for the educators and writing centre consultants 

(WCCs) at the university to better support the MIUS with academic English writing. First, it is 

very important for the educators to try to find out and then understand about the MIUS’ linguistic 

and cultural backgrounds to support them better. One of the best ways to learn more and 

understand about the academic English writing skills and needs of the MIUS is by taking 

feedback from the students themselves.  It is important for educators to be open to understanding 

how the MIUS’ L1 can benefit their L2 writing process. In addition to that, there should be more 

openness, awareness, and acceptance for the different varieties of English that they bring to the 

Canadian academic context.  

 The WCCs could benefit from more training on how to identify and support the specific 

needs of the international students by becoming aware of the features of ELF and World 

Englishes. It was also found in this study that the WCCs are not very familiar with non-Canadian 

writing styles. Instead, they are more accustomed to Canadian-high school styles of writing, 

which does not match the writing process or needs of the MIUS at the university level. 

Therefore, it is important for the WCCs to start by understanding the linguistic culture and 

background of the MIUS to support them effectively.  

 It is also important for educators to focus on each individual student. Although it is 

helpful to be interested in the background and life experiences of the students, it is useful to 
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disassociate the students from their first language cultural identity and only focus on who they 

are individually. Hence, it is essential to keep in mind the necessity to provide MIUS with more 

opportunities to share their culture in the classroom. Many researchers, such as Gay (2000) have 

been promoting Culturally Responsive Pedagogy for years. Therefore, educators and WCCs 

should be willing to learn about the culture of each individual student.  

 It was also found in this study that there is a need to raise awareness and acceptance of 

L1 and varieties of English among educators and writing centre consultants. The rate of 

awareness and acceptance of the many varieties of English or the World Englishes that the MIUS 

bring into the Canadian post-secondary education context depends on individual professors and 

varies according to their experiences, teaching and academic philosophies and personal 

perceptions. Furthermore, there is a lack of available resources to support faculty members’ 

access to the global varieties of English or World Englishes, making it challenging to create the 

awareness or encourage acceptance of the use of varieties of English or world Englishes in L2 

writing practices. Lastly, there is an existing linguistic hierarchy within the post-secondary 

education system, which prevents the acceptance of the many varieties of English of the MIUS. 

Due to this linguistic hierarchy or the Canadian academic English language supremacy, the 

introduction, and the incorporation of World Englishes into the education system becomes 

increasingly challenging. What is referred to as World Englishes corresponds to the many 

different ways the English language has been adapted starting from early colonization and then 

evolving through use of English as a lingua franca due to business and trade dealings.  
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However, if the educators and WCCs can provide better support to the MIUS, they will 

not only be supporting the MIUS, but they will also be aiding their own pedagogy by making it 

more culturally responsive.  

Correspondence between Research Questions and Common Major Findings 

This section demonstrates the correspondence between the major findings and the 

research questions of this study. The research questions and a table showing the correspondence 

between the questions and findings are as follows: 

RQ 1. What are the academic L2 writing challenges faced by the MIUS? 

RQ 2. What constitutes the cultures of the MIUS, and how do they influence their 

academic L2 writing? 

RQ 3. What strategies help to alleviate the academic L2 writing challenges of the MIUS, 

and how are they modified by the L1 of MIUS? 

RQ 4.  What can educators, instructors and writing consultants do to provide better 

academic L2 writing support to the MIUS? 

Table 5.1  

Correspondence between the Research Questions and the Findings of this Study 

Research 

Question#1 

Research 

Question#2 

Research 

Question#3 

Research 

Question#4 

Academic English 

Writing Challenges  

Individual Cultures  Academic English 

Writing Strategies  

Better Support for 

International 

Students’ Needs 
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Reasons behind 

Challenges 

Positive and Negative 

Influences of  

Use of L1 in English 

Writing 

Awareness and 

acceptance of L1 and 

varieties of English 

 English Language 

Instruction in Prior 

Schooling 

  

 

The First Research Question and the Corresponding Findings 

RQ 1. What are the academic L2 writing challenges faced by the MIUS? 

The first research question enquires about the challenges faced by the MIUS in their 

academic English writing. This question is important as most of the previous literature on 

academic writing of international students focused on the challenges faced by graduate students, 

leaving a gap in the understanding of the challenges faced by the undergraduate students. As the 

individual and academic experiences and academic requirements of the undergraduate students 

are different, to find out about the effective support to provide MIUS, it was crucial to explore 

the particular challenges that they face. 

In this study, it was found that the challenges faced by the MIUS pertain mainly to 

writing mechanics and strategic use of language. The writing mechanics challenges faced by the 

students are using correct vocabulary, sentence construction and grammar, and following 

Canadian style/format of writing. The challenges related to strategic use of language are writing 

with readers in mind, using citations and references, exercising critical thinking in writing, 

expressing opinions and original ideas, summarizing and paraphrasing, difficulty in writing 
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reports and research papers, and not understanding teachers’ expectations/assignment 

requirements.   

Looking back at the limited literature on the academic writing challenges of international 

undergraduate students, it can be observed that the findings of this study are corroborated by 

previous research. According to Giridharan and Robson (2011), international undergraduate 

students struggle due to common grammatical, structural, and syntactic errors in writing tasks 

and are also unable to self-assess their own work. Ravichandran, Kretovics, Kirby and Ghosh 

(2017) explored writing challenges experienced by international graduate students and revealed 

that the writing challenges were related to grammar, vocabulary, organization and flow of ideas, 

critical thinking, and plagiarism or referencing. In his study, Badi (2015) found that all 

participants faced challenges with language use and coherence and cohesion in writing, 

relevancy of writing topics, writing in their own voice, and referencing and citations. According 

to Badi, the main factor behind these difficulties was the inadequacy of knowledge and lack of 

previous experience with the conventions and expectations of academic writing in their post-

secondary education context. This was corroborated by this study, as this study also showed how 

the prior schooling experiences of the MIUS led to many of their challenges, which is discussed 

in detail in the sections below. Beres and Woloshyn (2017) revealed that the international 

students struggled with research or report writing assignments because their perceptions 

regarding what constitutes research and how to present it in written form was significantly 

different from the standards of their Canadian post-secondary education context. It was also 

noted that the international students struggled due to a lack of appropriate terminology for 

academic writing. 



 

 

173 

 

Furthermore, some challenges in mechanics, such as vocabulary could be attributed to the 

use of varieties of English, as vocabulary is one of the features of English as a lingua franca 

communication (Seidlhofer, 2004). Therefore, to support MIUS with their challenges in writing 

mechanics, it is important to be mindful of the possibility of some of those challenges to be 

features of the MIUS’ varieties of English and of the theory of Glocalization, where English is 

used to encode cultural conceptualizations that were not originally associated with the language 

and there is the blending of cultural conceptualizations (Sharifian, 2016). Thus, it becomes 

important to adopt a Culturally Responsive Pedagogy (Gay, 2000) which will help to distinguish 

between errors and features of varieties of English.  

The Second Research Question and Corresponding Findings 

RQ 2. What constitutes the cultures of the MIUS, and how do they influence their 

academic L2 writing? 

 The second research question explores what constitutes the MIUS’ culture and 

how L1 culture influences their academic writing. The concept of culture is vital in this study as 

the theory of Contrastive Rhetoric as founded by Kaplan (1966) exerted primary emphasis on the 

role of L1 cultural rhetoric as an influencing factor on English language writing. In his 1966 

study, Kaplan’s analysis of the organization of paragraphs in ESL students’ compositions led to 

the conclusion that the development of the logic, language, and rhetoric in L2 writing were 

determined and influenced by L2 writer’s L1 cultural, linguistic, and rhetorical conventions.  

However, the findings of this study show that when it comes to culture, the MIUS identify 

individual and personal aspects such as, the level of experience and maturity, family culture and 

upbringing, exposure to American and international entertainment, music, books and social 

media, Canadian university culture, Canadian friends, social life in Canada, the subject of their 
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study, and future career options as components of their culture more than their L1 cultural 

rhetoric. Therefore, with this changing view of the MIUS culture that is being put forth in this 

study, the theory that L2 writing is primarily influenced by L1 cultural rhetoric needs to change.  

Under the theory of Contrastive Rhetoric, it was found that the understanding of the 

cultural differences in rhetoric held the key to ESL writing instruction because the rhetoric 

reflects the cultural differences and variations of the ESL students in their L2 writing. However, 

in this study I found how the concept of cultural rhetoric of international students is not limited 

to L1 cultural rhetoric alone. There are a variety of individual and personal aspects and elements 

that form the culture of the current international undergraduate students. Therefore, these new 

elements must be considered when looking at contrastive analysis and the intercultural rhetoric 

of English language learners. 

In addition, the findings suggest that the influence of L1 culture on the academic writing 

of the MIUS can be both positive and negative. This again contradicts the theoretical framework, 

as Contrastive Rhetoric suggests that different L1 cultures have different rhetorical patterns that 

are very different from English rhetorical organization, and thus influences English writing 

negatively (Kaplan, 1966). In this study I found that while L1 culture influences academic 

English critical writing abilities negatively, having high L1 proficiency helps the students in their 

acquisition of academic English. High proficiency in L1 has been correlated to better L2 learning 

(Dufva, & Voeten, 1999; Sparks, Patton, Ganschow & Humbach, Javorsky, 2008; Sparks, 

Patton, Ganschow & Humbach, 2009). Additionally, in a study conducted in 2020, Wei and 

Zhang found that L2 writers’ self-awareness of rhetorical differences between their L1 and L2 

positively related to L2 writing performance. This finding corroborates the finding of this study 

that relates to how high proficiency in L1 aids students with L2 as they are more cognizant about 
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the difference between their L1 and L2 and are thus better equipped to acquire the L2 writing 

skills.  

I also found that more than L1, students’ prior English language schooling in their home 

countries does not support comprehensive academic English writing in the Canadian education 

context. According to the findings, most prior English language schooling follows the British 

standards as opposed to the North American standards of instruction and assessment. There is a 

large inconsistency between what the MIUS learned in their prior schooling and the Canadian 

postsecondary language requirements. Neither academic L1 writing nor academic English 

writing were practiced in prior schooling. The students were taught to write English using 

complex sentences in their prior schooling, which explains why MIUS in Canada have been 

reported using long run-on sentences. In prior schooling students were taught grammar-based 

English with emphasis on grammar rules, practiced memorization of vocabulary without 

understanding meaningful usage, also memorized a format of writing without practicing 

applications. Furthermore, the students were encouraged to memorize given content and 

discouraged to express their own voice in writing. Finally, prior schooling focused mainly on 

doing limited tasks such as letter and formal application writing and provided the students with 

no experience in academic citation, report writing or research-based writing.   

Previous literature corroborates the findings on prior schooling. Studies such as Cheng 

(2014), Garton (2014), Mahmoud (2015), and Sakamoto (2012) found that international students 

from most countries in Asia, South Asia and the Middle East have been receiving English 

language instruction in their home countries for decades. However, international students’ prior 

writing instruction in their home countries falls short in preparing them to meet the academic 

demands of English-medium universities in the global North. This is also corroborated by Wette 
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and Furneaux, (2018). According to Wette and Furneaux (2018) L2 writers faced difficulties 

because of their unfamiliarity with aspects of source-based, critical, and writer responsible 

writing, knowledge of discipline-specific academic vocabulary, meta discourse strategies, and 

the ability to compose concise and coherent texts. In Wette and Furneaux (2018) regardless of 

their country of origin, almost all students reported having received very little explicit academic 

writing instruction. The types of academic writing they were taught to do in their prior schooling 

and the way they were assessed were very different from the academic writing knowledge 

required in their English-medium universities. To add to this existing finding, the present study 

took a step further by exploring and reporting on the specific kind of English instruction the 

MIUS participants received in their prior schooling, which then related to the challenges they 

were facing in their Canadian post-secondary education context.  

In relation to L1 and L2 training transfer, an exploratory study by Kobayashi and Rinnert 

(2008) revealed that the interaction between intensive L1 and L2 training reinforced the students’ 

tendency to apply their acquired meta-knowledge to their L1 and L2 essay writing. For some 

students, such combination strategy showed that writing in L1 is different from writing in L2, 

while for other students it showed that L1 and L2 writing are the same. This indicates that prior 

L1 and L2 instruction can have an influence on the MIUS academic L2 writing. Therefore, it is 

an important area to look at in this study. A reason behind this could be that the prior English 

language education of the MIUS is not aimed at preparing them for the requirements of the 

Canadian post-secondary education context. While more research in this area is required to gain 

an in-depth understanding of MIUS’ prior English language education, to resolve the current 

predicament, it would be useful for educators and writing consultants to learn about the prior 

schooling experience of their MIUS to provide the support needed. Additionally, it will also be 
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beneficial if the university in collaboration with the School of English and the Writing Centre 

could introduce foundational writing courses to prepare the beginner MIUS for their academic 

L2 writing requirements and aid their academic success. 

The Third Research Question and Corresponding Findings 

RQ 3. What strategies help to alleviate the academic L2 writing challenges of the MIUS, 

and how are they modified by the L1 of MIUS? 

 The third research question investigates the strategies that help the MIUS with academic 

English writing and if L1 has a role in those strategies. The findings reveal many strategies that 

can effectively alleviate academic writing challenges, such as learning new vocabulary with the 

help of online apps, Google and dictionaries, pre-writing activities for example outlining, 

brainstorming, and drafting, post-writing activities such as revision, reading sample writing, 

feedback from professors, peer feedback, closely following the grading criteria or marking 

rubric, and going to the Writing Centre for consultation. Some other useful strategies include 

engagement with topics and tasks of interest, guidance with grammar, setting realistic tasks, 

providing easy to follow guidelines, and collaborative writing.  

 In addition to the strategies mentioned above, I also found that use of L1 has an important 

role in helping students in their process of academic English writing. The international students 

find it immensely helpful to use their L1 to generate initial thoughts and ideas. Other ways of 

using L1 in the English writing process were by allowing verbal code-switching in the pre-

writing stage, taking notes in L1, and to use L1 to compare writing conventions.  

Interestingly however the School of English at this university has an “English-only 

approach”, which restricts its students from using their L1. The arguments for this approach as 

presented by the ELI-participants are that this approach is needed for students to assimilate into 
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the target culture, to fit the standards, and to meet the pragmatic goals. While some former 

School of English MIUS-participants have acknowledged the advantages of having an “English-

Only approach” and some others have not, all of them have unanimously agreed that it was a 

difficult approach to adhere to and found it to be forced. In support of the experience of the 

MIUS-participants, recent research shows the advantages of multi-languaging (Piccardo & 

Payre-Ficout, 2022; Piccardo, Antony-Newman, Chen, & Karamifar, 2021; Piccardo & North, 

2020). In the area of L1 and L2 interaction or the influence of international students’ first 

language on their second language text production, an increasing number of researchers are 

viewing it as an important and helpful resource for developing second language writing, as 

opposed to denouncing international students’ first language as a barrier to their second language 

writing progress (Bean et.al, 2003; Canagarajah, 2003).  

Wang and Wen (2002) suggested that the students were more inclined to rely on their L1 

when managing the writing process, and generating and organizing ideas, however, they used 

their L2 for task-examining and text-generating activities. The study also suggested that the 

amount of L1 use is not related to the difficulty level of the composing activity. Instead, the 

occurrence of L1 seems to depend on the extent to which the composing activity is related to the 

textual output: the more the cognitive processing is related to the textual output, the less L1 is 

used in it. This is further corroborated by Wei (2020), who found that most of the highly 

proficient L2 writers were capable of metacognitively monitoring and controlling L1 to L2 

rhetorical transfer to make it compatible with L2 writing situations and to prevent its negative 

effect. Weijen, Bergh, Rijlaarsdam, and Sanders’ (2009) study also found the participants were 

relying on their L1 as a strategy in the composing process of writing L2 argumentative essays for 

generating ideas, planning, and meta comments. Wang (2003) investigated how the switch 
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between L1 and L2 was related to international students’ L2 proficiency. This mixed-method 

analysis indicated that the language-switching frequencies of the international students varied in 

accordance with their L2 proficiency, signifying that L2 proficiency is a factor determining the 

quality of international students’ approaches towards L2 writing. A more recent study conducted 

by Ramirez (2012) in the American university context, reveals that international students’ use of 

their L1 in L2 writing is a natural manifestation. Although the frequency of their L1 use is said to 

determine the level of their L2 proficiency (as noted in Wang, 2003), the findings of this study 

purported that most international students are accustomed to using their L1 while generating the 

content, organizing the texts, and comprehending the given tasks.  

In addition to low L2 proficiency, there are multiple other factors that cause international 

students to use L1 in their L2 writing process, such as L1-L2 cognate and non-cognate language 

relation, and transfer of training. Cognates are languages which are historically derived from the 

same language family and have words that share the same roots, similar spelling, pronunciation, 

and meaning enabling the speakers of one language to understand the other language (Crystal, 

2011). A study carried out by Woodall (2002) revealed that extended periods of L1 use helped 

students of same language families produce a higher quality of L2 writing in comparison to 

languages not from the same language families where the longer periods of L1 use implied a 

lower L2 proficiency and a lower quality of text. In consideration of both the findings of this 

study and previous research reports, it becomes clear that use of L1 in the L2 writing process can 

be an effective strategy and should be practiced to the benefit of the MIUS writers. This may 

however need to be monitored more carefully when there is a greater difference between 

languages. 



 

 

180 

 

The Fourth Research Question and Corresponding Findings  

RQ 4.  What can educators, instructors and writing consultants do to provide better 

academic L2 writing support to the MIUS? 

The global spread of English brought forth local varieties of the language that in turn 

impacted the global use of the language. In a world where the English language has transcended 

the native-speaker boundaries and become the lingua franca or the common contact language for 

the different types of English language speakers, the concept of Glocalization enables the clear 

understanding of local and global cultures, recognizes the critical need of students’ perceptions 

on the kind of academic L2 writing support they require, encourages to rethink curriculum 

design, institutional policy, and pedagogy, creates cross-cultural awareness and intercultural 

competence among teachers, and most importantly, makes way for open-mindedness towards 

various forms of expressions using the English language (Schröttner, 2010; Yang, 2001; Duszak, 

2002; Luk-Fong, 2005; Lu, Tsou & Chen, 2014; Tsou, 2014). Keeping that in mind, the fourth 

and the final research question explored how L1 and individual cultural integration into the 

existing practices at the university can be implemented to help the academic L2 writing of the 

MIUS.  

 The findings of this study indicate that there is room for improvement in the way that the 

MIUS currently receive supported at this university. Firstly, it is important to understand the 

linguistic and cultural background of the international students. It is important to take feedback 

from the MIUS to understand what kind of support they require. Universities should employ 

more multilingual staff to gain insight into the needs of the international students. Teaching staff, 

consultants and peers need to be open to MIUS’ L1 usage and be willing to understand how it 

can help with L2 writing. It is important to be open to the different varieties of English to help 



 

 

181 

 

the MIUS to get a smooth start in their Canadian academic context. Lastly, it is important to 

increase knowledge regarding the best practices of L1 support.  

 Furthermore, the Writing Centre at the university can be more helpful for the MIUS if 

instead of providing general support, they can provide support specific to the MIUS’ needs. The 

WCCs need more training on how to support the various specific needs of the international 

students, including grammar. The Writing Centre needs to become more familiar with the non-

Canadian writing styles. It will be more helpful if the WCCs can start by trying to understand 

more about the culture and background of the students.  

 Previous literature shows that there is an ongoing debate between directive and non-

directive tutorial approaches in university Writing Centres. Reportedly, this has a profound 

impact on the writing consultation of international students. For instance, in this study we 

noticed how the WCCs-participants did not identify grammar as an academic writing challenge 

for the MIUS and were also of the opinion that focusing on coherence and communication of 

ideas is more important than grammar. However, both the ELI and the MIUS participants 

expressed that support with grammar is crucial in academic L2 writing. This disparity can be 

attributed to the prevalent use of non-directive tutorial approaches at the writing centres. 

Furthermore, there is also an increasing emphasis in language teaching methods to prioritize 

communication over accuracy (Council of Europe, 2001). While communication is important, by 

focusing only on communication the WCCs may overlook the MIUS’ requirement for support 

with accuracy in academic L2 writing. 

At present, university writing centres are still evolving on philosophy and practices on 

how best to support international students’ needs (Moussu, 2013). They are still debating 

between two opposing educational frameworks, namely, the directive and non-directive 
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viewpoints (Bell & Elledge, 2008) as to which might best suit the international students’ writing 

needs. Moussu and David (2015) found that generally the university writing centres guiding 

approach and policy are to work not on grammar but on higher order/organization skills and 

content concerns. However, according to the MIUS participants of this study, this non-directive 

approach is ineffective as their challenges with grammar hinder their academic writing success. 

Therefore, many researchers of L2 writing consultation tend to advocate for the directive style. 

The Directive style entails catering to the specific guidance needs of international students. Some 

potential directive style or approach to writing consultation proposed by previous studies are for 

example, culturally responsive models that help English language learners (ELLs), especially 

Chinese ELLs with their writing difficulties in the writing centers (Wang & Machado, 2015). A 

study by Lee (2015) identified six strategies of building rapport in writing consultation between 

tutors and tutees: greetings, small talk, the use of qualifiers and mitigation devices, first-person 

plural pronouns, praises and expressions of empathy, and open-ended questions in order to 

recognize international students’ writing styles that are influenced by cultural factors, social 

values, and life philosophy. Nan (2012) proposed one-on-one consultations between an 

international student and the same tutor for the entirety of the semester to establish effective 

writing partnerships. Furthermore, Moussu (2013) advised dialogue among students, English 

language instructors, writing consultants and their directors to gather multiple perspectives for 

solutions.   

 To create awareness and acceptance of the varieties of English, there is a critical need of 

more faculty support, need to provide more resources to help access World Englishes, bring 

changes to traditional expectations, and breakdown the linguistic hierarchy that prevents the 

acceptance of varieties of English. According to the findings of this study, there has been a 
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paradigm shift in English language usage which now calls for the de-standardization of 

education from a Eurocentric perspective and adopt the many different frameworks, approaches 

and avenues that are now crucial parts of the language landscape. It is also necessary to revisit 

and make changes to the traditional practices that professors may be accustomed to regarding 

academic English writing and incorporate the use of the MIUS’ L1 in a supporting role in the 

process of writing L2. Furthermore, incorporating varieties of English into academic English 

writing will also enable education to move away from Western standards by encouraging and 

supporting the MIUS to use their own voice in writing, allowing the MIUS to write about 

experiences and content they are more familiar with, and introduce global topics and thoughts 

into academic L2 writings.  

 The findings also revealed the ELI (English Language Instructor) and WCC participants’ 

interest to gain more awareness regarding how best to incorporate the MIUS’ L1 as support to 

scaffold the L2 writing process and gain awareness regarding the varieties of English used globally 

so that they can distinguish between errors and features of Glocalization. However, they fail to 

find the necessary resources to support them, and in their experience, it is the same with many 

colleagues and professors they have worked with. Therefore, the university needs to provide the 

educators and writing consultants with that opportunity through training, workshops, and access 

to greater resources. It would also be beneficial for the university policy makers to review the 

systems that are currently in place and recruit more English as a second/additional writing 

specialists who can work to reform policies and introduce projects that would be beneficial for 

MIUS writers and their educators. Overall, greater investments in international students will ensure 

better support for them. 
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Discussion in Light of the Theoretical Frameworks 

  After the discussion so far, the common major findings of this study can be regrouped in 

the way as it is being demonstrated in the table below. The following table also demonstrates the 

major findings and the theories that they coincide with.  

Table 5.2  

Common Major Findings and Coinciding Relevant Theories  

Common Major Findings Regrouped  Coinciding Relevant Theories  

Academic English Writing Challenges 

and their Reasons 

 

Contrastive Analysis Hypothesis  

Interlanguage Theory 

Influences of L1, English Language 

Instruction in Prior Schooling, and 

Individual Cultures on L2 Writing 

 

Contrastive Rhetoric  

Intercultural Rhetoric  

Critical Contrastive Rhetoric 

Use of L1 in English Writing Language-Switching 

The findings have been regrouped into three broader points for their connections to the 

theoretical frameworks for this study. First, we look at the Theory of Contrastive Analysis and 

the Interlanguage theory.  

Contrastive Analysis Hypothesis and Interlanguage Theory 

Formulated by Robert Lado (1957), Contrastive Analysis is a systematic study of 

comparison between L1 and L2, motivated by the prospect of being able to identify points of 

similarity and difference between L1 and L2, particularly at the phonological and the syntactic 
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level of languages. Lado attributes the difficulties and errors in learning L2 to the interference of 

L1. Ellis (1965) suggested that the psychological foundation of Contrastive Analysis is transfer 

theory. In fact, CA’s assumption that L1 interferes with the learners’ L2 acquisition/Learning 

leads us to the notion of transfer; be it positive or negative. Transfer refers to the application of 

L1 knowledge when trying to communicate in L2. Positive Transfer (facilitation) occurs when 

the structure of the two languages is the same; hence no errors will crop up. However, negative 

transfer (interference) occurs when the structure of the languages is different, and here errors will 

crop up and so will the difficulties in tackling the L2. All in all, the more the similarities the 

more the learning process is facilitated, and the more the differences the more the learning 

process will be difficult. Therefore, according to the theory of Contrastive Analysis, successful 

learning and appreciable command over the target language is absolutely dependent on learning 

to overcome these difficulties. Where the structures of the two languages are identical, the 

learner does not face any substantial difficulty. Difficulty arises where there are structural 

differences between L1 and L2.  

Although in this study some instances were reported where the MIUS’ L1 influenced 

their L2 writing in both positive and negative ways, two of the biggest challenges faced by the 

MIUS was using academic vocabulary for specific purposes, and the new structure of academic 

L2 writing. But before going into the discussion of vocabulary and academic writing structure, it 

is useful to look at the positive influence of L1 on L2 writing, which is that having high 

proficiency in L1 helps L2 writing. Having strong L1 literacy skills aids the MIUS in acquiring 

L2 literacy skills faster, helps them to maintain a clear thought process during writing, helps to 

form ideas in L1 and then elaborate them in L2 writing, and helps to understand the differences 



 

 

186 

 

between L1 and L2 writing structures. L1 proficiency also helps them to understand and meet the 

need of L2 writing requirements.  

Among the negative influences, there are influences on L2 sentence construction, 

difficulty following the L2 writing structure, thinking in L1 leads to difficulties in L2 writing, 

and influences L2 critical thinking abilities negatively. These negative influences can be 

connected to the theory of Contrastive Analysis, which states that the negative transfer or 

interference from L1 is the cause of most errors by L2 learners. However, as mentioned earlier, it 

was seen in this study that two of the biggest challenges faced by the MIUS was using academic 

vocabulary for specific purposes, and the new structure of academic L2 writing, which are not 

connected to negative L1 transfer. Instead, the MIUS face these challenges due to the lack of 

previous experience and practice with academic writing and its many skills.  

The association of Contrastive Analysis with behaviourism gave it academic legitimacy. 

The behaviourists hold that language learning was a product of habit formation. Habits were 

constructed through the repeated association between some stimulus and some response. Second 

language learning was viewed as a process of overcoming the habit of L1 in order to acquire new 

habits of L2. However, according to the findings of this study the MIUS come to Canada with a 

prior lack of academic writing practice in both their L1 and L2. Therefore, they have not been 

able to form a skill in L1 that would interfere with their L2. Instead, what affects the L2 writing 

in their Canadian academic context is largely related to their prior L2 learning approach, or the 

way they were taught or not taught to write in L2 in the EFL context. It demonstrates a lack of 

effective and relevant pedagogy conducive to second language writing.  

Findings of this study also highlighted how the genre of academic writing is unique to 

native English-speaking Canadian students and the MIUS alike, and the contextual relevancy of 
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academic writing often poses a problem for both. It was noted that MIUS seem to question the 

contextual relevancy of the specific conventions or format of academic English writing in the 

Canadian post-secondary context as it stands out from the other contexts of their L2 

communications. At times, it is also difficult for MIUS to see the value behind adhering to strict 

traditional academic English writing conventions in the Canadian education context amidst 

increasing cultural diversity, world Englishes, and Glocalization of the English language use.  

Therefore, under the new light shed by this study, predicting the difficulties of the 

learners based on Contrastive Analysis of the two languages is not entirely relevant for the MIUS 

today. According to Corder (1974), some errors predicted by Contrastive Analysis were not 

made, and conversely, many errors that were made were not primarily due to L1 interference. A 

great number of empirical studies also indicate that neither L1 nor L2 was always responsible for 

learners' errors (Bailey et al. 1974; Krashen & Seliger, 1978; Krashen, 2003; Larsen-Freeman, 

2015). Therefore, in 1972, Selinker suggested treating errors as a partly autonomous emerging 

system called Interlanguage. According to Selinker (2014) Interlanguage is a systematic 

development of second language, which is independent of both L1 and L2. Thus, the 

Interlanguage Theory suggests that although L1 interference could be one of the factors behind 

struggles with L2, there are several other factors that account for errors, such as Intralinguistic 

Rule Generalization in L2 or Universal Simplification Strategies. According to Kasper and 

Schmidt (1996) Interlanguage is a type of language that can be produced by second language 

learners in the process of acquiring or learning a new language. It reflects L2 learners' attempts at 

building up an independent linguistic system which progressively and gradually approaches the 

L2 system (Fauziati, 2011). Some of the Interlanguage Theory's major assumptions were 

borrowed from the Mentalist Theories (Tarone, 2002). During the process of L2 learning, the 
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learner prepares the hypotheses about the rules of his/her L2. These rules can be viewed as 

mental grammars which create the Interlanguage system. Such grammars are exposed to some 

influences that might be external to the learner and/or derived from the learner's internal 

processing. In this case, it could be inferred that the learner's performance is variable. So, the 

learner changes his/her grammar from time to time by deleting rules, adding rules, and 

reconstructing the complete system. This indicates the role of Interlanguage in every stage of L2 

learning. Checking and rechecking of the hypotheses take place through the gradual process of 

L2 learning, the learner keeps changing his/her own Interlanguage until the L2 system is fully 

shaped. This process is called 'Interlanguage Continuum'. In other words, the Interlanguage 

theory suggests that increased and longer exposure to L2 minimizes errors (Selinker, 2014; 

Tarone, 2002). This is corroborated by the present study as the findings show that the scope of 

academic English writing challenges depends on the amount of time the MIUS have been 

studying academic English writing and how well they are aware of its structures and 

conventions. If the MIUS are beginner level English language learners with very limited 

knowledge and understanding of the language, the scope of their challenges is broader than when 

the MIUS have studied academic English writing for a period sufficient to gain knowledge 

regarding its structure and conventions. With more experience of L2 writing, the MIUS are also 

able to make a distinction between the writing conventions of their L1 and L2 to overcome 

negative L1 transfer if any.  

This also helps to understand why MIUS struggle with L2 grammar. Findings of this 

study reveal how even after focusing excessively on grammar rules in their EFL education 

context, the MIUS still make many grammatical errors in their L2 writing in the Canadian 

academic context. Although the MIUS learned the grammar rules in their prior schooling, they 
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did not receive sufficient opportunities to practically use the grammar in language application. 

For them the language application only began when they came to Canada. Therefore, it is 

possible that the MIUS devise a grammatical Interlanguage as they get accustomed to the 

practical application of L2 grammar in writing.  

Additionally, the Interlanguage Theory is important because it is useful for educators to 

understand that the errors made by the MIUS, which underlie their academic L2 writing 

challenges and reasons behind those challenges, are not indicators of what the MIUS lack but 

how they are transitioning into acquiring the L2 writing skills. The Interlanguage Theory also 

shows that errors are part and parcel of the L2 learning process, thus reducing the need for 

continuous supervision by the teachers (Rustipa, 2011; Ellis, 2008). The factors of Interlanguage 

include overgeneralization, learning strategies, language transfer, transfer of training, and 

strategies of communication. To these factors, this study adds the use of L1 to aid L2, use of 

varieties of English, and unlearning the not useful prior English language Instruction. Therefore, 

the question that needs to be answered going forward is the role of different varieties of English 

in the Interlanguage Theory and where the unlearning of erroneous or un-useful prior instruction 

should be placed. 

Similarly, according to Translanguaging theory (García, Johnson, Seltzer & Valdés, 

2017; Wei, 2018), the process of “thinking and meaning-making” occurs beyond conventional 

boundaries of the L1 and L2. MIUS thus engage multiple voices to represent their distinct point 

of view of the world, shaped by their individual cultures, experiences, values, meanings, 

intentions and ways of interacting, which indicate their membership in different social groups. 

Considered holistically, plurilingual competencies learners possess can be focused on as assets, 

rather than focusing on the skills that the MIUS are perceived to lack. 
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In addition, Fowler (2022) in a study on international graduate student writing found that 

as the students have meet the English language proficiency test score requirements for 

admission, there is an implied expectation that they should be performing at the same level as 

their local native-English speakers. Fowler (2022) also found that providing academic writing 

support recognizing the unique needs of plurilingual international graduate students is integral to 

their academic writing success. Implications from this study corroborate culturally and 

linguistically responsive pedagogy, and policies that help students employ their plurilingual 

repertoire in enhancing their L2 writing skills. 

Theories of Contrastive Rhetoric  

We can observe from the findings of this study that L2 errors and challenges cannot be 

attributed only to the interference of L1. We also saw that L2 writing cannot invariably be 

influenced by the L1 cultural thought patterns. According to Contrastive Rhetoric theory, the L1 

cultural rhetoric of English language learners has an influence on their L2 writing. However, as 

has been previously elaborated, there are a lot of arguments against considering the L1 cultural 

thought pattern or L1 rhetoric to exert the main influence on L2 writing.  

Matsuda (1997) critiques this assertion as a static assumption where L2 writers are 

assumed to be culturally programmed to produce their L1 rhetoric. Leki (1997) claimed that it is 

problematic to assume that L2 writing directly reveals cultural thought patterns because a 

culture’s rhetorical patterns are not always limited and predictable. The theories of Contrastive 

Rhetoric, Contrastive Intercultural Rhetoric, Critical Contrastive Rhetoric, and Glocalization of 

the English language also provide principles and models for a better conceptualization of culture 

(which have been looked at closely in the previous chapter). Therefore, considering the 

concerned critique, in this study I attempted to inquire into the L2 academic writing challenges 
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of MIUS, the influence of their L1 on L2 writing and in the process contribute to the expansion 

of the existing concept of culture in these theories through a multi-perspectives analysis. 

First, I found that the L2 challenges faced by the MIUS can be attributed to their English 

language education in prior schooling more than on their L1 cultural rhetoric. In her 1998 study, 

Kubota found that half of her Japanese student-participants used similar organizational patterns 

and location of main ideas in both their L1 and L2 texts. According to Kubota, this finding 

suggested that L2 writing was affected by inadequate L2 proficiency level and limited L2 writing 

experience instead of the negative transfer of L1. Kubota’s finding resonates with the present 

study’s findings regarding prior English language schooling and its discrepancies. Secondly, for 

the MIUS today who come from diverse academic and social backgrounds and experiences, 

‘culture’ is not connected to their L1 cultural thought pattern or rhetoric. In fact, according to the 

findings, the individual cultures of the MIUS are more influenced by other non L1 related factors 

ranging from level of experience or maturity to future career options. Uysal (2008) found various 

influences, such as L2 proficiency level, topic content, and targeted audience other than just the 

shared L1 culture. Hence, in addition to English language instruction in the prior schooling of the 

MIUS, their individual culture also impacts L2 writing more than L1 cultural thought pattern. 

This is important as it adds to the existing concept of culture present in the Theory of Contrastive 

Rhetoric, which limits culture to only first language culture, and provides more reasons behind 

the L2 academic writing challenges of the MIUS. 

 

Language Switching 

In addition to the prevailing theories in which L1 is considered to interfere with L2 

through negative transfer, the use of L1 in the L2 classroom is also insistently avoided as it is 
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believed that increased exposure to the target language (in this case L2 or English) will provide 

the learners with more practice to develop their language proficiency (Albay, 2016). There have 

been many pedagogic approaches to English as Second Language (ESL) which discourage 

students from use of their L1 in the classroom, such as the Natural Approach (Krashen & Terrell, 

1983), the Direct Method (Cook, 1999) and the Total Physical Response Approach (Asher, 

1977). Communicative Language Teaching (CLT), also referred to as the Communicative 

Approach, strongly advocates that “the target language system is learned through the process of 

struggling to communicate” (Brown, 1994, p. 45). However, one of the major points that I 

observed in this study was the positive usage of Ll in the L2 writing process.  

According to the findings of this study, one of the most important roles of L1 in the L2 

writing process is forming ideas or even writing out the first draft before composing the final 

draft in English. In the experience of 90% of the MIUS-participants, being able to use their L1 in 

their academic English writing process helps them positively. An “English-only” approach is not 

always favoured by the students for whom accessing or having access to their L1 during the L2 

academic writing process can be a beneficial strategy. This integration can take place in the form 

of code-switching to speak of thoughts and ideas in their L1 before writing them down in 

English. The findings also revealed that having access to the MIUS’ L1 and individual cultures 

in academic writing is another effective strategy. It is also important to note that using L1 as a 

strategy will not only help the MIUS with their academic English writing process, but it can also 

provide them with a sense of agency and ownership throughout the writing process. This is also 

corroborated by previous literature. According to Weschler (1997), the use of L1 should be 

allowed when and where necessary in second language learning. Atkinson (1987) argues that 

“although the mother tongue is not a suitable basis for a methodology, it has, at all levels, a 
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variety of roles to play which are at present consistently undervalued” (p. 247). L1 is a useful 

tool to help learners with their language proficiency development and a total ban on the use of 

L1 will hinder learners’ comprehension of the target language. As Willis (1996) puts forward 

“don’t ban mother-tongue use but encourage attempts to use the target language” (p.130). Stern 

(1992) states that "the L1-L2 connection is an undisputable fact of life, whether we like it or not 

the new knowledge is learnt on the basis of the previously acquired language" (p. 282). Macaro 

(2001) mentions “only through the learner using L2 can s/he achieve strategic communicative 

competence” (p. 183). Puteh-Behak (2014) reported that L1 use allowed learners to discover and 

to understand the L2 grammatical concept. Their findings were in line with the Vygotskian view, 

which is that language serves not only as a tool for communication but also as a psychological 

tool in developing an individual’s cognitive process. Wang and Wen (2004) found that L1 plays 

an important role in L2 writing, and L2 writers frequently switch to L1 during the writing 

process. Woodall (2002) has revealed that L2 learners switch to their L1 and L2 interactively for 

various strategic objectives while writing in L2. Lay (1988, cited by Yu and Huang, 2008) listed 

brainstorming, evaluating organization, and enhancing self-expression where students used L1 

positively in the L2 writing process. Gao and Min (2021) found that pre-writing discussion in L1 

resulted in production of better L2 writing than pre-writing discussion in L2. 

This leads us to the discussion on Language-Switching (L-S) in the L2 writing process. 

According to Woodall (2002), L-S is a feature unique to L2 writing, which can be defined as any 

non-instructed use of L1 in the L2 writing process. In other words, any spontaneous, non-

prescribed use of L1 in L2 writing is L-S. L-S takes place during the pre-writing process when 

the L2 writer is working independently. Unlike code-switching, which occurs during 

conversational exchanges between interlocutors of two languages (Qi, 1998; Macaro, 2005), L-S 
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does not have a communicative function and is done intra-mentally to compensate for challenges 

encountered in L2 writing (Cumming, 1990; Qi, 1998). Cumming (1990) found that L-S was 

mostly involved in the concurrent thinking on linguistic form and meaning. He also reported that 

L-S was related to the writers’ L1 expertise, but neither to their level of L2 proficiency nor the 

difficulty of the task. Qi (1998) found that L2 writers used L1 to initiate an idea, develop a 

thought, verify the meaning of a word, and compensate for working memory limitations due to 

the complexity of the task. Most of Qi’s findings are corroborated by this study.  

 

Contribution of this Study 

 The theoretical frameworks that this study looked at are Contrastive Rhetoric, 

Intercultural Contrastive Rhetoric, Critical Contrastive Rhetoric, and Glocalization of the English 

Language. Additionally, this study also resonates with Contrastive Analysis and Interlanguage 

Theory. It also creates scope for discussion on Language Switching, the significance of 

Translanguaging in the process of L2 writing, and how the individual culture as an aspect of 

nested identities brings the complexities of identities into play. 

The purpose of this study was to identify the L2 academic writing challenges and the 

reasons behind those challenges for MIUS in association with their L1 culture and the varieties 

of English they are accustomed to use. Therefore, out of the three tenets of the theory of 

Contrastive Rhetoric, this study focuses firstly on the concept of culture, which is also 

supplemented by the principles and definitions put forth by the theories of Intercultural 

Contrastive Rhetoric, Critical Contrastive Rhetoric, and Glocalization of the English Language.  

According to the Contrastive Rhetoric theory, the L1 cultural rhetoric of English 

language learners has an influence on their L2 writing. However, there are a lot of arguments 
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against considering L1 cultural thought pattern or L1 rhetoric to exert the main influence on L2 

writing. In response to those arguments, principles, and models for a better conceptualization of 

culture were provided by the theories of Intercultural Rhetoric, Critical Contrastive Rhetoric, and 

Glocalization of the English language, to which I have also attempted to add to through this 

study.   

My first contribution is that the L2 challenges faced by the MIUS can be attributed to 

their English language education in prior schooling more than to their L1 cultural rhetoric. 

Secondly, for the MIUS today who come from diverse academic and social backgrounds and 

experiences, ‘culture’ is not connected to their L1 cultural thought pattern or rhetoric. In fact, the 

individual cultures of the MIUS are more influenced by other non L1 related factors. Hence, in 

addition to English language instruction in prior schooling of the MIUS, their individual culture 

also impacts L2 writing more than L1 cultural thought pattern. This is important as it expands the 

existing concept of culture present in the theories adopted in this study, and provides more 

reasons behind the L2 academic writing challenges of the MIUS. The following diagram helps to 

demonstrate such.  

Figure 5.1 

Higher Impact of MIUS’ Individual Culture and Prior English Language Education on L2 

Academic Writing 
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Figure 5.2 

Study Adds to the Theoretical Conceptualization of Culture 

 

 

  

Next, the study found that the MIUS’ L1 influenced their L2 writing in both positive and 

negative ways.  I have already discussed the positive and negative influences in detail. What is 

important to focus on here is that whether the influence of L1 on academic English writing is 

negative or positive, depends on the amount of time the MIUS have been studying academic 

English writing and how well they are aware of its structures and conventions. This is 

corroborated by the Interlanguage theory as it also suggests that increased and longer exposure to 

the target language minimizes their errors.   

Future Implications 

In this study, I also reported findings that can serve as recommendations for future 

implications. I reported on a variety of academic writing strategies that were found effective by 

both the MIUS and the language instructors and writing consultants.  The incorporation of these 

strategies, particularly the use of L1 in the L2 pre-writing process needs to be considered of great 

importance.  
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With the increasing number of international student enrollments, it is essential for 

Canadian universities to create a space for their successful integration and effective education. It 

is imperative for educators and writing consultants to do their part. However, as more and more 

Canadian universities look to internationalize their institutions and policies to build diversity 

awareness and acceptance, they need to be mindful of equipping their educators with the 

appropriate tools and resources to incorporate the changes into their classrooms for the MIUS. 

An example can be seen in the Ontario’s Ministry of Education’s strategy for K-12 international 

education, which states that: 

“Internationalization should be seen as an ongoing process of change in the school 

program and environment, with opportunities to enhance learning through the integration 

of international, intercultural, and/or global perspectives, cultures, and experiences. 

The integration and engagement of international students is a key element of the strategy. 

Research studies have found that these students can be a valuable resource to help 

integrate global and cultural dimensions into the school program and community. Much 

of the cross-cultural learning in our schools happens informally through personal 

interactions among students and educators. These opportunities can and should be 

encouraged and nurtured by schools and boards” (Ontario’s Strategy for L-12 

International Education, 2015, p. 12).  

The mission of this strategy is to ensure a safe and welcoming environment for 

international students, to promote achievement and well-being and stimulate intercultural 

learning; opportunities to develop and share expertise among Ontario and international 

educators; and pathways for international students studying in Ontario, from elementary, 

secondary school to postsecondary education and beyond. The strategy also plans to help 

students expand their global awareness, knowledge, perspectives through the internationalization 

of the curriculum and learning environment. Ontario’s strategy for K-12 international education 

also has educators sharing expertise at home and abroad through exchange programs and 

partnerships that enable teachers in Ontario schools to develop awareness regarding international 
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pedagogy. By adopting a similar strategy, Canadian Universities can also ensure successful 

integration for the international student community. 

This is where Culturally Responsive Pedagogy (CRP) becomes crucially important. CRP 

is often understood in limited and simplistic ways, which may limit the scope of CRP to cultural 

celebration, trivialization, essentialism of culture, and substituting cultural for political analysis 

of inequalities (Sleeter, 2011). Understanding and implementing CRP as cultural celebration is 

problematic as it may separate attention to culture from academic instruction, which will 

diminish its purpose. Ngo (2010) found that efforts related to CRP went into ethnic clubs and 

celebration fairs, but not into academic learning. She further commented that the “politeness and 

cheeriness” of these efforts covered serious issues of relationships, cross-cultural 

communication, and instruction (p.484). CRP should be adopted to support and empower 

learning of the diverse student population by creating and utilizing the relationship between 

culture and learning.  According to this study, culture comprises not only L1 but also individual 

culture, and varieties of English.  

Awareness of varieties of English for educators and writing consultants can begin by 

understanding the World Englishes, English as a lingua franca (ELF) and the theory of 

Glocalization of the English Language. Through training and workshops and material resources, 

the understanding of these important concepts and the theory can be brought to the educators, by 

which the educators will gain more awareness regarding the transcendental English language 

landscape, and how the language has changed as it has travelled across the world. 
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A Structure Summarizing How MIUS can be Supported with Second Language Writing  

Considering the discussion and the future implications, in this study I present a structure 

summarizing how MIUS can be supported with L2 writing successfully. This structure stands on 

three aspects, namely, the Interlanguage, incorporation of individual culture, help and support 

from educators. All these three interconnected aspects are derived from this study and provide 

elements that contribute to successful academic English writing for MIUS in the context of their 

Canadian post-secondary education.  

Fig. 5.3 

A Structure Summarizing How to Support Academic L2 Writing Success of the MIUS 

 

The Interlanguage  

The Interlanguage aspect is based on the Interlanguage Theory that is a systematic 

development of second language, independent of the learners L1 and L2 (Selinker, 2014). To 

that, I propose the additions, which include the reported challenges commonly faced by the 
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MIUS and the variety of reasons behind those challenges not limited to negative L1 interference, 

such as the negative influence of English language instruction in the MIUS’ prior education. I 

also put forth the observation that use of L1 aids the process of L2 writing, which is corroborated 

by the feature of Language Switching (Woodall, 2002). Use of the varieties of English that the 

MIUS are accustomed to is also an element of Interlanguage. Therefore, considering the 

observations made in this study, the Interlanguage aspect of the MIUS academic L2 writing 

process is made up of a diagnosis of the common academic challenges, identification of the 

various reasons behind the challenges, use of L1 to aid the L2 writing process, use of varieties of 

English, and understanding and overcoming the negative influences of prior English language 

instruction.  

Incorporation of Individual Culture 

As already discussed, in this study I repeatedly observed that the L1 is not a major 

prevalent aspect impacting the MIUS’ cultural thought pattern as held by the theory of 

Contrastive Rhetoric (Kaplan, 1966). Instead, there are a variety of non-first language related 

aspects that make up the individual cultures of the MIUS today. These aspects can be broadly 

separated into those that the MIUS come to Canada with and those that they acquire in Canada. 

These aspects of their individual cultures exert an undeniable influence on their academic 

English writing.  

What is important to notice here is that the aspects of culture that the MIUS come to 

Canada with are influenced by the Glocalization of the English language use, causing them to 

receive exposure of communicative English language through various media. Then, after coming 

to Canada, their Canadian academic context exerts an integral influence on the process and 

manner of their L2 academic writing. Therefore, the two aspects that I put forth in this 
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framework are the influence of existing individual culture MIUS come to Canada with, and the 

influence of the social and academic culture acquired in Canada. 

Help and Support from Educators 

The last interrelated aspect of this framework on the academic L2 writing success of 

MIUS is the help and support from educators that can propel them forward. In addition to 

propelling the MIUS forward, it can help the educators with their pedagogy as well. Firstly, it is 

important for the educators and the others in similar positions to guide and help the MIUS to be 

culturally responsive. It is crucial for them to develop a system in which they will practice 

finding out about the specific needs of the MIUS and cater to them. In addition, educators and 

the others in the position to facilitate MIUS must also gain and raise awareness regarding the 

varieties of English that the MIUS are accustomed to using and come to Canada with. Gaining 

knowledge about the varieties of English will in turn aid the educators in understanding the 

socio-cultural and linguistic backgrounds of the MIUS with greater clarity. It is also essential for 

educators to provide constructive and effective feedback to the MIUS, which will guide them in 

enhancing their understanding and L2 writing abilities. 

Future research should continue to validate this framework by using it in the classroom 

and in the writing centres to explore the rate of the MIUS success with academic writing. This 

framework can also be used to develop and monitor fundamental writing courses on English for 

academic purposes. Additionally, this framework will assist in extending the research on the 

individual cultures of the MIUS and how to support the disparity between their schooling and 

Canadian academic writing requirements, which will not only help the Canadian universities but 

also provide new directions for the English as a foreign language teaching context.   
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Conclusion 

In the context of this limited study, I brought to the table those voices and experiences, 

which are integral to the entire process of academic English writing in the context of 

undergraduate education in Canada. The findings of this qualitative inquiry through a multi-

perspective lens illuminate a holistic understanding of the current experiences and future 

implications in this area.  

The increasing number of MIUS coming to study in Canada with their diversity, cultures, 

varieties of English, and an abundance of dreams for the future, call for changes in the academic 

English writing process and policies in the Canadian universities to better support their success. 

The findings of the study also demonstrated that the language instructors and writing consultants 

could benefit from more resources and facilitations regarding how best to support the individual 

and specific needs of the MIUS.  

This study points to the need to now make a paradigm shift and reconsider how to make 

use of L1, individual and L1 cultural though patterns, and varieties of English into the L2 writing 

process of the MIUS. The L1 of the MIUS can positively contribute to their L2 writing process if 

used in recommended ways. It is now time to redefine academic writing in the Canadian 

undergraduate education context to complement the changing landscape of the English language. 

It is important to be aware and accepting of the cultural and linguistic multiplicity that the 

international students bring, by creating the opportunity for the MIUS to tell us about their 

experiences and their needs.  

This study sheds light on several theoretical as well as practical problems that the English 

language instructors, writing consultants, and the MIUS face in teaching and doing academic 

writing. While this study makes suggestions and recommendations on how such problems can be 
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alleviated going forward, further research is also required in certain areas that were beyond the 

scope of this study. Due to the approach and the context of this study, as I did not gather data 

from the English as a foreign language (EFL) prior education context of the MIUS-participants I 

did not gain a more in-depth understanding of the academic writing practiced there. Being able to 

explore the voices of the professors from the departments/subject areas that the MIUS-

participants were from could have added a new perspective to the findings of this study. 

Furthermore, the document analysis of the MIUS-participants written assignments and 

observation of the one-on-one writing centre consultations could have added a new dimension to 

this study. In addition, cross-checking the findings with results of a quantitative survey could 

have added trustworthiness to the results. More participants in different cultural clusters could 

have enabled better substantiation of underlying cultural characteristics. Another limitation is 

that the findings are only valid for these particular groups of participants. The semi-structured 

interviews took place one time and were only one hour in duration and therefore longer 

interviews and a longitudinal study could have added to the data. Also, the one-hour timeframe 

and the numerous discussion questions of the FGDs may have prohibited the depth of discussion. 

What is more, the academic subjects the MIUS-participants were studying were not very diverse, so 

there was not so much difference in their academic backgrounds which probably influenced the 

findings. Since the number of international students studying in Canadian universities is ever 

increasing, this study should be replicated across different campuses and with larger numbers of 

participants from diverse programs of study, using multiple interview and discussion sessions 

with lengthier timeframe to conduct more in-depth exploration. It also has to be mentioned that 

despite great care taken to be as objective as possible, in the qualitative research context when 

making choices and interpretations there is always subjectivity involved.  
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As the study was conducted during the COVID-19 Pandemic, I was unable to gather data 

from a greater number of participants. Originally, this study proposed a mixed-methods research 

design combining the convergent parallel and the explanatory sequential designs. In addition to 

the focus group discussions and semi-structured interviews, I had proposed to conduct 

quantitative online surveys to collect data from a larger number of MIUS participants. However, 

due to the issue of ongoing remote learning situation during the data collection period of this 

study, I was unable to collect sufficient survey responses. In the end, I was unable to include the 

survey in this research and had to change the research design from mixed methods to qualitative.  

 A future study employing a mixed methods design can bring in data to further validate 

the findings of this study and enrich them. Due to the Covid-19 pandemic situation, I was also 

unable to employ class observation and writing consultation observation. Conducting 

observation could have led to an added understanding of the topics of this research. Besides the 

incorporation of more methods, it would also be useful to carry research in this area forward by 

exploring and investigating ways in which successful incorporation of MIUS’ L1, L1 and 

individual cultural thought patterns, and varieties of English into their writing process can take 

place. Furthermore, more research is also required to find out about the academic writing 

practices in the EFL context of the MIUS’ home countries and carry out a cross-section analysis 

of the existing results in the field of the teaching of L2 writing. This would help guide and 

facilitate instructors and writing consultants to support the individual and specific needs of the 

MIUS in the Canadian post-secondary education context. The summary derived out of this study 

can guide in understanding the process in which MIUS can become successful academic English 

writers. Therefore, further research applying the summary is much required as I mentioned in the 

previous section. In the end, I hope that this study will be able to help many MIUS to understand 
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the role that their L1, L1 and individual cultures and their varieties of English play in their 

current academic context, and support them to own their cultures and diversity.   
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Appendix A: Invitation Email to QSoE for FGD 

Subject: Invitation to QSoE Language Instructors to Participate in an Online Focus Group 

Discussion 

 

Hello, 

 

Thank you for taking the time to read this email. My name is Rubaiyat Jabeen, and I am a PhD 

Candidate in the Faculty of Education at Queen’s University, working under the supervision of 

Dr. Marie J. Myers. My research aims to investigate: 

• the English language writing challenges of the multilingual international undergraduate 

students in their Canadian academic context,  

• the multilingual international undergraduate students’ first language and individual 

cultures and cultural influences on their English language writing,  

• the strategies that are most effective in alleviating the English language writing 

challenges faced by the multilingual international undergraduate students, and  

• the desirable changes in pedagogy, curriculum, and policies and practices that can best 

support the writing needs of multilingual international undergraduate students for success 

in the Canadian academic context.  

 

It is my utmost pleasure to invite you to participate in an online focus group discussion 

regarding the topics mentioned above on Zoom for no more than 45 to 60 minutes with a 

maximum of 10 participants. Your perspective as an English language instructor will be very 

valuable for my research.  

 

Please note that your participation is voluntary. If you choose to take part in this research, rest 

assured that your responses will be anonymous. If you are willing to participate, please 

reply to 17rj3@queensu.ca and I will get back to you with a Letter of Information 

regarding my study and more information on the focus group discussion.  

 

As a former English language instructor and program coordinator, I am committed to conduct 

research that will be meaningful to you.  

 

By participating in this study, you will be entering into a raffle draw of an Amazon gift card 

worth 25 CAD. 

 

Thanking you for your consideration. If you have any questions, please feel free to reach out to 

me at email: 17rj3@queensu.ca, or my supervisor, Dr. Marie J. Myers at phone: +1-613-533-

6000 ext. 33032, email: myersmj@queensu.ca or the Dean of the Faculty, Dr. Rebecca Luce-

Kapler at email: rebecca.luce-Kapler@queensu.ca. If you have any ethics concerns please 

contact the General Research Ethics Board (GREB) at 1-844-535- 2988 (Toll free in North 

America) or emailchair.GREB@queensu.ca. Use 1-613-533-2988 if outside North America. 

Please note that GREB communicates in English only. 

 

Best wishes, 

Rubaiyat Jabeen 

mailto:17rj3@queensu.ca
mailto:17rj3@queensu.ca
mailto:myersmj@queensu.ca
mailto:rebecca.luce-Kapler@queensu.ca
mailto:emailchair.GREB@queensu.ca
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Appendix B: Invitation Email to SASS for FGD 

Subject: Invitation to EAL Writing Consultants to Participate in an Online Focus Group 

Discussion 

 

Hello, 

 

Thank you for taking the time to read this email. My name is Rubaiyat Jabeen, and I am a PhD 

Candidate in the Faculty of Education at Queen’s University, working under the supervision of 

Dr. Marie J. Myers. My research aims to investigate: 

• the English language writing challenges of the multilingual international undergraduate 

students in their Canadian academic context,  

• the multilingual international undergraduate students’ first language and individual 

cultures and cultural influences on their English language writing,  

• the strategies that are most effective in alleviating the English language writing 

challenges faced by the multilingual international undergraduate students, and  

• the desirable changes in pedagogy, curriculum, and policies and practices that can best 

support the writing needs of multilingual international undergraduate students for success 

in the Canadian academic context.  

 

It is my utmost pleasure to invite you to participate in an online focus group discussion 

regarding the topics mentioned above on Zoom for no more than 45 to 60 minutes with a 

maximum of 10 participants. Your perspective as an EAL writing consultant will be very 

valuable for my research.  

 

Please note that your participation is voluntary. If you choose to take part in this research, rest 

assured that your responses will be anonymous. If you are willing to participate, please 

reply to 17rj3@queensu.ca and I will get back to you with a Letter of Information 

regarding my study and more information on the focus group discussion.  

 

As a former English language instructor and program coordinator, I am committed to conduct 

research that will be meaningful to you.  

 

By participating in this study, you will be entering into a raffle draw of an Amazon gift card 

worth 25 CAD. 

 

Thanking you for your consideration. If you have any questions, please feel free to reach out to 

me at email: 17rj3@queensu.ca, or my supervisor, Dr. Marie J. Myers at phone: +1-613-533-

6000 ext. 33032, email: myersmj@queensu.ca or the Dean of the Faculty, Dr. Rebecca Luce-

Kapler at email: rebecca.luce-Kapler@queensu.ca. If you have any ethics concerns please 

contact the General Research Ethics Board (GREB) at 1-844-535- 2988 (Toll free in North 

America) or emailchair.GREB@queensu.ca. Use 1-613-533-2988 if outside North America. 

Please note that GREB communicates in English only. 

 

Best wishes, 

Rubaiyat Jabeen 

mailto:17rj3@queensu.ca
mailto:17rj3@queensu.ca
mailto:myersmj@queensu.ca
mailto:rebecca.luce-Kapler@queensu.ca
mailto:emailchair.GREB@queensu.ca
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Study Title: Culture behind Writing: An Inquiry into the Challenges and Cultural 

Influences on Second Language Writing in the Canadian Academic Context  

This research is being conducted by Rubaiyat Jabeen (PhD Candidate) under the supervision of 

Dr. Marie J. Myers in the Faculty of Education at Queen’s University in Kingston, Ontario.  

The purpose of this study is to investigate the first language (L1) culture of multilingual 

international undergraduate students (MIUS), its influence on their academic English language 

(L2) writing, and how best to support them to become successful L2 writers in the Canadian 

academic context.  

As a participant of this study, you will be taking part in an online focus group discussion with a 

total of four participants, which will be held via Zoom on March 19, 2021, at 5:00 PM EST. This 

Zoom focus group discussion will be recorded for transcription and data analysis. The 

estimated time required for this focus group discussion is 45- 60 minutes. There are no known 

physical, psychological, economic, or social risks associated with this study. If required, the 

researcher may contact you after the focus group discussion for a second interview and to ask 

you to check the summary of the data findings for an accurate reflection of your 

experience/perspective.  

Your participation in this study is voluntary. You should not feel obliged to answer any 

questions that you find objectionable or that make you feel uncomfortable. You may also 

withdraw all or part of your data at any time before, during, or after the data collection process 

with no effect on you or your employment/academic standing. Please inform Rubaiyat Jabeen if 

you want to withdraw. However, you will not be able to withdraw from this study after the 

completion of the data analysis process, which will be within two months of the completion of 

data collection.  

Your responses will be kept confidential. Only Rubaiyat Jabeen and Dr. Marie J. Myers will 

have access to this information. Your confidentiality will be maintained to the highest extent 

possible. The focus group discussion recording will be transcribed and then the recording will be 

destroyed. None of the data will contain your name or the identity of your place of work. To 

protect your identity a participant identification number will replace your name on all data files 

and in any dissemination of findings. Results from this study may be published in professional 

journals or presented at academic conferences, but any such presentations will maintain 

individual confidentiality. In accordance with the Faculty of Education’s policy, data will be 

retained for a minimum of five years. After five years, the data will be destroyed securely. If data 

are used for secondary analysis they will contain no identifying information. All electronic files 

will be password protected. Paper and audio data will be secured in a locked cabinet. The 

Queen's General Research Ethics Board (GREB) may request access to study data to ensure that 

the researcher(s) have or are meeting their ethical obligations in conducting this research. GREB 

is bound by confidentiality and will not disclose any personal information.  

By participating in this study, you will be able to find out about the academic writing challenges 
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of the international students, the strategies that are effective in helping the students improve, and 

how best to incorporate your students’ first language cultures in academic writing.  

Furthermore, by participating in this study, you will be entering into a raffle draw of a gift 

card (Amazon) worth 25 CAD. The winner of the raffle draw will be announced after the 

completion of the data analysis. 

Any questions about study participation may be directed to Rubaiyat Jabeen at email: 

17rj3@queensu.ca, or the researcher’s supervisor, Dr. Marie J. Myers at phone: +1-613-533-

6000 ext. 33032, email: myersmj@queensu.ca or the Dean of the Faculty, Dr. Rebecca Luce-

Kapler at email: rebecca.luce-Kapler@queensu.ca. If you have any ethics concerns please 

contact the General Research Ethics Board (GREB) at 1-844-535- 2988 (Toll free in North 

America) or emailchair.GREB@queensu.ca. Use 1-613-533-2988 if outside North America. 

Please note that GREB communicates in English only. 

After having carefully read this Letter of Information, should you join the Zoom focus 

group discussion, it will represent your implied informed consent to participate in this 

study. 

 

  

mailto:17rj3@queensu.ca
mailto:myersmj@queensu.ca
mailto:rebecca.luce-Kapler@queensu.ca
mailto:emailchair.GREB@queensu.ca
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Study Title: Culture behind Writing: An Inquiry into the Challenges and Cultural 

Influences on Second Language Writing in the Canadian Academic Context  

This research is being conducted by Rubaiyat Jabeen (PhD Candidate) under the supervision of 

Dr. Marie J. Myers in the Faculty of Education at Queen’s University in Kingston, Ontario.  

The purpose of this study is to investigate the first language (L1) culture of multilingual 

international undergraduate students (MIUS), its influence on their academic English language 

(L2) writing, and how best to support them to become successful L2 writers in the Canadian 

academic context.  

As a participant of this study, you will be taking part in an online focus group discussion, which 

will be held via Zoom on March 22, 2021, at 2:00 PM EST. This Zoom focus group discussion 

will be recorded for transcription and data analysis. The estimated time required for this 

focus group discussion is 45 minutes. There are no known physical, psychological, economic, or 

social risks associated with this study. If required, the researcher may contact you after the focus 

group discussion for a second interview and to ask you to check the summary of the data 

findings for an accurate reflection of your experience/perspective.  

Your participation in this study is voluntary. You should not feel obliged to answer any 

questions that you find objectionable or that make you feel uncomfortable. You may also 

withdraw all or part of your data at any time before, during, or after the data collection process 

with no effect on you or your employment/academic standing. Please inform Rubaiyat Jabeen if 

you want to withdraw. However, you will not be able to withdraw from this study after the 

completion of the data analysis process, which will be within two months of the completion of 

data collection.  

Your responses will be kept confidential. Only Rubaiyat Jabeen and Dr. Marie J. Myers will 

have access to this information. Your confidentiality will be maintained to the highest extent 

possible. The focus group discussion recording will be transcribed and then the recording will be 

destroyed. None of the data will contain your name or the identity of your place of work. To 

protect your identity a participant identification number will replace your name on all data files 

and in any dissemination of findings. Results from this study may be published in professional 

journals or presented at academic conferences, but any such presentations will maintain 

individual confidentiality. In accordance with the Faculty of Education’s policy, data will be 

retained for a minimum of five years. After five years, the data will be destroyed securely. If data 

are used for secondary analysis they will contain no identifying information. All electronic files 

will be password protected. Paper and audio data will be secured in a locked cabinet. The 

Queen's General Research Ethics Board (GREB) may request access to study data to ensure that 

the researcher(s) have or are meeting their ethical obligations in conducting this research. GREB 

is bound by confidentiality and will not disclose any personal information.  

By participating in this study, you will be able to find out about the academic writing challenges 

of the international students, the strategies that are effective in helping the students improve, and 
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how best to incorporate your students’ first language cultures in academic writing.  

Furthermore, by participating in this study, you will be entering into a raffle draw of a gift 

card (Amazon) worth 25 CAD. The winner of the raffle draw will be announced after the 

completion of the data analysis. 

Any questions about study participation may be directed to Rubaiyat Jabeen at email: 

17rj3@queensu.ca, or the researcher’s supervisor, Dr. Marie J. Myers at phone: +1-613-533-

6000 ext. 33032, email: myersmj@queensu.ca or the Dean of the Faculty, Dr. Rebecca Luce-

Kapler at email: rebecca.luce-Kapler@queensu.ca. If you have any ethics concerns please 

contact the General Research Ethics Board (GREB) at 1-844-535- 2988 (Toll free in North 

America) or emailchair.GREB@queensu.ca. Use 1-613-533-2988 if outside North America. 

Please note that GREB communicates in English only. 

After having carefully read this Letter of Information, should you join the Zoom focus 

group discussion, it will represent your implied informed consent to participate in this 

study. 

  

mailto:17rj3@queensu.ca
mailto:myersmj@queensu.ca
mailto:rebecca.luce-Kapler@queensu.ca
mailto:emailchair.GREB@queensu.ca
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Appendix E: Recruitment letter for MIUS Participants  

 

For the QUIC Newsletter and Recruitment Email 

 

Hi, 

 

My name is Rubaiyat Jabeen, and I am a PhD Candidate in the Faculty of Education at Queen’s 

University. If you are an international undergraduate student in your second or higher year of 

education, please participate in my research study that aims to explore the voices of the 

international students on their academic writing challenges and first language cultural influences 

on English language writing. Your participation can benefit the future international students.  

 

To participate, please click on the online Qualtrics survey link: 

https://queensu.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_eSctNjNLu5hmvQO  

 

You can also enter into a raffle draw for Amazon gift cards worth 25 CAD by participating 

in an online one-on-one semi-structured interview. To participate, email 

17rj3@queensu.ca.  

  

  

https://queensu.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_eSctNjNLu5hmvQO
mailto:17rj3@queensu.ca


 

 

240 

 

 

Study Title: Culture behind Writing: An Inquiry into the Challenges and Cultural 

Influences on Second Language Writing in the Canadian Academic Context 

This research is being conducted by Rubaiyat Jabeen (PhD Student) under the supervision of Dr. 

Marie J. Myers in the Faculty of Education at Queen’s University in Kingston, Ontario.  

The purpose of this study is to investigate the first language (L1) culture of multilingual 

international undergraduate students (MIUS), its influence on their academic English language 

(L2) writing, and how best to support them to become successful L2 writers in the Canadian 

academic context.  

As a participant of this study, you will be taking part in an online one-on-one semi-structured 

interview, which will be held via Zoom. This Zoom interview will be recorded for 

transcription and data analysis. The estimated time required for the interview is 45- 60 

minutes. There are no known physical, psychological, economic, or social risks associated with 

this study 

Your participation in this study is voluntary. You should not feel obliged to answer any 

questions that you find objectionable or that make you feel uncomfortable. You may also 

withdraw all or part of your data at any time before, during, or after the data collection process 

with no effect on you or your academic standing. Please inform Rubaiyat Jabeen if you want to 

withdraw. However, you will not be able to withdraw from this study after the completion of the 

data analysis process, which will be within two months of the completion of data collection.  

Your responses will be kept confidential. Only Rubaiyat Jabeen and Dr. Marie J. Myers will 

have access to this information. Your confidentiality will be maintained to the highest extent 

possible. The interview recording will be transcribed and then the recording will be destroyed. 

None of the data will contain your name or any other identity. To protect your identity a 

participant identification number will replace your name on all data files and in any 

dissemination of findings. Results from this study may be published in professional journals or 

presented at academic conferences, but any such presentations will maintain individual 

confidentiality. In accordance with the Faculty of Education’s policy, data will be retained for a 

minimum of five years. After five years, the data will be destroyed securely. If data are used for 

secondary analysis they will contain no identifying information. All electronic files will be 

password protected. Paper data will be secured in a locked cabinet. The Queen's General 

Research Ethics Board (GREB) may request access to study data to ensure that the researcher(s) 

have or are meeting their ethical obligations in conducting this research. GREB is bound by 

confidentiality and will not disclose any personal information. 

Please note that there are no direct benefits to the participants of this study. 

However, by participating in this study, you will be entering a raffle draw of a gift card 

(Amazon) worth 25 CAD. The winner of the raffle draw will be announced after the 

completion of data analysis.  

Any questions about study participation may be directed to Rubaiyat Jabeen at email: 

17rj3@queensu.ca, or the researcher’s supervisor, Dr. Marie J. Myers at phone: +1-613-533-
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6000 ext. 33032, email: myersmj@queensu.ca or the Dean of the Faculty, Dr. Rebecca Luce-

Kapler at email: rebecca.luce-Kapler@queensu.ca. If you have any ethics concerns please 

contact the General Research Ethics Board (GREB) at 1-844-535- 2988 (Toll free in North 

America) or emailchair.GREB@queensu.ca. Use 1-613-533-2988 if outside North America. 

Please note that GREB communicates in English only. 

Please read the content of this Letter of Information carefully. Your informed consent will 

be gathered by the researcher verbally on Zoom at the beginning of the interview. 

 

 

 

  

mailto:myersmj@queensu.ca
mailto:rebecca.luce-Kapler@queensu.ca
mailto:emailchair.GREB@queensu.ca
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Appendix G: Protocol for Focus Group Discussions  

 

Protocol for Focus Group Discussions  

 

Welcome to the focus group discussion. We will go through 12 questions today. The questions 

are categorized under four broad topics.  

 

The topics are: 

 

Academic writing challenges of international undergraduate students 

Relationship between First Language Culture and Academic Writing 

Effective Academic Writing Strategies  

Integrating First Language Culture into Academic Writing Pedagogy and Practices 

 

Questions on the topic: 

 

Academic writing challenges of international students: 

 

1. In your experience, what are the academic second language writing challenges that 

multilingual international undergraduate students (students) struggle with in their 

academic context? 

 

2. In your opinion what are the reasons behinds these academic writing challenges? 

 

Relationship between First Language Culture and Academic Writing: 

 

3. Do you think that a student’s first language contributes to their academic second 

language writing challenges? Why and why not? 

 

4. In what ways do you think the students’ prior English language education influence their 

current academic writing skills? Would you consider the students’ prior or home country 

schooling a part of their first language or individual culture?  

 

5. What other aspects of their individual culture would you say influences their L2 

academic writing? 

 

Effective Academic Writing Strategies: 

 

6. What are some strategies that have work best for you in helping students with academic 

writing?  

 

7. Do you think an “English-only” approach to academic writing strategies benefit the 

students? Why and why not? 
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8. How can the integration of the students’ first language and individual cultures enhance 

the effective strategies even more? 

 

Integrating First Language Culture into Academic Writing Pedagogy and Practices: 

 

9. In what ways do you think the cultural thoughts of the students can be integrated into the 

pedagogy, assessment, and support provided to them? 

 

10. Are you aware of the varieties of English prevalent in the first language culture of the 

students? Do you think it is possible to integrate those varieties into English academic 

writing? Why and why not? 

 

11. In your opinion, will a rhetorical hybridity rather than a single ‘correct’ English owned 

by ‘native speakers’ support the international students more with their academic English 

language writing? 

 

12. In what ways can the school of English and the university promote the integration of 

multi-culturalism instead of assimilating the international students into a native-English 

orientation? 
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Appendix H: Verbal Consent Script for Semi-structured Interview Protocol 

 

Verbal Consent Script for Semi-structured Interview Participants 

 

This script is to be used at the beginning of the Zoom interview. 

  

 

Study Title: Culture behind Writing: An Inquiry into the Challenges and Cultural 

Influences on Second Language Writing in the Canadian Academic Context 

 

Participant Identification 

Number:________________________________________________________________                

I confirm the following: 

☐ I have explained all aspects of this study to the participant as outlined on the letter 

of information.  

☐ I answered all of the participant’s questions to their satisfaction and the participant 

had sufficient time to consider their participation in this study. 

☐ The participant was informed that they may choose to stop their participation at any 

time for any reason without penalty/impact on academic standing.  

☐ The participant verbally agreed to participate in this study and to follow the study 

procedures. 

☐ The participant was provided with/offered a copy of the Letter of Information for their 

records.  

☐ The participant consented to the use of Audio Recording/Video Recording 

 

 

 

 

Signature of the person conducting    Printed name  Date 

the verbal consent discussion 
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Welcome to the focus group discussion. We will go through 12 questions today. The questions 

are categorized under four broad topics.  

 

The topics are: 

 

Academic writing challenges of international undergraduate students 

Relationship between First Language Culture and Academic Writing 

Effective Academic Writing Strategies  

Integrating First Language Culture into Academic Writing Pedagogy and Practices 

 

Date of the meeting: 

Time of the meeting: 

Verbal Consent: 

Number of participants: 

Biographic information: 

- Age: 

- Gender and Pronoun: 

- First language: 

- Other languages (if any): 

- Ethnicity: 

- Name and date of most recently taken English language proficiency test: 

- Score of the writing section: 

 

Questions on the topic: 

 

1. What other academic English writing challenges are there, which were not mentioned 

in the online questionnaire? (Copies of the questionnaire will be provided) 

2. How would you describe your first language proficiency and skills? 

3. How does your first language literacy influence your academic English writing? 

4. How would you describe your prior English language education, before starting your 

undergraduate degree?  

5. Describe how you were taught to organize English essays in your school back home? 

Were you taught about the different genres of writings in English? 

6. How does your prior English language education influence your academic English 

writing? 

 

7. How would you describe your first language culture and your individual culture? 

What are the differences?  

8. In what ways do you think your culture influences your academic English writing? 

 

9. What other strategies for alleviating academic English writing challenges (ones not 

mentioned in the online questionnaire) are effective for you? 

10. How would you describe the role of your first language and individual culture in those 

strategies? 

 

11. How can the integration of your culture enhance the effective strategies even more? 
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12. How can the integration of the varieties of English in your culture help with your 

academic English writing? 

13. Do you think the writing centre and/or school of English welcomes your first language 

and individual culture in their teaching and supporting practices? How? 

14. Do you think that your teachers and writing consultants need to be more aware of your 

culture and your cultural variety of English? If yes, how can they do so? 

15. Do you think your teachers and writing consultants need to have a more open-mind 

towards your first language, individual culture, and cultural varieties of English to better 

help you with academic writing? 

16. Do you think your cultural thought pattern and your cultural variety of English should be 

welcomed in the practice of teaching, writing and assessing academic texts? 
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