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This chapter examines Turkish macro-level state policies of 
scholarly publishing from the 1980s when publications were 
mainly in Turkish, to the present when Turkish has lost its sig-
nificance with regulations mandating that international pub-
lications be written in English as a prerequisite for academic 
promotion. Second, a field study explores the influences of the 
state publishing policies on both Turkish and English aca-
demic writing instruction in two major universities in Ankara 
(one Turkish- and one English-medium), focusing on three 
sub-policies of language-in-education policy implementation: 
access, curriculum, and materials and methodology. The results 
indicate that despite some conflicting micro-level planning 
and practices with state policies, the macro-level state policy 
has largely influenced the academic literacy practices at these 
universities as more courses aimed at developing English aca-
demic writing skills and Anglo-American research traditions 
are offered while academic writing in Turkish is neglected. 
English has gained a higher status and hegemony in scientific 
literacy, especially in the English-medium university, yet both 
Turkish and English writing instruction need to improve in 
quality.
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The global spread of English in academia and scholarly publishing, and 
its political and pedagogical consequences, have been of interest in recent 
scholarship (e.g., Canagarajah, 2002; Flowerdew, 1999, 2000; Lillis & Curry, 
2010; Philipson, 2008; Swales, 1997; Tardy, 2004). The spread of English in 
academia as the lingua franca of scientific publications has caused increasing 
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pressure on academics around the world to write in English and according to 
English norms. As written academic discourse in English is highly standard-
ized and embedded in Anglo-American culture, and as Anglo-Americans 
are in gatekeeping positions in most international journals (Tardy, 2004), this 
imposition of English on scholars who are non-native speakers (NNS) of 
English has raised the issues of linguistic and cultural hegemony (Kaplan, 
2001; Phillipson, 2006; Swales, 1997; Tardy, 2004). The diffusion of powerful 
cultural rhetoric, especially through academic writing instruction (Canagara-
jah, 1999), and the homogeneity caused by the elimination of other cultural 
rhetorics over time, has been a major concern (Kachru, 1995; Mauranen, 1993). 

The pressures caused by the global spread of English in academia and in 
scholarly publications have also influenced governmental policy-making in 
many countries that aim to become a part of the global scientific community. 
However, although some studies have examined the spread of English lan-
guage in state policies in local contexts (e.g., Uysal, Plakans, & Dembovskaya, 
2007), research investigating the spread of English specifically in scholarly 
publishing policies in local contexts is limited, and research looking into the 
interplay between macro-level government policies of scholarly publishing 
and micro-level academic writing instruction is almost nonexistent. Yet, as 
Baldauf (2005) suggests, macro-level policies often extend to micro situations 
such as educational practices, but applications at this level can also be inde-
pendent and different from the macro-level policies. Thus, investigations at 
micro level are also needed “to better understand both policy implementation 
and solutions of micro-policy problems” (Baldauf, 2005, p. 964).

Therefore, to fill this important gap in the literature, this study explores 
this global issue through the example of Turkey. The study first historical-
ly examines the macro-level state policies of scholarly publishing in Turkey. 
Second, as studies of language policies in practice are needed (Ramanathan, 
2005; Spolsky, 2004), and education is a critical vehicle for language spread 
(Kaplan & Baldauf, 1997), the impact of the state policies on micro-level prac-
tices of academic writing instruction is also explored in two major universities 
in Ankara, Turkey, focusing on three sub-policies of language-in-education 
policy implementation—access, curriculum, and materials and methodology 
(Kaplan & Baldauf, 1997, 2005). 

Historical Background
Turkish Language and Literacy Planning in General

Turkey was founded as a democratic nation-state in 1923 after the collapse of 
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the multinational Ottoman Empire. Due to its unique history and geopolit-
ical location between Asia and Europe, Turkey has often faced struggles be-
tween opposing forces such as West and East, past and future, modernization 
and nationalism (Akarsu, 1999; Kinzer, 2001). This complexity is also reflected 
by unclear goals and contradictory practices in language planning and policy. 
For example, while English is offered as the only foreign language in most 
state schools, and the spread of English in education has been strongly en-
couraged as a means of modernization and westernization, English-medium 
education at secondary schools was eliminated in 1997 as it was seen as a 
threat to the purity and status of Turkish (Uysal et al., 2007, p. 197).

Nonetheless, the global spread of English has been strongly felt in Tur-
key, which has always turned its face to the West more than the East, having 
been the member of NATO and OECD, the Council of Europe, and OSCE, 
and a candidate for European Union membership (Eurydice, 2010). English 
became influential especially after World War II because of increasing con-
tact and closer ties with the United States (Demircan, 1988). English was 
embraced to integrate Turkey with the west, to participate in international 
communication, and to achieve technological and economic advancement 
and modernization. In addition, due to the gatekeeping function of English 
in Turkey, internal motives such as gaining access to better education and 
career opportunities, higher living standards, and academic promotion also 
contributed to the spread of English (Dogancay-Aktuna & Kızıltepe, 2005). 

The spread of English has also been promoted through national lan-
guage-in-education planning in Turkey—an “expanding circle” context 
(Kachru, 1992).1 For example, 99.95% of primary-school students and 91.94% 
of secondary-school students learn English as a compulsory foreign language 
(Tok & Arıbaş, 2008), and students start learning English in second grade. 
In tertiary education, the spread of English is even more strongly evident as 
English has increasingly become the medium of education in many univer-
sities. For example, while English-medium instruction (EMI) was offered in 
six universities in 1990, around 79 out of 165 universities currently offer edu-
cation completely in English in all departments (100% English), or in some 
departments, such as Economics, Medicine, and Engineering, or through 
some courses in English (30% English) (ÖSYM, 2011). EMI has been a topic 
of hot debate for years. While some support EMI for providing opportuni-
ties for content-based learning and actual use of English (Alptekin, 1998; 
Bear, 1998; Sert, 2008), the majority oppose it, arguing that EMI reduces 
students’ ability to understand concepts, leads to superficial content learning, 
threatens Turkish, and creates an elite class alienated from the realities of the 
society (e.g., Demircan, 1995; Kılıçkaya, 2006; Kırkgöz, 2005; Köksal, 2002; 
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Sinanoğlu, 2002) (see also Hayes & Mansour, this volume, for a related dis-
cussion of the impact of societal pressures on English-language education 
in Bahrain). 

With respect to Turkish language and literacy planning, first, the coun-
try went through an extensive language reform to realize a new national 
identity, language unity and modernization between 1920 and 1930 (Do-
gancay-Aktuna, 1995). Ottoman—the higher diglossic variety composed of 
Turkish, Persian, and Arabic based on Arabic script—was abandoned, and 
Turkish—the lower diglossic variety—was accepted with the Latin alphabet 
as the national language. As a result, even the small number of people who 
were literate in Ottoman became illiterate overnight, and the literacy rate 
in Turkish was only 6% in 1923 (Dogancay-Aktuna, 1998). However, due to 
meticulous governmental efforts, the average adult literacy rate has today in-
creased to 88.7% (UNDP Report, 2009). Nevertheless, as literacy experiences 
in modern Turkish have been quite recent, Turkish literacy education still 
has serious problems, especially in regard to writing (Ayyıldız & Bozkurt, 
2006; Göçer, 2010). 

Turkish Macro-level Scholarly Publishing Policies 

In this section, state policies of scholarly publishing and factors behind these 
policies are discussed according to the changes in views and tendencies with 
regards to scientific publications in Turkey. This historical analysis is done 
based on published literature, regulations/laws, policy documents from the 
related Turkish state institutions, and Eurydice (2010) as data sources. 

A Brief Historical Look at Scholarly Publishing Policies (1981-Present)

Until the 1980s, Turkish universities were basically teaching-oriented, and 
scholarly publishing was not a part of academic duty for many academics. 
However, in 1981, with the centralization and restructuring of all Turkish 
higher education institutions under the supervision of the Higher Edu-
cation Council (HEC), principles of the Anglo-American university sys-
tem in terms of education, research, and general university structure, which 
highlighted the importance of research and publishing, were adopted. This 
change gave rise to a new understanding within the long-established teach-
ing-oriented Turkish university culture (Ak & Gülmez, 2006; Ardınç, 2007). 
However, in this period, publications were still mainly in Turkish and in 
national journals; additionally, many publications lacked proper citations, 
which often resulted in plagiarism (Ardınç, 2007; Pazarlıoğlu & Özkoç, 
2009). 
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Later, international publications started to gain momentum, especially in 
the disciplines of the Natural Sciences and Medicine after the 1993 economic 
incentive program for international publications initiated by the Turkish Sci-
entific & Technological Research Council (TUBITAK) through its sub-unit 
Academic Network & Information Center (ULAKBIM). This was followed 
by individual university’s initiations of economic incentives and rewards for 
international publications (Arıoğlu & Girgin, 2002). These incentives never 
covered national publications in Turkish; thus, in a way, local and Turkish 
publications were discouraged. In this period, the general writing tendency 
was simply to translate Turkish articles into English before submitting them 
to international journals (Ardınç, 2007), so academic writing instruction in 
English was not a priority.

Between the years 1996 and 1999, international publications started to 
gain priority over Turkish. Overall, a 26% of increase was monitored in pub-
lications in The Institute for Scientific Information (ISI) database (Başkurt, 
2007). However, the increasing quantity of the articles published in this pe-
riod was negatively correlated with their quality as manifested by the de-
crease in citation statistics between 1993 and 1999 (Arıoğlu & Girgin, 2003). 
Thus, to increase the quality and standards of international publications, in 
1997, TUBITAK excluded conference proceedings, reports, and opinion ar-
ticles from the incentive program and limited the applications to research 
articles published in journals in the ISI database. This led to an increase in 
research articles along with a dramatic decrease in theoretical or opinion ar-
ticles (Arıoğlu & Girgin, 2002, 2003). During this period, the importance 
of acquiring writing skills in English was understood, and ethical concerns 
regarding plagiarism were also raised with increasing western influence in 
academia (Ardınç, 2007).

With participation in the Bologna Reform Process (1999), Turkey un-
dertook steps for integration, such as standardization, academic quality as-
surance, and accreditation in tertiary education in line with the European 
standards (HEC, 2010). These integration attempts with Europe and with 
the global scientific world resulted in developing new standards for academic 
promotion, research, and publishing. Hence, for the first time, criteria for ac-
ademic promotion were established by the regulation of the Inter-University 
Council (IUC, 2000). With this regulation, proficiency in a foreign language 
and publications in journals indexed in the ISI database became mandatory 
requirements for associate professorship in most fields. In addition, inter-
national publications were endowed with twice as much value as national 
publications. 

With the new publishing criteria and promotion policy of HEC, aca-
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demic performance started to be associated solely with the number of inter-
national publications in the ISI database. Overall, a steep increase in interna-
tional publications was observed between 1981 and 2010. While Turkey was 
45th among world countries with only 439 international publications in 1980 
(Ak & Gülmez, 2006), Turkey became 18th with 24,821 publications in 2008, 
and the total number of Turkish publications in ISI databases was 197,346 by 
2010 (Akıllı et al., 2009, TUBITAK-ULAKBIM, 2011). In this period, con-
cerns regarding the situation of Turkish as the language of science were also 
raised (e.g., Ergenç, 2001; Kılınç, 2001). 

Academic Literacy-in-Education 
Practices in Turkish Universities

To explore any connections between macro-level state policies and micro-lev-
el implementations, academic literacy-in-education planning and practices 
in two major state universities in Ankara were investigated. The focus of re-
search was on the three main sub-policies in language-in-education planning 
related to implementation—access, curriculum, and materials and methodol-
ogy—due to their direct relevance to the research goals (Kaplan & Baldauf, 
1997; 2005). The two universities selected represent different orientations and 
perspectives. Gazi University (GAZI)—a Turkish-medium university—was 
established in 1926 with a more traditional, nationalistic, and teaching-ori-
ented view. It is one of the most populous universities in Turkey with more 
than 77,000 students. The Middle East Technical University (METU), on 
the other hand, was established in 1957 around a U.S.-university model with 
100% English-medium education. It is a more elite and research-oriented 
university with around 26,000 students. 

Methodology
Data Collection

The methods used included document collection and analysis, and interviews 
were also conducted to confirm and validate the findings. First, to under-
stand how access and curriculum policy are impacted by the implementation 
of macro-level state policies, courses with an academic writing component 
were identified by looking at curricula in all departments in both universities 
and the HEC’s course descriptions. Second, these courses were examined 
in detail based on the syllabi, textbooks, and assessment rubrics obtained 
from university websites or from instructors and students. Finally, to sup-
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plement information derived from the documentary sources and to establish 
cross-validation and triangulation (Merriam, 1998), face-to-face semi-struc-
tured interviews with key informants were conducted in both universities. 

The participants constituted 40 students from various departments (24 
students from GAZI and 16 students from METU) who had already taken 
the writing/research courses in their particular university and 16 instructors 
(nine instructors from GAZI and seven instructors from METU) who had 
taught at least one course with an academic writing component in either 
GAZI or METU. The participants were selected on a voluntary basis through 
several campus visits to the Schools of Foreign Languages, English Language 
Teaching, and Turkish Education programs in both universities, and to the 
Department of Modern Languages at METU. Semi-structured interviews 
were chosen as a method because they provide reliable and comparable qual-
itative data through two-way communication (Cohen & Crabtree, 2006). In 
the interviews, questions were asked regarding: class hours devoted to writ-
ing; genres and writing features taught; level of writing; textbooks used; main 
objectives; and teaching approaches and methods. Notes were taken during 
the interview and, when necessary, additional questions were asked later via 
e-mail (See Appendix 1 for interview questions). 

Data Analysis

Kaplan & Baldauf ’s (1997; 2005) policy descriptions for access (who learns 
what and when), curriculum (how much time is allocated to writing instruc-
tion in the curriculum, what are the objectives of teaching/learning), and ma-
terials and methods (which materials and methodology are employed) were 
used as a framework of guidance in data analysis. For example, the documents 
were analyzed according to the amount of time allocated to teaching and 
practicing academic writing in classes; the course objectives were analyzed 
according to the writing genres covered and the level of writing done (e.g., 
writing paragraphs vs. research papers). The content of the course materials, 
rubrics, and syllabi were also analyzed according to the presence or absence of 
certain Anglo-American writing features, such as plagiarism, linear deductive 
organization, topic sentences, and cohesive markers. This analysis highlight-
ed the western influence on academic writing instruction as well as source 
awareness, and the value attached to academic writing and these writing fea-
tures (Krippendorff, 2004). Then, the notes taken during the interview were 
read to determine whether or not they confirmed the findings of the docu-
ment analysis and also to understand in depth the methodology and practices 
used in writing classes. 
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Results 
Access Policy

Upon examination of HEC’s course descriptions and curriculum in all de-
partments in both universities, it was found that a variety of compulsory and 
elective courses involving Turkish composition and research skills, as well as 
English academic writing, are available for students. Academic writing cours-
es in METU and GAZI in both Turkish and English are similar at the lower 
undergraduate level but vary at the upper undergraduate level. Recently, some 
new academic writing courses have been introduced, especially at graduate 
level, and additional support for English academic writing (such as writing 
centers) has also been on the rise in both universities. The courses with an 
academic writing component in Turkish and English in the two universities 
can be seen in table 2.1. 

Table 2.1. Courses with an academic writing component in GAZI and METU

Medium GAZI METU
Intensive English Preparatory Class (two semesters)
English Compulsory for the 30% En-

glish-medium programs and 
English majors since 1996. 

Compulsory for all departments since 
1961.

Undergraduate 
English 1: General English for two 

semesters (C). 
1: Advanced Reading &Writ-
ing for two semesters only for 
English majors (ELT) (C) 
2: General English for two 
semesters (C)

1: English for Academic Purposes I & 
II (EAP) for two semesters (C) since 
the foundation of the university.
1: Advanced Reading &Writing for 
two semesters only for English majors 
(ELT)(C) 
2: Research Methods (C) for a semester.
3: Advanced Writing & Research Skills 
(C) for English majors.
3 or 4: Writing Term Papers (E). (Not 
opened for the last 2 years).

Turkish 1: Turkish I: Composition 
(C)  
or 
2: Turkish I & II
2: Research Techniques (C) 
for a semester.

1: Turkish Written Communication  
or
3: Turkish I & II (C)

Graduate
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Medium GAZI METU
English Ph.D. Writing for publication 

course in ELT program (E) 
since 2011.

MA or MS Research Methods for some 
departments (C).
Ph.D. Research Methods (C)

Turkish Ph.D. Research Techniques 
(C) 
Academic Writing I & II 
(since 2011)
Creative Thinking and Writ-
ing in Arts Education (E) 
Academic Writing in Biology 
(E) 

Additional Support for English Academic Writing
A weekend course for 
academic faculty on English 
scientific writing for one 
semester in Fall 2010.
An English Academic Writ-
ing Center since 2015.

An English Academic Writing Center 
since 2001

Coding: C: Compulsory | E: Elective  | 1: 1st year course  | 2: 2nd year course  | 3 or 4: 3rd or 4th year 
course

In preparatory classes, where students are immersed in English for at least 
20 hours a week for a full academic year before they start their undergraduate 
studies, it was found that academic writing is offered only in English in both 
universities. Yet, it is important to note that preparatory English education is 
compulsory for the 30% English (some programs at GAZI, such as econom-
ics and engineering) and 100% English-medium departments (all programs 
at METU) (HEC 2008).

During the first-year undergraduate studies, compulsory general English 
or English for Academic Purposes courses (EAP I & II) are also taught in 
both universities for two semesters. Again in the first year, English majors in 
English language teaching (ELT) programs are required to take an integrat-
ed Advanced Reading and Writing (ARW) course for three hours a week 
for two semesters. Likewise, in the first year of the undergraduate studies, a 
common compulsory Turkish or Turkish Composition class is offered to all 
students for two semesters in both universities. These first-year Turkish and 
English courses are similar at both universities, as these are required courses 
by the HEC for all departments in all universities in Turkey (HEC, 2008).

In upper-level courses at the undergraduate level, on the other hand, more 
differences are observed between the two universities as METU offers more 
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opportunities for academic writing, particularly in English, to a wider student 
population than GAZI. For example, in the second and third years, compul-
sory and elective courses targeting acquisition of English academic writing 
and research skills are available in METU for all programs. In addition, while 
the research methods courses are offered in Turkish for all majors including 
English majors in GAZI, the same courses are offered in English in METU. 
At the graduate level, several new graduate courses aimed at teaching ad-
vanced academic writing skills have been introduced in both universities. 
Moreover, there has been a recent increase in additional academic writing 
support in English, such as writing centers both in METU and GAZI and a 
weekend English scientific writing course in GAZI.

This significant increase in the variety of academic literacy courses at the 
graduate level and in the amount of additional support for English academic 
writing took place especially after 2000 when international publications in 
English became a prerequisite for academic promotion and started to be seen 
as the number one indicator of academic success in HEC’s policies. This indi-
cates that the macro-level state policies might have influenced the academic 
literacy-in-education planning and instruction in both universities. Yet, it is 
also important to note that while these opportunities all target English ac-
ademic writing in METU, Turkish writing instruction has remained stable 
over the years. 

Curriculum Policy 

Time Allocated to Academic Literacy Education

Time is an important prerequisite for the development of academic writing 
skills, which involve complex linguistic, cognitive, and socio-cultural factors. 
Building academic writing skills requires a long time and intensive practice 
to be able to use the language accurately and appropriately; to employ skills 
and strategies related to the writing process such as generating ideas, draft-
ing, organizing, revising, and editing; as well as to establish social skills such 
as developing awareness of writing conventions, genre-specific features, and 
audience expectations in a particular context. Acquisition of these skills in 
L2 entails even more time and practice, as it means socialization into a new 
discourse community that is likely to have different writing conventions and 
audience expectations. Therefore, the amount of writing instructional time is 
critical in any academic writing instruction, particularly L2 academic writing 
instruction. 

When we look at the situation in Turkish universities, despite the variety 
of the writing courses and the rise in the number of new academic writing 
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opportunities in both universities, as listed in Table 2.1, a detailed examina-
tion reveals problems with class time devoted to academic writing in practice. 
First, it was found that some planning by both the HEC and universities 
resulted in the elimination of certain academic writing courses, which thus 
caused serious limitations in classroom hours. For example, as reported in 
the Department of History booklet, the first-year EAP I & II in METU, 
which is currently four hours a week for two semesters, used to be ten hours 
a week before the mid-1980s, but as the HEC increased the student quota, 
which brought about a serious shortage of instructors, the number of hours 
for these ten-credit Freshman English courses had to be decreased to four. 
Similarly, the first-year ARW I & II courses, which are offered for English 
majors in ELT programs, is currently three hours a week for two semesters (a 
total of six credit hours). However, from the interviews with the instructors, it 
was understood that these courses were introduced to the curriculum in 2006 
by combining three separate academic literacy courses—Advanced Reading 
Skills and Advanced Writing Skills for two semesters, and a second-year Ac-
ademic Writing course for a semester (a total of 15 credit hours)—into one. 
As the number of classes and class hours allocated to academic literacy was 
restricted, academic literacy-in-education for English majors was negatively 
affected. This indicates a contradiction with the HEC’s own publishing poli-
cies, which, on the one hand, necessitate higher-order academic literacy skills 
for academic success and international publishing, and, on the other hand, 
decrease the number of academic writing courses and cut the class hours. 

Second, it was found that writing is generally embedded in the prepara-
tory and first-year general English or EAP courses but often neglected when 
compared to other language skills. The preparatory teachers in GAZI stated 
that, for the students who are not English majors, only around 10% of the 
total class hours (around one to two hours of the total 20-25 hours per week) 
are devoted to writing. All teachers said that writing is not given priority in 
their classes and it is often left behind other skills; therefore, students do not 
have enough opportunities to practice and produce effective academic papers. 
GAZI instructors said they lecture about writing one week and let the stu-
dents write for one hour in class the next week. That is, the students may only 
write for one hour every two weeks. Some instructors also mentioned that 
the students are not motivated to write in English because they do not write, 
but instead they take tests, in future English courses. Because writing is not 
central in university education in general, reading, grammar, and vocabulary, 
which often appear in tests, are given the utmost priority in English classes. 
At METU, the situation seems a little better than it is in GAZI. For example, 
the instructors said that teaching writing is an essential part of the program 
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from the very beginning of the academic year because students are asked 
to write paragraphs in the preparatory class exit exam. The classes comprise 
around 20% writing (three to five hours of the total 15-25 hours of English 
course per week), and students not only learn about writing rules but also 
practice writing in class every week. 

In the first-year English classes at METU, around one hour in a four-
hour-a-week EAP class is allocated to writing. Instructors said they try to 
attend to all skills equally and spend time on writing in class every week, but 
by writing for one hour a week, their students can only achieve basic-lev-
el writing in English. The instructors at GAZI stated that English is three 
hours a week, but writing is almost non-existent in the first-year English 
classes, especially for students who have not attended the preparatory class-
es. In the second year, nonetheless, they said the situation becomes better 
as they can allocate 20-30% of the course hours to writing. In the first-year 
ARW course for English majors, METU instructors stated that they distrib-
ute course time equally between reading and writing, but GAZI instructors 
maintained that approximately 70% of the class time is devoted to reading, 
while writing sections in the book are often given as homework for students 
because they do not have time to deal with writing in class. All instructors at 
GAZI complained that the integrated reading/writing course is ineffective 
when compared to previous separate reading and writing courses, and they 
claimed that the integration of both meant that neither reading nor writing 
could be taught adequately. Overall, all instructors and most students stated 
that the integrated Academic Reading and Writing course does not allow 
them to learn and practice higher-level academic writing skills such as the 
development of logical argument, or writing well-organized, cohesive, and 
coherent paragraphs and essays, due to time constraints. 

In the second-year Research Methods course, which is three hours a week 
in both universities, some writing instruction on research reporting is in-
cluded in the syllabus; however, the time allocated to writing in these classes 
largely varies according to the instructor and departments. For example, while 
some students said they actually wrote a research paper and received feedback 
between drafts in the Research Methods course, other students said they nev-
er wrote a research paper, but only took tests on research methods. In METU, 
in the third year, there is an additional Advanced Writing and Research Skills 
course for three hours a week for English majors. All students stated that 
they found this course very helpful as instructors attend to each individual 
writing assignment and provide feedback both in and out of classroom time 
whenever needed. However, instructors claimed that the course hours are not 
adequate for providing a sufficient knowledge base about both research and 
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writing skills at the same time, and thus teachers have to make personal sac-
rifices such as arranging extra office hours to help students with their writing. 
One instructor said they need more time because students come to classes 
with no previous knowledge of academic writing and scientific thinking skills 
in Turkish, which could then be transferred to English. 

Turkish Composition or Turkish I & II classes are only two hours a week 
for all programs for two semesters, and writing is only covered for one semes-
ter as part of a curriculum that includes not just writing but some content on 
language in general (see the next sections for a detailed description). There-
fore, when compared to the academic English writing instruction especially 
in METU, Turkish writing instruction at the undergraduate level seems to 
fall short for developing students’ Turkish academic writing skills. 

The graduate courses are all three hours a week for either the fall or spring 
semester. While the general research methods courses have been offered for 
almost three decades, specific writing courses targeting academic writing, in-
cluding thesis writing and writing for publishing purposes, have been more 
recently introduced to the curriculum in various departments, especially at 
GAZI. Moreover, some additional support for English writing in the form of 
writing centers has also been offered at both universities. The writing centers 
at METU and GAZI offer one-on-one tutorial sessions for 45 minutes to 
graduate students and academic faculty by appointment. According to the 
writing center director of METU, approximately 300-350 sessions are held in 
one semester to offer help with English academic writing. Because the writ-
ing center has just been opened at GAZI, such statistics are not yet available. 
At GAZI, a weekend course on English scientific writing was also offered 
in 2010 for three hours a week for eight weeks during the fall semester for 
graduate students, research assistants, and faculty. 

Objectives of the Courses (Targeted Genres and the Levels of Writing)

In preparatory classes and the first-year English courses, English academic 
writing at the paragraph level and the essay level is offered. While EAP I 
mainly includes paragraph writing with just an introduction to essay writ-
ing, EAP II includes academic essay writing and incorporates a documented 
argumentative and a reaction-response essay in its syllabus. The ARW I & 
II courses for English majors at both universities also have a similar focus. 
While the former teaches mainly paragraph-level writing with an introduc-
tion to essay, the latter includes essay-level writing and an introduction to all 
types of essays. 

While academic English writing practices were found to be limited to 
paragraph and sometimes to essay-level writing at the undergraduate level, 
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the situation for Turkish is worse, as almost no Turkish academic writing 
instruction exists. Although Turkish composition courses are given for two 
semesters, writing is only taught for one semester, as the other Turkish com-
position course focuses on oral presentation skills and Turkish speaking skills. 
Moreover, the greater part of these courses comprises units about language, 
culture, and grammar. Although language, culture, and grammar are topics 
all closely related to writing, these issues are presented as lectures in isola-
tion, not combined with or integrated into writing instruction. Most students 
from various programs claimed that they have not written in these courses, 
but instead they only learned theoretical information through lectures about 
writing, including information about how to write in genres that were gener-
ally nonacademic, such as petitions, letters, tales, and poetry. Some students 
also asserted that their instructors mostly focused on Turkish grammar, spell-
ing, and punctuation, rather than making them practice actual writing. This 
situation is likely to have dire consequences, especially for students of the 
Turkish-medium programs (mostly social sciences and humanities) at GAZI, 
as this means these students do not practice academic writing in either Turk-
ish or English, while students in 30% English (hard sciences) at GAZI and 
100% English programs at METU experience at least some form of academic 
writing in English at the undergraduate level. 

As for the research courses, it was found that despite its existence in the 
syllabus, instruction on writing about or reporting on research comprises a 
small portion of the classes, and sometimes students even finish these courses 
without practicing any writing or submitting a research paper. Despite their 
variability, research methods courses at both the undergraduate and graduate 
levels generally focus on basic research methods and techniques, such as sta-
tistical sampling procedures, writing hypotheses, controlling variables, data 
collection, data evaluation, test reliability/validity, and quantitative and qual-
itative research methods, including surveys, case studies, correlation studies, 
and statistical analysis with SPSS program. Thus, only a small part of these 
courses deals with writing issues such as plagiarism, reviewing the literature, 
and reporting the research results. Moreover, as stated by the instructors and 
students, only some of these courses at the undergraduate level require in-
class writing or a written final project, and teacher feedback on drafts is often 
either limited or nonexistent. It was also found that in some classes, students 
only received theoretical instruction on writing and did not have any chance 
to write in or out of the class; instead, many students had multiple-choice 
or short-answer exams that asked them about research design and academic 
writing skills, such as statistical methods, referencing, or APA style. 

A few elective courses at METU and GAZI (mostly for English majors) 
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were found to have a deeper focus on scientific academic writing; however, 
these courses do not have a large impact, as they are limited in number and 
student access. However, at the graduate level, some graduate courses and 
additional activities target longer and more scientific writing of research pa-
pers, theses and dissertations, and even scientific articles, in harmony with the 
goals of the state policies.

Materials and Methodology Policy 

English and Turkish Instructional Materials

The analysis of materials in this part of the study demonstrates that English 
and Turkish academic writing textbooks and instruction differ in ways that 
are important to consider in relationship to how English and Turkish are 
valued in university courses and in scholarly publishing. Specifically, there are 
striking differences in the content and emphasis of textbooks (e.g., general 
versus academic) as well as in course assessment practices.

With respect to English academic writing, it was found that except for 
the books required in the first-year EAP I & II courses at METU, and ARW 
courses in the ELT programs at both universities, all books are written and 
published by western authors and publishers. For example, in the METU 
preparatory classes, Lifelines and Q: Skills for Success series by Oxford Univer-
sity Press, and the Top Notch series by Longman Pearson, with many supple-
mentary books written by both foreign and Turkish authors, are used. In the 
preparatory classes at GAZI, Speak Out as well as some writing books, such 
as Fundamentals of Academic Writing and Strategic Writing by Pearson, and 
Reading and Writing Unlock by Cambridge, are required. Similarly, the first- 
and second-year general English courses at GAZI follow English for Life and 
the Q: Skills for Success series by Oxford University Press. In the writing com-
ponent of these courses, the focus is on English writing rules regarding para-
graph and essay writing such as deductive organization, cohesion, coherence, 
unity, thesis statements, and topic sentences (see also Rudd & Telafici, this 
volume, for an appraisal of English-language writing textbooks in Qatar). 

Common locally produced books are also used in EAP I & II in METU 
and ARW courses in both universities. These books include all four language 
skills; yet, while all these skills are covered in EAP I & II, in ARW only the 
reading and writing parts are covered. The names of the books are Academic 
Survival Skills I & II, published by Black Swan (Ankara). These books are 
written by Turkish instructors working in the Modern Languages Depart-
ment at METU and are published by a local publisher; however, these books 
follow Anglo-American conventions of academic discourse. For example, the 



56   Uysal

first book presents topics related to expository and reaction paragraph writ-
ing, as well as conventions regarding paragraph writing, such as: introducing 
explicit main ideas and topic sentences; supporting ideas; different patterns of 
organization (narration, description, process analysis, etc.); supporting tech-
niques (e.g., examples & illustrations, data, facts, statistics, testimony, etc.); 
unity and coherence; and cohesive devices (with a list of transitions). In addi-
tion, the book provides an introduction to essay writing with rules regarding 
choosing and narrowing down a topic; making outlines; parallelism; coordi-
nation and subordination; formal writing style; hedging and tentativeness; 
introductory strategies; writing the body of the essay; conclusion strategies; 
unity and coherence; revising and editing strategies; writers’ techniques and 
purposes for writing (to inform, to persuade, etc.); and considering audience, 
point of view, tone, register, and style. 

The second book provides guidelines regarding how to write a re-
search-based documented argumentative essay and a reaction-response essay. 
First, some knowledge base is introduced about basics of doing and writing 
research, such as identifying and selecting relevant sources; referencing and 
citing according to APA; borrowing ideas (summarizing, paraphrasing, di-
rect quoting); plagiarism; and strategies of avoiding writer’s block. Then con-
ventions related to argumentation and argumentative writing are presented 
through various topics, such as writing an argumentative thesis; preparing a 
pro-con chart; refuting the counterarguments; outlining; unity and coher-
ence; avoiding logical fallacies; analyzing and synthesizing opinions; and 
avoiding sexist language. 

Turkish writing books have content that is quite different from the En-
glish academic writing books mentioned above. While English books are 
academically oriented, technical, detailed, and rule-based, Turkish writing 
books seem to have devoted considerable space to discussing more general 
issues about language, culture, civilizations, and history, rather than writing 
itself. In addition, a considerable part of the writing content focuses on genres 
of non-academic writing and creative writing. Writing instruction differs 
from English especially in terms of the emphasis given on certain writing 
topics addressed and the number of writing activities or exercises for practice. 
Moreover, although the writing rules seem to overlap with English at first 
sight, they are explained in a very general manner. Many specific details in 
global writing rules in English, such as cohesive markers, hedging, subordi-
nation, strategies related to the writing process, and paragraph structure (e.g., 
topic sentences) are either missing in the Turkish books or very superficially 
explained; instead, the focus seems to be more on sentence-level grammar 
rules and punctuation in writing. 
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For example, first it was found that some Turkish classes use no textbooks; 
yet, two textbooks were mentioned in the interviews for other Turkish classes. 
These were Türkçenin sırları (The Mysteries of Turkish) (Banarli,2013), which 
focuses only on Turkish language instruction (sentence-level grammar), and 
Üniversiteler için Türkçe I Yazılı Anlatım (Turkish I: Written Composition for 
Universities) (Yakici, Yucel, Dogan, & Savas, 2006). For the purposes of this 
research, the latter book on writing was analyzed. The first three units out of 
the six of the Yakici et al. (2006) textbook covers general topics, such as defi-
nitions of language, and the relationships between language and culture and 
culture and civilization. In the fourth unit, some theoretical knowledge about 
writing is introduced, such as topic selection; narrowing and development of 
the topic; the importance of words and sentences in composition; planning 
compositions; main ideas; use of imagination; types of expression (narration, 
description, definition, explanation, exemplification, persuasion, and com-
parison); point of view (creative writing and non-fiction opinion writing); 
textual analysis of written genres such as formal writing (petition, meeting or 
event records, meeting decision writing, report, job letter, CV, advertisement, 
memorandum, legal texts); creative writing (tale, fairy tale, poetry, short story, 
novel, drama); and opinion writing (article, criticism, essay, memoir, diary, 
travel writing, letter, interview, presentation). In the final unit, information 
about writing a bibliography, note taking and summarizing techniques are 
given. However, the focus then turns to sentence- and word-level language 
instruction rather than writing. For example, 25 Turkish grammar and spelling 
rules are explained one by one, and then common word- and sentence-level 
language problems and common mistakes in Turkish are listed under 27 cate-
gories, including wrong spelling; wrong use of apostrophe; parallelism; wrong 
use of idioms and proverbs; unnecessary verbs, and so on. These are followed 
by punctuation and abbreviation rules. 

As understood from course syllabi, textbooks and interviews, one striking 
finding was that Turkish courses include and emphasize mostly non-academic 
genres that do not adequately address the academic writing needs of the stu-
dents, as can be seen in the list of genres above. For example, while the book 
devotes 56 pages to creative writing such as fairy tales and writing poems, the 
essay is explained in a half page followed by some example essays, for a total 
of ten pages. Moreover, essay writing is explained in general terms mostly re-
lated to language style and personal voice when compared to English books, 
in which more specific and detailed rules on essay writing are given. Overall, 
creative writing, as well as some formal genres such as legal petitions and job 
letters, seem to be given priority over academic texts in Turkish classes. This 
suggests that some cultural factors may be at work, as suggested by contras-
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tive rhetoric research that discusses differences in writing education across 
cultures (e.g., Kadar-Fulop, 1988; Li, 1996; Liebman, 1992; Liu, 2005; Uysal, 
2008). Another reason for the difference might be the low importance given 
to writing in the higher education system in Turkey, as students reported they 
do not write much in Turkish composition classes or in their departmental 
courses, and instead often take short-answer or multiple-choice tests. Aca-
demic writing is not central to Turkish universities or in assessment proce-
dures, which is reflected in academic writing education as well. 

English L2 and Turkish L1 Teaching Approaches and Methods

There is considerable variation in teaching approaches and methods across 
English and Turkish language writing instruction at Turkish universities. In 
terms of teaching methods, scholars agree that learning L2 writing is an over-
whelmingly difficult process involving very complicated factors; therefore, no 
single teaching approach will suffice (Blanton & Kroll, 2002). Instead, all 
approaches to second language instruction should be blended together as 
each of these reflects a valuable and indispensable part of the second-lan-
guage writing construct (Silva, 1990). That is, the product approach focusing 
on lexical-syntactic features, controlled or guided composition focusing on 
discourse-level textual features; the process approach focusing on the under-
lying recursive and exploratory writing processes of the individual; the con-
trastive rhetoric approach focusing on the L1 cultural influences on writing; 
and the genre approach focusing on the social aspects of writing, such as 
writing according to the descriptors of various genres and expectations of 
audiences in specific contexts, should be used in a complementary manner. 
However, these approaches can be used selectively and some writing features 
may gain importance over others according to the purpose of the writing 
instruction. In the case of EAP classes and in any writing for publishing 
purposes, particularly for ESL/EFL students, product-oriented controlled or 
guided composition and genre approaches are often dominant. Thus, in aca-
demic ESL/EFL writing classes, the emphasis is often too much on the final 
product and the mastery of English academic writing conventions following 
strict models and formulas. Some scholars have expressed concern that this 
kind of instruction may lead to restriction in creativity inherent in writing 
(Hyland, 2003). Others have suggested that strictly following Anglo-Ameri-
can writing norms could result in assimilation into L2 cultural literacy or the 
elimination of individual voice and diversity in writing (Canagarajah, 1999; 
2002; Kachru, Y. 1997). Instead, some recent critical approaches recommend 
the maintenance of individual and cultural voice by representing one’s iden-
tity and code-mixing L1 rhetoric with English writing conventions even in 
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academic or scientific writing (Canagarajah, 2006a, 2006b; Curry & Lillis, 
2004; Harwood & Hadley, 2004).

With these concerns and recommendations in mind, we note that Turkish 
university instructors employ a product-oriented methodology with a limited 
reflection of genre and process approaches as students are getting familiar-
ized with the conventions of certain paragraph and essay types, and often 
students write one or two drafts before the final product in the preparatory, 
first- and second-year English, EAP, and ARW courses. Due to the time 
constraints, this first draft is often done at home and feedback is provided by 
the teachers on these texts in either written form or by showing the papers 
through an overhead projector or computer to the class and going over the 
problems in crowded classes. In ARW courses, an integrated reading-writing 
language teaching approach is also adopted. However, although this is a high-
ly advocated approach to academic writing as it provides students with both 
content knowledge and familiarity with rhetorical structure and conventions 
(e.g., Canagarajah, 2002; Hyland, 2000), in the Turkish context, as reported 
by the instructors, this approach was not successfully implemented due to 
the restricted class hours (see also Miller & Pessoa this volume for related 
discussion of writing classes in U.S. universities in Qatar). 

The third-year Writing Term Papers course at METU also uses foreign 
sources, which include the APA Publication Manual and Writing the Research 
Paper: A Handbook (Winkler & McCuen, 1999). On the other hand, the third-
year Advanced Writing and Research Skills course at METU and the oth-
er research courses do not use a particular textbook but follow photocopied 
materials generally based on foreign sources. Besides research techniques and 
statistical knowledge, these courses have more in-depth content for research 
writing regarding APA style, quoting, summarizing, paraphrasing, and syn-
thesizing, avoiding plagiarism, argument fallacies, citations, and referencing. 
In these classes, students receive one-on-one written and oral feedback in all 
steps of their writing of the research papers, and they write multiple drafts 
in and out of the classes thanks to personal efforts of the instructors. In the 
graduate writing courses at GAZI, again no specific textbook is used. The 
courses are based on lectures, readings, textual analysis of the targeted genres 
such as theses and dissertations (Academic Writing I & II), and research ar-
ticles (e.g., the Academic Writing for Publishing Purposes course). Addition-
ally, writing samples of academic writing are provided through a genre-based 
process approach, in which students are given feedback on their writing and 
are allowed to write multiple drafts after considering audience expectations 
and genre requirements. 

As for the teaching approach for Turkish composition, the interviews re-
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vealed that most of these courses’ content is presented through lectures and 
oral presentations “teaching about writing,” rather than practicing actual 
writing. Thus, writing is often not practiced in classes, and students are at 
best asked to write only in exams, reflecting a product approach. In Turkish 
textbooks, no tasks for actual writing practices are provided, which confirms 
the students’ accounts. The parts of the textbook related to writing are orga-
nized by presenting a brief introduction to certain genres, which is followed 
by sample model texts. 

Discussion and Conclusions

The increasing spread and dominance of English in global academia and 
research publishing is strongly evident in the Turkish context. English seems 
to have become a “lingua academica” (Phillipson, 2008) in Turkey because, 
besides functioning as the medium of instruction in more universities, it has 
also become the widely accepted language of science and research publica-
tions. The historical analysis of Turkish state policies demonstrates a continu-
ous encouragement and even imposition of English as the language of science 
and research publishing as a means to integrate with Europe and the global 
scientific world. Accordingly, Anglo-American academic values of “publish or 
perish” seem to be adopted through a shift of focus from teaching to research 
and from national to international publications in English. The consequences 
of the state policies are most obvious in the steep increase in the number of 
publications in the ISI database, which has become an important indicator of 
one’s academic success. 

The reflections of the state policies are also manifested in micro-level lit-
eracy-in-education practices, as more courses aiming to develop English ac-
ademic writing skills and additional support through writing centers started 
to be offered at universities, while academic writing in Turkish is extreme-
ly neglected. With such a weak infrastructure of Turkish academic literacy 
instruction, English is likely to gain an even higher status and hegemony 
in scientific literacy in the near future. As a result, given the dominance of 
English in Turkish academia through both top-down government policies 
and literacy-in-education practices, more planning and policy is needed to 
preserve a place for Turkish in the academic domain and in academic writing 
instruction.

In addition, English academic writing and research courses, whether they 
use local or foreign sources, mainly promote Anglo-American writing norms, 
logic, and research traditions; this promotion points to the diffusion of a 
powerful cultural rhetoric through academic instruction in the Turkish con-
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text, which is similar to other contexts as suggested by Canagarajah (1999). 
Although effective instruction in English rhetorical and scientific conven-
tions is needed for participation in the Anglo-centric discourse community, 
more critical pedagogical approaches have recently been suggested. These ap-
proaches involve awareness-raising about the complexities and socio-politi-
cal issues surrounding English academic writing, and code-mixing with L1 
writing for rhetorical creativity and diversity instead of rhetorical homoge-
neity (Canagarajah, 2006a, 2006b; Curry & Lillis, 2004; Harwood & Hadley, 
2004). Yet, these recent trends have not made their way into academic literacy 
instruction in Turkish universities. 

At the same time, it should be noted that English academic writing in-
struction also seems to suffer from various problems, such as inadequate class 
hours and product-oriented teaching approaches in both universities. For ex-
ample, the number and classroom hours of some English and English aca-
demic writing courses decreased over the years, which contradicts macro-lev-
el state policies. For that reason, writing cannot be practiced much in classes, 
and students do not write multiple drafts and receive feedback from teachers 
or peers between drafts. In addition, writing in English does not go beyond 
essay writing, and it is often neglected among other language skills.

Moreover, considering the general characteristics of the Turkish educa-
tional system and academic culture at the tertiary level, in which students 
are given lectures and assessed through tests instead of being assigned papers 
or portfolios, writing is often not central and not practiced in other depart-
mental courses. Therefore, these limited literacy-in-education practices in 
both English and Turkish seem to fall short in preparing future academics 
to publish in prestigious international journals and to compete in the global 
scientific world. Hence, attempts should be made both to increase the class-
room hours and quality of academic writing instruction in both Turkish and 
English in future planning and practice.2 

Notes
1. National language planning is possible because education in Turkey is highly 

centralized. While primary and secondary education is under the responsi-
bility of Ministry of National Education, tertiary education is supervised and 
coordinated by the Higher Education Council.

2. This research is part of a larger project about the effects of Turkish state 
publishing policies on: 1. Turkish scholars’ publishing behaviors in Turkish 
vs. English (Uysal, 2014a); 2. University practices of research, publishing, and 
promotion (Uysal, 2014b); and 3. Academic writing instruction. This chapter 
reports on the third part of the research on writing instruction at Turkish uni-
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versities. This research was supported by Gazi University Individual Research 
Grant (BAP) 04/2012-26.
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Appendix 1: Interview Questions

Instructors

1. How many hours of ---- class do you teach per week? 
2. How much of your classes do you award to teaching and actual prac-

ticing of academic writing? 
3. What writing genres and types do you cover in your classes? 
4. What is the level of writing done? Do you practice writing academic 

essays or research papers? 
5. What are the specific objectives of your course? For example, what 

writing features do you teach and emphasize in classes? 
6. What textbooks do you use in your classes? 
7. What are the main approaches and methods you employ while 

teaching writing? 

Students

1. How much actual writing practice did you do in ---- class? 
2. What kind of writing did you do in that class? (For example, essay, 

letter . . .)
3. What levels of writing did you do? For example, did you write para-

graphs, essays, research papers . . .?
4. What were the goals of that class? For example, what specific rules 

for writing did you learn in --- class?
5. Which textbooks did you use in ---- class? 
6. How did the teacher teach writing in ---- class?




