Academic Writing and Interdisciplinarity






Academic Writing and Interdisciplinarity

By

Ranamukalage Chandrasoma

CAMBRIDGE
SCHOLARS

PUBLISHING



Academic Writing and Interdisciplinarity,
by Ranamukalage Chandrasoma

This book first published 2010
Cambridge Scholars Publishing
12 Back Chapman Street, Newcastle upon Tyne, NBEG, 2)K

British Library Cataloguing in Publication Data
A catalogue record for this book is available fritra British Library

Copyright © 2010 by Ranamukalage Chandrasoma

All rights for this book reserved. No part of thisok may be reproduced, stored in a retrieval syste
or transmitted, in any form or by any means, etegtr, mechanical, photocopying, recording or
otherwise, without the prior permission of the cagiyt owner.

ISBN (10): 1-4438-2487-9, ISBN (13): 978-1-4438-248



TABLE OF CONTENTS

ACKNOWIEAGEMENLS ...ttt
FOFEWOIT ...ttt bbbttt et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e aeaans (¢
INEFOAUCTION ... e e Xi
L1 g =1 (=] S © 1 - SRR 1
Student Writing in the Academy: The ComplexityGdmplexities

(O 0= 1 (=] S .o TSP 23
Diverse Manifestations of Interdisciplinarity

Chapter TRIEE ...t 43
Academic Interdisciplinarity Today

(O o= o1 (=] g o 11 | OO PP PPPPPPPPUTTRR 57
Intertextuality, Interdiscursivity, and Extra-diptarity

Chapter FIVE ..o s e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 73
Contemporary Disciplinary Dynamics and the MBA

(O g = 1 (=] B PR 91
Theoretical Approaches to Writing and the New Qultof Assessing
Students within Interdisciplinarity

Chapter SEVEN .....oooiiiii ettt 113
Students Implicated in Interdisciplinarity

(O g =1 1= S =1 o | | SRR 167

Critical Interdisciplinarity: Strategies for Overming
Interdisciplinary Challenges

RETEIENCES ... et e e e e s et e e s e e e eeaees 185






ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

A significant part of the resources for this book emerged from a full-time
doctoral research | completed at the University of Technology, Sydney. |
am therefore grateful to the University of Technology, Sydney, for
granting me afive-year scholarship for this purpose.

| am eternally indebted to my parents Ranamukalage Edwin Jinadasa and
Y asawathie Jinadasa for encouraging and supporting me to pursue higher
studiesin English literature and linguistics.

Several scholarsg/practitioners inspired me in many ways on many
occasions, and | should express my gratitude in particular to the following:
Professor Alastair Pennycook, Professor Alison Lee, Mr. Andrew Ang,
Professor Charles Bazerman, Dr Celia Thompson, Mrs. Chris Lawther,
Professor Michael Hollington, Professor Mike Baynham, Mr. Phua Seng-
Min, Professor Richard Madelaine, Mrs. Vera Hayes, and Professor Vijay

Bhatia

| am aso grateful to my family members: Dr Kalyani Chandrasoma
(MBBS,FRACGP), Dr Dilini Chandrasoma (MBBS, Monash), Udani
Chandrasoma (MBBS, University of Sydney) for providing

me with moral support.

Also of importance are my colleagues, students, and other staff in
universities/colleges in various parts of the world: Australia, the Marshall
Islands, Nigeria, Papua New Guinea, Sri Lanka, and the United States of
America where | worked, and a bevy of other scholars who provided me
with useful data and comments. It is unfortunate that the space available
here does not permit me to mention them individually.

This book shaped up into its publishable form thanks to the suggestions
made by Professor Alison Lee, University of Technology, Sydney.

Finally, special thanks must go to Carol, Amanda and Soucin at
Cambridge Scholars Publishers, Newcastle, for their professionalism in
making this venture areality in the publishing process.






FOREWORD

The original idea of embarking on a research of this nature came to my
mind while | was engaged in research for my MA in English at the
University of New South Wales, Sydney. My research was truly
interdisciplinary, yoking the resources of English literature with those of
linguistics and communication studies. Peripheral to these, of course, were
interdisciplines such as women’s studies, cultural studies, and critical
theory. | first realized the huge potential of interdisciplinary studies in
language studies while pursuing my studies in TESOL at the University of
Technology, Sydney.

It is also significant to note here that at the time of completing my PhD, |
was lecturing at the Sydney International Campus, Central Queensland
University, in the capacity of a lead lecturer/lecturer with the Faculty of
Informatics and Communication. Obviously there were immense
advantages in associating myself with the academic community as well as
the student population, especially my students, while being steeped in this
research. For example, | was able to witness a significant number of
difficulties encountered by students while coping with interdisciplinary
knowledge in their diverse writing tasks.

This book is proposed as a knowledge resource for students, practitioners
and researchers engaged in language studies in particular reference to
academic writing (EAP/ESP) and interdisciplinarity in universities and
colleges. Student writers may find here some useful insights into
knowledge capital and assessment genres in interdisciplinary contexts. It
also provides a solid framework for programs in language studies,
academic literacies, foundation studies, and developmental education.
Transdisciplinary institutions such as language skills centres, study skills
centres, and academic support units can benefit from this book.

In general the book challenges traditional approaches to writing pedagogy
while showing their limitations to cope with the new imperatives of
interdisciplinarity. The book also introduces a new theory called ‘critical
interdisciplinarity’ which presents itself as a sustainable pedagogical
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paradigm to overcome a plethora of difficultiesiang from the integration
of interdisciplines into traditional disciplines.

By virtue of their encyclopaedic dimensions, knadge domains relating
to academic interdisciplinarity in student writitegnd themselves to a wide
range of future research projects. An attempt hesnbmade here to
critically explore only a tiny proportion of thiséxhaustible repertoire of
knowledge.

—Dr Ranamukalage Chandrasoma



INTRODUCTION

The main purpose of this book is to investigate twdent writers cope
with academic interdisciplinarity, and to offer redmal pedagogic measures
where difficulties arise. Hence the book explomgesal aspects of student
writing: disciplinary knowledge, interdisciplinaknowledge, intertextuality,
interdiscursivity, extra-disciplinarity, linguisticapital, diverse assessment
tasks, curricular issues, assessors’ perceptioristefdisciplinarity, and
the need of a sustainable pedagogy to cope wigndisciplinarity. Today
we deal with intertextually agile students in umsiges and colleges as
has never been before owing in large measure toathent of new
technologies of communication. Hence writing pedpgoeeds to take
cognizance of the nexus between this relatively séwdent population
and the new interdisciplinary dynamics usheredyirthe changes in the
overall curricula.

In recent years, there has been an increasing aesseof student
academic writing among theorists and practitioressevidenced by the
proliferation of published work in the field. Pags, one of the major
reasons for this trend is the influx into tertiatudies of a relatively non-
traditional student population, often with inadetguavriting skills in
English. These students include mature age studesisking students,
migrants from a non-English speaking backgroundiadly disadvantaged
students such as refugees, international students,those on distance
learning programs. In fact, the most prominent Ueat in our
contemporary academic context is the student ntpbiiom one country
to another in search of knowledge, and at timeerge pastures. The
demographics and the mobility of these internafitadents have been
well documented in the literature (eg. Gopinathd94; Ahmed & Basu,
1994; Sadlak, 1998; Lillis, 2001). Consequentlysirtertiary institutions,
especially universities, have introduced on-cammusedial measures in
the form of learning support programs to facilifateter alia, these
students' writing competencies. Student writingesagrecedence over the
other macro skills as it is the most importantrinsient in exposing one's
performance and competencies in a course of study.



Xii Introduction

The corpus of knowledge student writers have tpgeawith today seems
to distance itself from the traditional mono-diditipry contexts. Texts as
well as the students who construct them are beimgirmuously informed
and conditioned by new values and imperatives déatively new
discursive practices. Hence, student academic ngritthenceforward
‘student writing”) especially at postgraduate leean be regarded as a
complex academic endeavour where students havek®® up multiple
writing positions. Analyzing student texts agaitise backdrop of the
enormous intertextual and interdiscursive resourqetaining to
interdisciplinarity is a major component of thisoko

Electivization of the curricula, on the other handhile providing student
writers with a wide range of choices, has creataadning gaps between
what is commonly known as prior knowledge and whatet to be learnt
in the form of new knowledges. These epistemoldgioasiderations, i.e.,
how disciplinary knowledge is acquired, evaluatamhntested, and
strategically used in texts also constitute angrakpart of this book.

Also of importance in the above contexts are theeroflengthy and
generically diverse assessment tasks studentsequéred to accomplish
within specific deadlines. The nature and structfr@ssignment topics
and assessment tasks have in the past two decadss ondergone
tremendous changes owing in large measure to Hismip as well as
socio-economic imperatives. Student writing hasesglvdimensions in
terms of the mode of assessment, eg. examinatieedbagresentation-
based, research-based, observation-based. This howkver, focuses on
research-based writing tasks. A paradigm calla@@tarinterdisciplinarity has
been proposed in the concluding chapter of thiskb&®dagogical and
curricular considerations play a vital role in icat interdisciplinarity.

The book is primarily based on research-orientegdesit writings
belonging to 15 MBA students in two Sydney univigesi Such writings
are supplemented with their respective assessamganks, interviews with
students and lecturers/assessors, course prafissssment tasks, students’
prior knowledge and practices. The selected stsdepresent identities of
a broad spectrum of student population in the aogdenon-English
speaking, English-speaking, mature age, diversturaliland academic
backgrounds.

As evidenced by Chapters 6, 7, and 8, there amethnajor research
strengths in this book: investigation of the cudtwf assessing students,
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analysis of student texts, and introduction ofieait interdisciplinarity
respectively. These research-oriented chapters paeeeded by five
chapters and an introduction which provide backgdounformation
relating to the overall theme of the book. Whileinge heavily
substantiated with empirical research, they alsaomfoa strong
infrastructural support for the book as a wholer ff@ sake of brevity, |
will outline the thematic structure of this booktive ensuing paragraphs.

Chapter 1 is characterized by an investigation ome prominent

theoretical perspectives on disciplinary knowled@aims by social

constructivists that disciplinary knowledge is sdlgi constructed (eg.

McCarthy, 1996) need further elaboration. This itheargues that

disciplinary knowledge is always discursively cousted and discursively
consumed, too. Since our thoughts, aspirationsegabeliefs, assumptions,
attitudes and experiences are shaped by innumedaueurses, it is hard
even to think that knowledge is not discursivelynstoucted. Discourses
do not deal with contexts; they create contextdeéd. While providing

some empirical evidence, | have explicated howiglisary knowledge is

discursively constructed.

Much of the literature on interdisciplinarity isemised on ontological
considerations, too; that is to explore interdiBogrity as an existing
phenomenon merely on a conceptual or philosophidatrida calls these
explications ‘constative utterances’ (1992a:30).rdao the point, its
relational dimensions (eg. how it affects relaté&tursive practices) have
rarely attracted scholarly attention. These dinmmsiare pivotal to this
book in several ways: they shed light on how navrdisciplinarity is or
could be in relation to student writing; they uneoypedagogical interest,
skepticism, and at times frustration; they alsceedwarious impediments
that stymie student performance within interdisogly contexts, most of
which are indiscriminately intermingled with intextual and interdiscursive
resources. These relational dimensions also kirsdleolarly interest
through intellectual debates in exploring the diffties encountered in the
disciplinary integration process. | have exploredhs of these issues in
Chapter 2. First | open up my discussion by pramps typology of
interdisciplinarity with a review of disciplinargxts on interdisciplinarity.
This is followed by an investigation of what | migball the ‘applied/
critical/critical applied revolution’ in the acadgnHere | also examine the
relationship between interdisiplinarity and softchieoculture. Soft
technoculture refers to a globally visible cultukaracterized by the
integrative behaviour of three identifiable phenomie sophisticated
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software texts, predominantly electronic-basedrietdgy, and new socio-
cultural identities ushered in by such technolog¥ithout taking
cognizance of these dimensions, it is hard evedmetacquainted with the
infrastructural aspects of interdisciplinary pragsa and student writing.

Critical analysis of curricular issues surroundingterdisciplinary
knowledge is the core of Chapter 3. It is obvichat several changes have
been made to the curricula of most disciplines lideo to ensure that
students achieve what Hartwell et al calls ‘expanda®mmpetencies’
(2000:11). Whatever the target knowledge domain begystudent writers
as well as student writing are disciplined, as tlemght to be, by
institutionally legitimized boundaries. If such bmaries do not exist, we
might notice in student texts at least some evideot antidiscursive
textuality: that is the opposite of discursive telity. It is worth
examining what these institutionally legitimizedundaries are, and how
they shape curricular changes. Hence the nexusbetmterdisciplinarity
and discourses is also explored in this chaptee diapter also briefly
investigates the constructs of multidisciplinaritggansdisciplinarity, and
antidisciplinarity.

Chapter 4 is devoted to analyzing the role of tateuality, interdiscursivity,

and extra-disciplinarity in student writing. Here ekplore the nexus
between the textual dynamics of intertextualit@imiscursivity and

student writing from an epistemology-based perspectntertextual and
interdiscursive resources invariably embody vasbvwedge domains;
hence any serious inquiry into student writing dtofocus on issues
relating to the acquisition and consumption of klemlges that are
disseminated through intertextuall/interdiscursiesources in a given
context. Intertextuality and interdiscursivity apivotal for discursive

construction of texts within interdisciplinary cemrts. These epistemological
issues are central to student writing; however, ma¢ the writing

pedagogy and theory has been preoccupied withtpap yet significant,

issues such as academic conventions, grammar-aduy strategies,

generically defined textual construction, and syntand structures.
Exploration of intertextual/interdiscursive relat® in order to unravel
epistemological constraints is vital for any invwgation into student
writing (Fairclough, 1992).

| also explore in Chapter 4 the ways in which disses are disseminated
through extra-disciplinary texts. Extra-discipliitarhere is considered to
be an essential part of interdisciplinarity sin¢adsent texts are often
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conditioned by extra-disciplinary texts. Extra-diimary texts process
(eg. hereditary texts, media texts, paramedia témtsudeall texts other
than disciplinary and interdisciplinary texts whictediate student writing.
Hereditary texts are texts that are cherished aditimnal wisdom (eg.
adages, fables, parables, proverbs). Social aictoesit such texts through
an untutored process as part of their culturaltaapviedia texts include
newspapers, magazines, television, and the IntePsamedia textéeg.
pamphlets, brochurgsare produced by special interest groups (eg.
refugees, human rights activists, environmentalists

In Chapter 5, | investigate contemporary discipitanterdisciplinary
dynamics of business studies. Several useful iig@pdinary knowledge
domains within business studies are critically eixeh providing an
analysis of the disciplinary evolution of each damaelating to
postgraduate programs in business studies. | havestigated the
significance of disciplines/interdisciplines suct eultural studies, law,
psychology, information technology and communiaatithis chapter acts
as a foil to the analysis of student texts in Ceajt

Some influential theoretical and pedagogical perpes on student
writing are examined in Chapter 6 under four catiego skill-based, text-
based, discourse-based, and epistemology-basetioujlh there are
significant overlapping between them, one coulll shiserve an element
of uniqueness in each category. This chapter atstams analyses of
diverse assessment genres used for assessingtstwithim interdisciplinary
contexts.

Anchored primarily in a set of competencies andlsskihe conventional
ideal of student writing seems to prescribe thatualent writer’'s success
or failure depends on the extent to which he orcstmreadhere to grammar,
syntax, and generic integrity within institutior@nventions or cultures In
other words, the major focus of such approachedéas on the rhetorical
and structural dimensions of texts which promotgdent writing as a
‘persuasive discourse’ (Campbell, 1972:2). Textlaapproaches focus
on generic structures pertaining to various tegesy They also reinforce
the significance of various cultures within whicéxts are produced.
Discourse-based approaches place much emphasisheordiscoursal
identity of students. One of the major consideratibere is that students
are conditioned by a variety of discourses arouramnt Another salient
aspect of this approach is that to be successftgnsy students should be
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members of a discourse community (Swales, 1990; iinm 1998;
Ivanic, 1998).

Epistemology-based approaches place much emphasii® dmpact of the

epistemologies of disciplinarity, interdisciplingriand extra-disciplinarity

on student writing to fathom how students compreheand use

strategically diverse knowledges in their writingSuch approaches
demonstrate the fact that while being engaged éir tissignment tasks,
students have to bear the brunt of the curricukenges introduced to
most disciplines in the academy. In these envirarigét is mandatory for
students to take up multiple writing positions.

Selected student writings are subject to criticaliny in Chapter 7 which
occupies a significant part of this book. This dkajs designed to explore
two areas of student writings within interdiscigliity in business studies:
the technocentric and the theoretical. Technoaerissessments have a
strong orientation in the use of technology andrtated literature when
completing assignments whereas the theoretical deaiswith disciplines/
interdisciplines such as law, cultural studies, ommication, and
psychology at conceptual level. Such analyses applesmented with
course profiles, textbooks, references to studemtigr knowledge and
practices, and interviews | had with my student$ assessors.

Issues such as plagiarism, the use of secondamcexjutransgressive
intertextuality, the discursive construction of teex understanding of
assessment topics/tasks, interdiscursivity, andaedisciplinarity - all
related to the epistemology of interdisciplinaritgre problematized in this
chapter. Although not a rare occurrence, venturts creativeness that
defy adherence to prescriptive guidelines relatingssessment tasks often
result in transgressive discourses or discoursesuidents’ texts that are
deemed to be perfunctorily constructed. In theterapts at coping with
assessment tasks, student writers have to work lvath knowledge and
linguistic resources simultaneously, and theseiglisary and codified
entities, which lend themselves to several dimerssi@are inextricably
intermingled with each other. It is also importdaatbear in mind that
students discriminately select repertoires of kmmlgks prior to their
writing or material production of knowledges in tfem of discourses
within institutional settings really beginéind this enforced desire for
discriminate treatment invariably leads them tadriehize knowledges. In
these exclusively conscious academic enterpriselests, more often than
not, take up multiple writing positions within miple disciplinary contexts
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enveloping diverse knowledge fields. Hence, studemiting is a
synergized activity (‘synergy is a medical term miag the cooperative
working together of different body organs to penforcomplex
movements’ (Altschull, 1995:383). Student writere ao longer engaged
in academic discourses that are anchored in a fepewi monolithic
individual discipline; instead they cope with intetive processes often
involving two or more disciplinary domains introgutand sanctioned by
the academy.

In the concluding chapter (Chapter 8), while distug the implications of
interdisciplinary ramifications for writing pedagpdn particular and for
the construct of disciplinary knowledge in genetahave attempted to
advance a theory of critical interdisciplinaritfhe chapter starts with the
prevailing status quo of interdisciplinarity in theademy: that is the one-
directional approach based on course restructuringe practical
application of interdisciplinary knowledge in studewriting is an
overlooked area. For example students, as revémldtlis investigation,
often find it difficult to approximate the incomrensible interdisciplinary
knowledge, and to utilize such knowledge in geradisicdiverse writing
tasks. Course restructuring alone is not a remeaiehsure for such
difficulties.

The assessment of students is also problematizediténterdisciplinary
writing contexts. It is reiterated that studentshiavability should always
precede measurability in the process of prepatingdesits for foreordained
assessment tasks. In this chapter, there arercextabes of the potential
for critical interdisciplinarity to be an interdiptine by itself under the
rubric of education. Another issue | have raisedehis the need for
knowledge for specific purposes (KSP) programspherial to language
programs to facilitate student writing at both gratt and postgraduate
levels. English for specific programs (ESP) that @igorously promoted
in language and study skills centres in most tgrtelucation institutions
do not seem to yield desired results as far asestudvriting in
interdisciplinary contexts is concerned.

The preceding issues, | believe, have opened upvistas for researchers,
practitioners, and theorists alike for comprehegdihe complexities
surrounding student writing and interdisciplinarity is worth rounding
off this brief introduction with a note on some sifie terminology used in
this book. Breaking fresh grounds through concdiz@a@on in any
landscape of knowledge often entails the apprapniatf new terminologies
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and phrases since they are the tools with whictergriforge their texts. In
the context of this study, | have coined some teamd phrases which
merit definition and elaboration in order to avomhy semantic
ramifications or confusion associated with themiffi@ilties invariably
arise in any academic inquiry when certain termd phrases are used
interchangeably or synonymously or even ambiguoms$jtuations where
precise or near precise meanings are required.ifidiequacy could also
be overcome to a great extent by introducing nedicéé items to replace
ambiguous or vague terms and phrases. Hence, sagjosf terms and
phrases, which | believe would facilitate the readg provided in the
concluding part of this book. It is through the Byiation of new
terminologies that scholars in any field of inquéeypress themselves not
only to elucidate new concepts but also to corntesprevailing ones.
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STUDENT WRITING IN THE ACADEMY':
THE COMPLEXITY OF COMPLEXITIES

The complexity inherent in the academic writing ggss emerges from
among other things the new imperatives attachethéocomposition of
student academic texts in terms of diverse knovdedigmains. Student
writing occurs within a normative, if not presciig, framework of power
and knowledge. If one attempts to define studeritingt then these
institutional power structures and institutionakbanctioned knowledge
domains may invariably surface. Student writing nh@ydefined as any
rhetorically organized text embedded in approprigkaowledge
(disciplinary/interdisciplinary/extra-disciplinangnd its interpretive potential
(discourses) within ‘politico-institutional’ powesstructures (Derrida,
1992a:23) with a view to meeting the assessmetdrieriof a particular
course of study leading to a graduate or postgtadgaalification at a
university or any tertiary educational institutey Bhetorically organized’,

| refer to the manipulation of the written word (at times the spoken
word) to demonstrate, amongst other things, amalytskills, in-depth
investigation, critical detachment, clarity of egpsion, and acquaintance
with appropriate institutionalized conventions at acceptable level as
determined by various bodies of the disciplinarynomunity. In other
words, it is the strategic appropriation of lindisisesources to manipulate
appropriate knowledge structures in a given acaclemiture. A student
text, according to this definition, is also couchedppropriate discourses
in the sense that it is discursively constructedngisintertextual/
interdiscursive resources of various discourseif@inary, interdisciplinary,
and extra-disciplinary), which project themselves texts. The term
‘rhetorical’ as | have used here also signifiesghesuasiveness of student
texts, a salient feature of the discourse of studeiting. In fact this was
also a salient feature of what is commonly knowrrhetorical tradition
where the importance of a text was determined mahsch by its contents
as by its narrative and phraseology.
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As Nietzsche observes, ‘There are no facts, everything is in flux,
incomprehensible, elusive; what is relatively most enduring is — our
opinion’ (1967:327). This extract from Nietzsche’s Will to Power would, |
believe, serve as a fitting interpretation of the nature of student writing in
our contemporary contexts in which a variety of discourses surrounding
knowledges, mostly dynamic, and at times nebulous and incomprehensible,
are explored. While unraveling the complexity inherent in student writing,
the impact of academic interdisciplinarity on a wide range of student
academic writing can hardly be overlooked. Academic interdisciplinarity
(henceforward interdisciplinarity) does exercise considerable influence on
the discursive construction of student texts and students often experience
difficulties in producing texts within complex and intricate relationships
pertaining to diverse interdisciplinary knowledge domains. It should be
noted that interdisciplinarity in academic writing does by no means
indicate an isolated knowledge domain; it always mediates and is mediated
by disciplinarity and extra-disciplinarity.

In the context of this investigation, a disciplinary text is a text (written,
oral, visual, interactive) that is firmly anchored in a particular
disciplinary/interdisciplinary knowledge domain. It should have explicit
knowledge capital representative of a particular discipline, and also it
should contain evidence of the linguistification of that disciplinary
knowledge. In other words knowledge capital needs to be projected in
appropriate linguistic resources. For instance, Strategic Management:
Competitiveness and Globalization (Hitt et al. 2001) is a disciplinary text
since it contains knowledge capital that is deemed to be part of business
studies; it is also couched in appropriate linguistic resources befitting the
discourse of business studies; eg. brand competition, impulse purchasers,
and promotional variables.

An interdisciplinary text on the other hand may contain explicit knowledge
content belonging to two or more disciplines with their corresponding
linguistic markers. For example, Technology of Internet Business
(Lawrence et al. 2000) is an interdisciplinary text since it contains at least
two explicit knowledge domains: information technology and business
studies, fortified with the terminologies akin to these two knowledge
domains such as electronic invoices, e-commerce trading systems, and
customized technological platform. In the context of student writing, these
interdisciplinary ramifications find their expression through intertextual
relations (Devitt, 1991).
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Extra-disciplinary texts include all texts otherath disciplinary and

interdisciplinary ones, eg. media texts (populavspapers, television etc.),
paramedia texts (magazines, brochures etc. prodogespecial interest
groups such as refugees, environmentalists), hargdiexts (proverbs,
fables etc), anecdotal texts (anecdotes, narrafiees memory), and also
texts used in non-academic practices (eg. fornmdillboy an inventory

clerk). Extra-disciplinarity is an essential dimiemsto student writing

although its epistemological significance and ptétmare not adequately
explored by critical scrutiny. Issues relating tawh disciplinary

knowledge is produced, modified, expanded, disseted) and consumed
within our contemporary contexts seem to have wedethe appetite of
some theorists and researchers. Much of the acadeonk focused on the
discursive and literacy practices of disciplinargowledge in student
writing (eg. Bergandal, 1983; Halliday & Hasan, 598azerman, 1988,
1994a, 1994b; Bernstein, 1990; Bhatia, 1993; Baynlet al, 1994;

Baynham, 1995a; Berkenkotter & Huckin. 1995; Crdkw®94; Dobrin,

1997; Freedman & Medway, 1994; Gilstraw & Valiqeett1994;

Paltridge, 1997; Prior, 1998; Candlin & Hyland, ®9%ears ample
testimony to this predilection.

Extra-disciplinary texts disseminate popular disses. They distinguish
themselves from disciplinary and interdisciplinanyes by virtue of this
popular appeal. More importantly, they are alsotimisished and

marginalized by the dominant culture of academidgting. They are

nonetheless instrumental in discursive constructafn texts in the

academy. Extra-disciplinary texts include all meiigts, paramedia texts,
hereditary texts, anecdotal texts, and texts mla® non-academic
practices. Knowledges thus foregrounded throughaedisciplinary texts

are complex in many ways. For example, they cantamtamount to

disciplinary/interdisciplinary knowledge; they catso be useful source
documents for disciplinary/interdisciplinary knowfge producers. It is
evident that the hegemonically constructed instihal legitimacy is a

factor that deemphasizes or even delegitimizesaaisciplinary texts in

the culture of academic writing. It seems to mat taxtra-disciplinary

texts have strong appeal to disciplinary/intergibicary texts, and that
they play an epistemologically significant role tiextual construction,
adding more complexity to the overall culture afdsnt writing.

Contours of knowledges: Disciplinary knowledge

Disciplinary knowledge has always been a site otestation. A relativist
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would argue that disciplinary knowledge and disognlity are misnomers
since each discipline intrinsically contains selsteands of knowledges
belonging to several other disciplines. In factkbacthe 1970s, this was
voiced by Balibar and Macherey when they conteritlet ‘Literature and
history are not each set up externally to eachrdti@ even as the history
of literature, social and political history), buteain an intricate and
connected relationship...” (1978:6). One might alsgua that today’s
scientists deal not with a discipline per se, bitih & plethora of problems,
and these problems embody a wide spectrum of diisegp(Lenoir, 1993;
Gibbons et al. 1994). Disciplinary frontiers are fike the former Berlin
wall; in fact, almost every discipline has someaané proximity to one or
more disciplines and the boundaries between thesnoften blurred.
Economics, for example, as a discipline has cloffinitees with
mathematics, political science, history, and sagyl As a result, ‘the
nature of the divisions between disciplines vaméth the nature of the
disciplines concerned’ (Becher, 1989:37). WHilis is true, we need to
remind ourselves that any investigations into tisewdsive practices of the
academy need to be anchored in the institutiomahéworks of power. In
other words, disciplines in the academy are in#bialized, and
legitimized entities of knowledges, as evidencedHhsyphysical presence
of several phenomena: the departments, the fasultlee centers, the
programs of study, the literature (eg. textbooksjrse profiles), and the
designations (eg. deans, professors, lecturers@aarfter disciplines.

It is difficult to define disciplinary knowledgersie its canvas can extend
itself to encyclopaedic dimensions. Hence, mosbribts and interested
scholars often resort to geopolitical metaphorsview of these huge
dimensions attached to disciplinary knowledge: ‘sphere, world, map,
field, province, kingdom' (King and Brownell, 1966:74. original italicsi |
fact some extending their rational boundaries hawen suggested
different metaphors (Lyon, 1992). These attempgsadirindicative of the
huge canvas of disciplinary knowledge.

So, what counts as disciplinary knowledge? What ireconstituents?
King and Brownell identify ten characteristics éaplinary knowledge:

a community of persons, an expression of humanimatign, a domain, a
tradition, a syntactical structure, a conceptualicttire, a specialized
language, a heritage of literature and artifactsl am network of
communications, a valuative and affective stanaed an instructive
community (1966:68-95).
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While one might notice considerable overlappinghieir classification of
knowledge (eg. tradition, and heritage of literajuit is pertinent to note
here that they have incorporated the necessaryeeksnto advance a
curriculum theory that is closely aligned with hurisd and modernist
paradigms. A careful examination of their work wbuteveal the
preoccupations that have galvanized them to defifisciplinary
knowledge in this light. For them disciplinary knledge should have a
distinct intellectual heritage and a humanist attbnal purpose.

Several useful insights into the nature of disoigly knowledge in our
current social contexts are found in the work ofi¢ault: ‘a discipline is
defined by a domain of objects, a set of method®rpus of propositions
considered to be true, a play of rules and defingj of techniques and
instruments...” (1981:59). Again in hishe Archaeology of knowledge,
Foucault observes:

Knowledge is that which one can speak in a disearpractice, and which
is specified by that fact: the domain constitutgdhe different objects that
will or will not acquire scientific status...knowledgis defined by the
possibilities of use and appropriation offered scdurse (1972:182-183).

Here Foucault theorizes knowledge (savoir) in ganeith a marked

emphasis on discursive practices since he beliagliscursive practices
are always activities defining either potential cifiines or established
disciplines. Hence it seems to me to be logicalcémclude that his

definition is equally applicable to disciplinary dmledge (connaissance)
as well.

Foucault quite explicitly reiterates the inadeqeaciof analyzing or
viewing knowledge as an uninterrupted genealogjmalcess. This |
believe is the overarching theme of his influentiark: The Archaeology
of knowledge (1972; also cf. Foucault, 1995). It should howewe noted
that he does not completely reject the historicavetbpment of
disciplinary knowledge; in fact his frequent refeces to the Classical
period and also to the various discursive variatithvat occurred especially
in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries may lksved as an
acknowledgement of the significance of genealoggetainvestigations
(1972:52-89). | cannot see any specific methodolaggd by Foucault in
his The Archaeology of Knowledge (1972) nor inDiscipline and Punish
(1995). This nature of his work marks the strengthhis work, for
methodologies often generate boundary consciousneseme form or
another. What Foucault quite convincingly demonstais that
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discontinuities, ruptures and interruptions mustelssential episodes in
any archaeological survey of systems of knowledge.

In a Foucauldian sense, the role of discursivetimes is central to any
formation of disciplinary knowledge (1972). Psyathy as a discipline for
example had inherited all its ingredients in therfof discursive practices
long before its enunciation as a full-fledged ditice in the academy
(Foucault: 1972). A more recent example of an tustinalized

interdiscipline is terrorism studies as evidencgdtlie Inter-University
Center for Terrorism Studies established in 199%Gabrge Washington
University (www.gwu.edu/~terror/intunctr.html).

The existence and maintenance of institutions saghuniversities and
schools hinge inter alia on the structured knowdsddrollowing the huge
corpus of research contained in Foucaditie Archaeology of Knowledge
(1972), disciplinary knowledge may then be defirmedinstitutionalized
discursive practices. In other words it is the regee of knowledge by
which a particular discipline is characterized, resgnted, and
comprehended. This relatively homogeneous conditérdisciplinary
formation is known as disciplinarity. Here the imcgkion is that
disciplinarity is contingent on differentiation, igh results in boundary
maintenance.

Derrida’s theorization of the ‘structure’ and ‘ceritis equally applicable
to the notions surrounding disciplinarity, too. ldefers to the ‘fixed’
meaning or meanings in a given structure as ‘ceniteis significant to
note that this ‘center’ is confined to the rigidundaries of the structure,
and is subject to the interplay of its elements avithin the structure. As
Derrida succinctly puts it,

As center, it is the point at which the substitoti@f contents, elements, or
terms is no longer possible. At the center, thempéation or the
transformation of elements...is forbidden... The comcep centered
structure is in fact the concept of a playcanstituted on the basis of a
fundamental immobility and a reassuring certitud€L978:278-279).

It is the non-transformation of the core of disipk that ensures their
immobility and the institutionalized identity. Thisin fact associated with
the structure as well as the methodology of maostiplines. One might
even extend this argument to discourses as well.

Quite reminiscent of Bourdieu’s (1991) notion ofaplines as political
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structures, Lenoir defines disciplines as ‘...dynanstructures for
assembling, channeling, and replicating the saamal technical practices
essential to the functioning of the political econyoand the system of
power relations that actualize it’ (1993:72). Letomain argument is that
disciplines should not be regarded as monolithitities, but rather as
‘heterogeneous families of social, organizatiomaig scientific-technical
practices.. (ibid:85).

Disciplinary knowledge is not only constituted bystmatized and
compartmentalized knowledge with relatively impealne boundaries; it
is also disciplined by a set of values. The teronipartmentalized’ has
distinct connotations of borders or frontiers, atmse frontiers and
borders are determined not so much by an individisglipline as by other
disciplines. Each discipline, for instance, has igetown field specific
lexis or discourse markers, its own informationahtent or knowledge
capital, and its institutional and institutionalizstature, and when taken as
a whole, these phenomena contribute to boundarynterance.
Disciplinary knowledge, preserved in the academytigan the from of
textbooks, magazines and journals both in conveatjoand electronic
form, is modified and expanded through discursivacfices associated
with scholarship as revealed in research and epidtayical stances, but a
large part of its intrinsic characteristics remamere or less intact. The
term ‘intrinsic’ literally seems to invoke meaningsntingent on temporal
transcendency; hence following Foucault’s notiontleé archive, ‘the
system that governs the appearance of statemeninigie events’
(1972:129), | shall refer to this basic characterisof disciplinary
knowledge as ‘archival property’, the property thetharacterizes a
particular corpus of knowledge. It endows a disoghwith defendable as
well as defensive identity. Archival property of disciplines consists of
the historical development of their own discurspractices, for example
economic history in economics, and business histodyusiness studies.
Thus, archival property can embrace traditionatlguanulated theoretical
and practical knowledge capital of a discipline.

Davidson’s Principles and Practice of Medicine (idawn, 2010), first
published in 1952, and has been used in the acattenyghout the world
as a standard textbook for medicine, is now ir2itst edition. Since its
first publication, each successive edition has omhiiced slight
modifications, either in the form of new statistios new techniques, but
most of the fundamentals of medicine (or archivadperty) as listed,
explained and illustrated in the book have remaietbst unchanged for
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decades. Psychology is another disciplinary domnthiat merits our

attention; psychology today has been reduced ter& eneric term, and
it still carries with it a strong archival propertgs a result of academic
interdisciplinarity one might notice under psychgploat least seven sub-
disciplines; child, social, cognitive, physiologdicalinical, educational,

industrial). This list is by no means exhaustivieshould, however, be
noted that ‘archival property’ does not portraycigiiines as hermetically
sealed entities bereft of any change or expansion.

Disciplinarization of knowledge

| have so far discussed some notions relating $oiglinary knowledge.
Still one crucial question remains unanswered: Hoowuld people
disciplinarize knowledge? As | have mentioned elsen®, disciplinary
knowledge is discursively constructed through dieermodes of
interactions between social actors and discour$é® implication here is
that disciplinary knowledge is not essentially adarct of a particular
culture, although it can be firmly anchored in foeial canvas to which it
relates. Anglo-American and European traditionkrafwledge production
have close affinities with each other, and theyehexercised, and still do,
enormous influence on the so-called marginalizeditions of Asia and
Africa. Also of importance are the demographic pagchographic factors
involved in the discursive construction of knowleddhese two aspects
are basically related to the consumers of such ledge. The former
refers to audience types such as students, acasiefarimers, etc. whereas
the latter signifies the psychological dimensiofsa@articular audience
type: values, beliefs, attitudes, needs, aspiratiand many more besides.

Disciplinarization of elements of knowledge certpistems from diverse
epistemologization processes. | am proposing ®xtiflable dimensions
that characterize this diversity: disciplinary atgerof power, target
knowledge field, discursive sites, discursive sigas, discursive
construction of knowledge, and ratification of dissively constructed
knowledge.

By disciplinary agents of power (cf. Foucault's uskethe phrase ‘the
regime of disciplinary power,’ 1995:182, and Lyafarreference to power
relations, 1984:46), | refer to the legitimate proers of disciplinary
knowledge. Themselves being hegemonically and iukieally defined,
most agents of power are academics and researchemsst instances
representing tertiary, and research institutegeldnto emphasize here that
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hegemonic relations are always intertextually cmmséd, contested,
rejected, modified, and maintained in a given anadeulture.

There is always a target knowledge field that damsts the nucleus of
knowledge production. The target knowledge field tbfs book, for
example, is interdisciplinarity. While locating arget knowledge field,
one has to do a significant amount of researchs irhitself is part of the
discursive strategies of knowledge production.

Disciplinary knowledge production occurs in a parar discursive site. A
laboratory, for example, is a discursive site fos@entist to produce
knowledge. Similarly, an ethnically defined geodriapl area could be a
discursive site for a linguist or a sociologist émbark on knowledge
production. Discursive sites can envelop local,iaegl, and global
dimensions depending on the cultural milieu tharahterizes them. It is
by no means suggested here that disciplinary krdn@eproduction is
solely anchored in a particular discursive site;faest, there could be
several discursive sites within a knowledge proiducproject, and some
can even assume interdisciplinary proportions. Ha tontext of soft
technoculture, discursive sites could well be éttones, too. Researchers
are now able to exploit the enormous potential olin@ resources to
supplement their discursive construction of texts.

Discursive strategies are the ways (eg. researthoaelogies) in which a
variety of resources (eg. newspaper reports, ®lali images, data
obtained from research), are appropriated in quafsta would-be
disciplinary knowledge. A newspaper report on atipalar target
knowledge field may be of immense value for a giscary agent of
power engaged in knowledge production. This is @a avhere student
writing is implicated through interdiscursivity. Fmstance students have
access through a myriad of extra-disciplinary tegtg. print texts,
broadcast texts, televisual texts and radio testBer texts (The Internet,
intranet, and extranet), anecdotal texts, shadous)eto a particular
disciplinary knowledge domain without necessarileferring to
disciplinary texts relating to that domain. And yesften the primary
sources of a knowledge domain for the producernoésra-disciplinary
text and for the disciplinary agent of power cobé&lthe same.

Discursive practices are central to discursive tanson of knowledge.
These include collection and analysis of data, ipabbn of research,
organization of conferences and seminars, delieérgctures and talks.
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This is where the resources of disciplinarity, idisciplinarity, and extra-
disciplinarity could be utilized in complex ways.hds, disciplinary

knowledge is always discursively constructed; this selective combination
of a wide spectrum of discourses.

The would-be disciplinary knowledge is always sobj® a ratification
process during which it is contested, trialed, &indlly legitimized. Such
ratification processes often involve publicationsréfereed journals or in
the form of disciplinary texts. It is not impliecte that once disciplinary
knowledge is legitimized, it remains immune to e&station. In fact
knowledge is a site of contestation, and is sulifeattellectual debates at
a given period of time. My argument here is thatitlinary knowledge is
always discursively constructed.

Consider, for instance, the Bantus in the Kalamdro have acquired a
wealth of knowledge from times immemorial. Thighe knowledge that
has helped them survive for centuries in one of niwst inhospitable
terrains of the world. This is the knowledge acegdion the basis of trial
and error, and has passed down from one generatianother. A social
anthropologist might embark on a research into sumlristically tested
knowledge (target knowledge field) in the Kalahawhich is the

discursive site, and in the process of such ingastins, he might
epistemologize this ‘local’ knowledge.

The epistemologization of local knowledge may dntdiscursive
strategies such as formulation of field-specificxide comparative
theorization, and systematization of knowledge énmis of hierarchal
values or scales, thus leading to a disciplinaomatprocess. Any
epistemologization process generates what | miglit an intellectual
intensity, which adds an intellectual texture tgarticular disciplinary
domain.

Discursive construction of knowledge involves amatber things the
review of literature already built up surroundinigetdomain and the
exploration of interdisciplinary domains such aplaggl linguistics. The
former would include newspaper genres such as rieatuticles or
televisual genres like documentaries on the ceitaddhari Desert. As |
mentioned before, student writers are often impdidain this stage of
discursive construction of knowledge. Such devaloped sophisticated
knowledge may then be subject to dialectical evalna and contestations
by disciplinary communities through discursive pi@as such as seminar



Student Writing in the Academy: The Complexity afr@plexities 11

presentations, blind reviewing, and publications sicholarly journals.
Often punctuated by iterative citations in publicas, these contestations
and consensual voices may further discipline anelde such knowledge
towards a ‘research consensus’ (Said, 1991:176)h Smowledge will
eventually be part of social anthropology. Thi®ysno means to suggest
that this knowledge is immune to contestation. Tihisnly a ‘simplistic’
way of depicting how knowledge is discursively dousted. If one
examines the contents of Silberbauer’s work (1@8idhe central Kalahar
desert, then it will elucidate the disciplinarizatiprocess | propose here.
Indisputably, even today the institutional supreyndn disciplinary
knowledge production is still with the tertiary edtional institutions.
This is evidenced by the phenomenal growth in thedyction of
disciplinary knowledge in the academy through jalsnand books
available both in hard and soft copy form, envelgpevery discipline.
However, the importance of the emergence of variotier sites of
knowledge production since the 1970s cannot be restimated. Among
them, government departments, independent reseanstitutions,
workplaces of large corporations, internationalrejes, and above all the
media institutions contribute substantially towadisciplinary knowledge
production. In fact, the academy utilizes such kieolge owing to its easy
accessibility through the new technologies of comitation. It is this
accessibility factor rather than cooperation ameagous institutions that
facilitates disciplinary knowledge production, thacademy being
unarguably the pivotal institution.

The nexus between universities and non-academanaations (eg. large
corporations) in terms of knowledge production isredatively new

phenomenon. Sponsored professorships and chalesatbyng organizations
signify among other things this non-traditional ffoence. This has two
explicit implications: first, non-academic commu@st recognize the
importance of the academy as a site of knowledgduymtion, not merely
as a knowledge disseminator. This liaison can imsenbenefit the

sponsors in terms of human resource developmeatktitow-how for

research logistics, transfer of experts and knowsha-service training

opportunities, to name a few. Second, it highlightspromotional aspects
emanating from these alignments. It is for examplerestige for a
company to sponsor a distinguished professorshipam equally

distinguished university. Such advertising texts,naarketing strategies,
often promote these vested interests of corporstion

Recent research has also highlighted the closmhdbetween universities
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and the media (Cunnigham et al, 1997). The estabhbst of virtual
universities demonstrates the new trends in baederbducatiorilfid). So
how could the academy benefit from these closaitiffs? In recent years,
there has been a substantial corpus of researclookplace practices
undertaken by universities worldwide. The reseaacbas differ from
linguistics to sociology, from environmental stuglio feminist studies,
from health and recreation to occupational heatthsafety and so on.

The emergence of professional knowledge organizsitinarked another
significant aspect relating to knowledge productionthe context of
globalization. In a sense, these knowledge-intensiganizations are the
opposite of ‘labour-intensive’ ones (Alvesson, 1895also cf. Barnet,
1994). Their main function is to provide professibhusiness services by
marketing their various knowledge-based productssTArdoir points out,
they are

at the crossroads of three major developments:inheeasing role of
scientific and professional knowledge in busingbg rise of a service
economy, and changes in the organization of prigfieabwork in industrial
companies and in the economy at large, leadingritsvaomplex network
structures (1995:1).

The cumulative effect of these new ventures isgitavth of knowledge-
based consultancy servicewi@:111-201) on a global scale (also cf.
Dawson, 2000). Since ‘knowledge workers are undetstto be highly
qualified individuals’ (Alvesson, 1995:7), gradugt®grams, especially at
postgraduate level now offer new courses to metrtiustry demands.
So, in the context of globalization, industry deasihave introduced new
dimensions to disciplinary knowledge. What exaahg these industry
demands, and how are they met?

Today, employers recruit graduates on the basieweéral criteria: ‘their
knowledge, intellectual ability, ability to work ia modern organization,
inter-personal skills and communication’ (Ralph,0261). The third

criterion deserves elaboration, for it is the macomtext within which

employees have to be engaged in various discupsaetices. First to be
noticed is the technological environment which dedsanot only superior
skills in using new technologies of communicatiarnt blso the ability to
keep pace with the new developments in such teobred; second, the
cultural diversity that shapes attitudes to workl avorkers in a modern
organization; third, the knowledge of global busmtmeoperations, and
fourth, legal and ethical issues in such practices.



