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Abstract Maxim’s chapter reports on one foreign language (FL) department’s 
ongoing efforts to overcome the division between so-called language courses at 
the lower levels and content courses at the upper levels, an issue that character-
izes many FL departments. Central to this endeavor has been close collaboration 
between linguists and literary/cultural studies scholars within the department to (a) 
identify appropriate content-based speaking and writing tasks; (b) specify the lin-
guistic features needed to realize these tasks; and (c) integrate the explicit instruc-
tion of these features into all courses in an articulated manner. The author illustrates 
ways that this undertaking affected not only the configuration of course offerings 
but also the degree of meta-level linguistic awareness among all faculty members, 
thereby equipping them theoretically and pedagogically to carry out curricular inte-
gration. The chapter concludes with a discussion of how other departments might 
undertake similar programs to implement language-based content instruction across 
the undergraduate curriculum.
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For more than two decades the collegiate foreign language (FL) profession has 
problematized the traditional division between so-called “language” courses at 
the lower levels of instruction and so-called “content” courses at the upper levels. 
James’ (1996) pointed question in the ADFL Bulletin, “Who’s minding the store?,” 
ushered in one of the first national discussions about programmatic bifurcation, 
and there has been a steady lament about this departmental structure ever since 
(e.g., Byrnes 1998; Kern 2002; Maxim 2006; Swaffar and Arens 2005). The 2007 
report by the Modern Language Association’s (MLA) ad hoc Committee on Foreign 
Languages is perhaps the most recent major publication to raise awareness and to 
engender nationwide debate about this issue. Interestingly, the concerns raised 20 
years ago are still very much the same today, namely, that departmental bifurcation 
(1) is detrimental to long-term, systematic, coherent language development; (2) cre-
ates a counter-productive hierarchical structure among the teaching personnel; and 
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(3) hinders effective professionalization of graduate student teachers. Moreover, 
because of the negative consequences of programmatic division, there was and con-
tinues to be strong consensus about the need to address it. In short, for over 20 years 
the profession has been in agreement about the problems of bifurcation and the need 
to correct it.

Ironically, little has been done in a concrete or substantive way to change the 
status quo. Levine et al. (2008) cited surveys published in 2001 by the MLA docu-
menting changes in the way that foreign languages are taught at the post-secondary 
level. He notes, for example, that the predominant focus on speaking at the initial 
levels is gradually being moderated through greater emphasis on reading and writ-
ing that focuses on literature and culture. While such initiatives indicate a change in 
course content that includes a stronger literary and cultural component at the lower 
level, there is still little evidence of emerging systematic approaches to language 
development across all 4 years of undergraduate instruction. In other words, depart-
mental and curricular bifurcation remains, with language and content divided across 
the curriculum.

The perpetuation of departments’ divided structure is all the more surprising 
when, in principle, the action needed is relatively straightforward. To paraphrase 
Byrnes (2002a), overcoming curricular bifurcation to achieve curricular integration 
requires attending to content from the beginning and language until the end of the 
undergraduate program. As the MLA data cited by Levine et al. (2008) indicated, 
some steps have been taken to address the first part of this equation, namely, attend-
ing to content from the beginning of instruction, but attention to language develop-
ment in a coherent and articulated fashion across the entire curriculum remains a 
significant obstacle for the profession. Part of the issue is a lack of clarity about 
what constitutes advancedness in collegiate FL education. While there have been 
some recent discoveries in the profession’s understanding of advanced language 
abilities, particularly in the research on the integrated curriculum of the Georgetown 
University German Department (e.g., Byrnes 2009; Byrnes et al. 2010; Byrnes and 
Sinicrope 2008; Crane 2006; Ryshina-Pankova 2006, 2010), the profession is still 
far from a consensus in the field about what types of language use should be fea-
tured and targeted in upper-level instruction. Compounding this predicament is the 
limited experience that instructors at the upper levels have with explicit language-
based content instruction. In other words, FL faculty have extensive experience in 
teaching specific content at the upper levels, but they have not been educated to 
think about the specific characteristics of the language that convey a particular con-
tent or that language learners are asked to use to discuss that content.

In the end, regardless of institutional setting, collegiate FL education is faced 
with a two-fold problem: first, selecting and sequencing content across a four-year 
curriculum so that language development is supported in a coherent and articulated 
fashion; and second, supporting faculty in better understanding what constitutes the 
language use targeted in upper-level instruction. Each institutional and departmen-
tal constellation will have its own content and language foci (e.g. a state institution 
with a strong STEM focus vs. a small liberal arts college), but the need to select and 
sequence institution-specific content in an articulated manner that supports long-
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term language development would seem to apply to all educational settings. Crite-
ria for a FL program to consider when identifying appropriate content include its 
faculty’s strengths, its students’ interests, and its institution’s mission. As the other 
chapters in this volume attest, there are many different institutional contexts for 
studying languages, and each program needs to assess its local situation for the type 
of content and language that is most appropriate to emphasize.

This chapter addresses that problem by reporting on ongoing efforts in one col-
legiate FL department, the German Studies Department at Emory University, to 
determine both the language-based content goals of upper-level instruction and 
the appropriate pedagogy to facilitate attainment of those goals. Central to this en-
deavor was the close collaboration between linguists and literary/cultural studies 
scholars within the department to (a) identify appropriate content-based speaking 
and writing tasks for the upper levels; (b) specify the linguistic features needed to 
realize these tasks; and (c) integrate the explicit instruction of these features into 
upper-level courses in an articulated manner.

1  Educational Setting

The German Studies Department at Emory University is an undergraduate program 
that offers a major and minor in German Studies and currently graduates each year 
roughly 15 majors and minors combined. In the past 5 years, total enrollment in 
German classes has averaged around 200 students each semester. The department 
typically offers each semester five sections of first-year German, three sections of 
second-year German, and one section each of Level 3, 4, and 5. The overwhelm-
ing majority of German Studies majors combine their major with another field. In 
the past 4 years alone, German Studies majors have double majored in Sociology, 
Biology, Mathematics, Business, Music, Economics, Philosophy, Italian Studies, 
History, Psychology, Political Science, and Physics.

The department has five full-time faculty, four of whom teach German full-time 
and one of whom teaches Yiddish full-time. Three of the four German-language fac-
ulty are tenured, and one is a Senior Lecturer, the second of three tiers among lec-
ture-track faculty at Emory. The Yiddish-language faculty member is tenure-track. 
In addition, there has been on average two part-time faculty on staff each academic 
year. Reflecting the interdisciplinary focus of the university and the department, all 
tenured and tenure-track faculty have an affiliation with at least one other depart-
ment on campus (e.g., Linguistics, Jewish Studies, Film Studies) and frequently 
cross-list courses with these programs.

The current German-language curriculum is the result of an ongoing effort begun 
in the fall of 2007 to integrate the teaching of language and content all curricular 
levels (see Maxim et al. 2013). Already in the spring semester 2006 discussions 
had begun in the department about the stark bifurcation within the curriculum and 
the difficulties students faced when making the transition to upper-division classes. 
These same issues received attention in the department’s self-study compiled in 
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preparation for an external review of the department in spring 2007. Responding 
to these concerns, the department requested and received permission to conduct a 
search for a tenure-track applied linguist with specialization in curriculum construc-
tion. By fall 2007, therefore, several essential pieces were in place for substantive 
curricular reform to commence: the initial departmental discussions about its cur-
riculum; the hiring of an applied linguist who had spent the previous 6 years coor-
dinating the successfully integrated undergraduate German curriculum at George-
town University; and the final report from the external reviewers that pointed to 
the existing curricular bifurcation. In addition, 2007 also marked the publication 
of the report by the Modern Language Association’s ad hoc Committee on Foreign 
Languages that highlighted the counter-productive effects of curricular bifurcation, 
thus providing the department with further justification for its attention to curricular 
matters.

2  Selecting and Sequencing Content in an Integrated 
Curriculum

While an integrated FL curriculum may not seem particularly complicated in prin-
ciple, integrating the study of language and content from the very beginning of 
instruction and sustaining it in a systematic manner until the end of the program 
requires a substantive theoretical rethinking of how FL curricula are constructed 
and articulated.

As a foundational first step, the department borrowed from the work by the 
Georgetown University German Department and turned to the construct of genre 
to help them conceptualize the integration of form and content. Differing from the 
notion of genre within literary scholarship (i.e., prose, drama, lyric), genre for the 
purposes of curriculum construction encompasses a broader array of written and 
oral texts that includes any staged, goal-oriented, socially situated communicative 
event (e.g., book review, eulogy, letter of complaint). This approach to genre stems 
from the larger theoretical framework of Systemic-Functional Linguistics (SFL) 
that provides an approach for analyzing and explaining how language makes mean-
ing. Developed by the linguist M. A. K. Halliday (Halliday and Matthiessen 2006), 
SFL conceptualizes language not as a system of rules but rather as a resource for 
meaning-making. As such, language presents a range of options to choose from for 
making meaning. In the case of genre, the language-based options are constrained 
by a range of variables, such as the larger cultural context, the specific situation, 
the communicative purpose, and the intended audience, to the point where genres 
become conventionalized in terms of their structure and language use. SFL-oriented 
genre analysts have demonstrated, for example, how the carrying out of a particu-
lar genre calls on specific lexico-grammatical items to realize its communicative 
purpose (e.g., Macken-Horarik 2002; Martin 2009; Rothery and Stenglin 1997). 
As a result, SFL researchers have explored genres for their pedagogical value in 
demonstrating to learners how successful textual comprehension and production 
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requires attention to textual purpose, register, structure, and language (e.g., Rothery 
1996). The overt textuality of a genre-based approach also coincides nicely with the 
long tradition of textual engagement and analysis within collegiate foreign language 
studies.

Genre not only exemplifies the integration of language and content, but it also 
provides a principled way to select and sequence language and content across the 
curriculum. Traditionally, grammar has served as the sequencing principle in the 
first 2 years of collegiate instruction, and then in the latter years the focus has been 
on specific literary or cultural topics without much systematic attention to language 
features. Within an integrated curriculum, however, where grammar is not a se-
quencing principle but rather a resource for communicating meaningfully, grammar 
needs to be selected that allows learners to communicate about the content effec-
tively, and the content, in turn, needs to be sequenced such that its textual manifesta-
tion reflects the language foci of its respective curricular level. Moreover, curricular 
sequencing needs to reflect a principled approach that supports learners’ long-term 
language development across the 4 years of the curriculum.

To conceive of such systematic curricular trajectory, the German Studies faculty 
benefited from recent SFL-based scholarship on genre-based continua for curricular 
sequencing (Coffin 2006; Christie and Derewianka 2008). During the spring semes-
ter 2008, the department’s applied linguist led the German Studies faculty through 
a series of workshops and departmental meetings that focused heavily on Coffin’s 
work (2006) for its helpful delineation of three major macro-genres found in sec-
ondary school history curricula: recording, explaining, and arguing genres. As a re-
sult, the faculty agreed to adopt a similar curricular trajectory for its own curriculum 
that would begin with a focus on narration at the lower level, shift to explanation 
by the end of the second year of instruction, and conclude with argumentation at 
the upper-most level. Table 1 specifies this generic trajectory in terms of targeted 
macro-genres and discursive foci.

This curricular progression also introduces a systematic trajectory for language 
development. As Coffin (2006) outlines in her extensive discussion of the three 
macro-genres, the language focus within the narrative or recording discursive frame 
begins with first-person recreating and recounting of chronological events involv-
ing specific participants, shifts to third-person recounting of events involving more 
generic participants, and concludes with third-person accounting for the reasons 
why events happen in a particular sequence. During the next discursive stage of 
the curricular trajectory, explanation, Coffin (2006) points to the following specific 
language features: lexis associated with causes or consequences, numeratives and 
connectives for ordering causes, dense nominal groups often consisting of nomi-
nalization, and the decreased reliance on chronology as the main organizational 
framework. In the final discursive stage, argumentation, within which the focus is 
on presenting or countering one or more points of view, students are called upon to 
use non-human and abstract participants, specialized lexis referring to the topic be-
ing argued, direct or indirect discourse for quoting or reporting points of view, and 
fewer modalized propositions.1

1 An analogous language trajectory has also been presented in Chap. 6 of Swaffar et al. (1991).
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With a curricular trajectory in place that reflected the discursive progression 
from narration to explanation to argumentation, the department had to next map 
appropriate content onto this trajectory that modeled the targeted discursive focus 
of the curricular level. To do so, the faculty formed over the next couple of years 
sub-committees that focused on each of the curricular levels. Each committee con-
sisted of faculty members who had taught either at that level, the preceding, or the 
following level.2

In their deliberations, the sub-committees considered content areas for their re-
spective levels according to two main criteria: (a) content that was culturally sig-
nificant, as defined by the sub-committee, and of interest to both students and in-
structors; and (b) content whose predominant textual manifestation reflected the 
discursive emphasis for that level. For example, the sub-committee for Level 1 (i.e., 
first-year German), consisting of a tenured applied linguist and a Senior Lecturer, 
elected to structure the course around specific roles or group affiliations that have 
an impact on one’s self-identity (e.g., student, consumer, traveler, family member) 
not only for its cultural significance but also because its primary textual manifesta-
tion reflected the discursive focus of that level, namely, narration. In comparison, 
the sub-committee for Level 2, consisting of a tenured applied linguist, a Senior 
Lecturer, and a tenured literary scholar with a research focus on contemporary Ger-
man literature and film, chose to focus the second-year course on factors that play 
a role in one’s coming of age (e.g., family, nature, school) because it allowed for 

2 Faculty who worked on the curriculum reform did not receive any additional compensation di-
rectly, but their contribution was acknowledged in their annual review that served as the basis for 
merit-based pay raises.

Table 1  Discursive trajectory, Levels 1–5. (The table draws on work by Coffin (2006) as well as 
the curricular sequencing principles of the Georgetown University German Department see Byrnes 
et al. 2010)
Level Macro-genre Discursive and generic focus
1 Recreating, 

Recounting, 
Narrating

Describing immediate, personal events with specific participants 
in chronological fashion

2 Recounting, 
Narrating, 
Accounting

Situating and narrating personal events in time and place. Com-
paring, contrasting, and explaining events, beliefs, actions

3 Narrating, 
Expounding, 
Explaining

Narration takes a back seat to explanation, and multiple factors 
are drawn upon to explain a particular event or outcome or 
the consequences of a specific historical event. Less personal 
reporting and narrating of concrete events and instead engag-
ing more abstract public and institutional issues, values, and 
beliefs in comparative, contrastive, and issue-oriented ways

4 Explaining, 
Exploring, 
Reviewing

5 Arguing, Edi-
torializing, 
Discussing, 
Analyzing

Addressing whether previously given explanations of a particular 
event or outcome are in fact likely to be valid by quoting, 
reporting, evaluating, countering, and weakening alternative 
positions. Academic, public, professional, and institutional 
settings that feature general and abstract participants
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continued attention to narration while also providing opportunities to transition to 
the next major discursive focus, namely, explanation (e.g., producing a text that not 
only tells a story about what one does at school but that also explains how and why 
schooling played a role in on one’s coming of age).3

Such a curricular framework has implications for instructional materials as well. 
For instance, whereas the previous curriculum relied on commercial textbooks for 
the first 2 years of instruction, the faculty chose for the newly integrated curriculum 
to drop all commercial textbooks except the reference grammar for Level 2 and to 
implement an unorthodox approach to the textbook in Level 1 in that the content 
focus for the level determined the order in which topics in the textbook were ad-
dressed in class. As an example, subordinating conjunctions, a grammar topic that 
does not appear until the eighth chapter of the textbook, is introduced already in 
the second unit in German 101 because students need that grammatical resource to 
communicate effectively about why and when they participate in different activities 
as part of the unit’s discussion of one’s hobbies. This covalent approach in which 
the textbook serves the language and the content needs of the curriculum contin-
ues throughout the program. In fact, beginning with Level 2, the only commercial 
textbooks used are reference grammars. The content is delivered exclusively in the 
form of printed and visual texts selected by level-specific sub-committees. In this 
way the curriculum is readjusted to present the language use needed to help a learn-
er comprehend and discuss a given content area.

Once content areas at each level had been mapped onto a set of discursive fo-
cuses, the next step in the implementation phase of the curricular reform was to 
specify the linguistic realization of each content area to identify the targeted lan-
guage features for each curricular level. In other words, the language used to con-
vey the meaning of a particular content area had to become the language targeted 
in instructional units. To guide this process, faculty selected for each content area 
certain textual genres that not only delivered the content at each level but also ex-
emplified the discursive focus for each. For example, at Level 1 with its focus on 
narrating one’s own identity, one genre that the faculty selected to deliver the con-
tent was the personal recount. At Level 2 the fairy tale was one of the genres cho-
sen for both modeling narrative strategies and examining the theme of coming of 
age. With each targeted genre, students read more than one example and focus not 
only on the genre’s relevance for the level’s thematic focus but also on the genre’s 
organizational framework and linguistic realization. In the case of the fairy tale in 
Level 2, students read three different examples of fairy tales, and with each text they 
become increasingly familiar with the genre’s schematic structure and its prominent 
language features. These textual elements are then summarized for the student in 
the description of the writing assignment that elicits reproduction of the targeted 
genre (Appendix A). Students are reminded of the obligatory textual stages as well 
as important lexico-grammatical and rhetorical features to include.

With particular genres selected for emphasis at each curricular level (see chart, 
Appendix C), faculty turned their attention to identifying specific linguistic features 

3 See Maxim et al. (2013) for an overview of the content foci for all curricular levels.
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of each genre to focus on in instruction. In general, the features were divided into 
two categories: lexico-grammatical phenomena at the word- and sentence-level, 
and discourse-level structural and rhetorical characteristics. Table 2 provides an 
overview of the major language features targeted for instruction during the peda-
gogical treatment of personal recounts in Level 1 and fairy tales in Level 2.

The personal recount has a linear, chronological structure, and thus expressing 
temporality, either through prepositions, adverbial phrases, or subordinate clauses, 
receives particular pedagogical attention in Level 1. Temporality is also a central 
feature of fairy tales, the next genre chosen. Because fairy tales are narrated in the 
past tense, learners gain experience in making cohesive connections between dif-
ferent time periods within a story (“after Snow White had bitten into the poisoned 
apple …”), thus revisiting how the passage of time is conveyed and expanding their 
repertoire for expressing temporality through temporal subordinating conjunctions 
and adverbial phrases for temporal concepts like “before” and “after.” Moreover, 
as Table 2 highlights, the focus on fairy tales allows for introduction of causality 
as learners begin to practice explaining the factors and consequences of particular 
actions in the tales.

The specification of genre-based language features to be emphasized in instruc-
tion laid the groundwork for the final step of the curriculum implementation pro-
cess, namely, the development of genre-based writing and speaking tasks for the 

Table 2  Overview of language foci for two genres
Level Genre Word- and sentence-level foci Discourse-level structural and rhetorical foci
1 Personal 

recount
Present and past tense; Three-staged structure of orientation, 

recount of events, reorientation;
Nominative, accusative, dative 

case;
Foregrounded temporal phrases for chrono-

logical structuring;
Locative, temporal, instrumental, 

and directional prepositions;
Inverted word order;
Coordinating and temporal sub-

ordinating conjunctions;
Vocabulary for daily activities

2 Fairy tale Narrative past tense; Five-staged structure of orientation, 
initiating event, conflict, resolution, 
conclusion/moral;

Temporal and causal subordinat-
ing conjunctions;

Foregrounded temporal phrases for chrono-
logical structuring;

Inverted word order; Foregrounded contrastive and causal 
phrases;

Locative, temporal, instrumental, 
and directional prepositions;

Repetition, yet intensification, of action;

Adjective endings;
Infinitive clauses;
Lexicon for good, evil, magical
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learners. Following the work outlined by Byrnes (2002b), the level-specific faculty 
sub-committees selected certain genres taught at each level to target for reproduc-
tion and then specified elements of those genres as the assessment criteria for the 
genre-based tasks.

As the assignment sheet for one genre-based writing task in Appendix A indi-
cates, a typical task description for such an assignment consists of three parts. First, 
learners are reminded of the genre’s schematic structure, the intended audience, and 
its mode of delivery (e.g., written or spoken). Second, learners are given sugges-
tions for how to engage the content of the task through a series of question prompts. 
Third, the specific language features that are necessary for the linguistic realization 
of the genre’s content are listed. The specificity of each part of the task description 
provides clear guidance to the learners and the instructors on what is required for 
successful completion of the task. About fifteen minutes of class is needed to intro-
duce and explain each assignment sheet.

3  Collaborative and Integrative Faculty Development 
Amidst Curricular Integration

While the process for selecting and sequencing content within an integrated curricu-
lum as presented above was a transparent approach that enjoyed unanimous sup-
port among the faculty, the actual implementation of this process was not without 
challenges. Overwhelmingly, the most serious obstacle to integrating language and 
content at all levels of the curriculum was the difficulty in identifying the specific 
language features of a targeted genre. Interestingly, the central issue was that faculty 
members were not used to approaching content and texts from a language-based 
perspective and consequently were challenged when asked to specify how a particu-
lar text was realized linguistically.

Conceptually, the faculty understood the discursive trajectory of the curriculum 
from narration to explanation to argumentation. They also were not challenged when 
asked to select genres that exemplified each of these discursive foci. Furthermore, 
all colleagues concurred with the latest scholarship that had been presented to them. 
Convincing for many was a Georgetown study of its new 4-year program that in-
vestigated standard measures of syntactic complexity in student written production 
(e.g., mean length of T-unit, mean length of clause, and clauses per T-unit). That re-
search revealed that as students in the Georgetown curriculum moved along such a 
genre-based trajectory, their writing performances were marked by a preference for 
subordination over coordination as a way of organizing information (Byrnes et al. 
2010). Coinciding with this rise in subordination was an increase in lexical density 
(content-carrying words per clause) and a decrease in grammatical intricacy (claus-
es per sentence). In other words, inter-clausal connections were made increasingly 
through subordination, but there was also a move toward increased intra-clausal 
meaning making through lexically denser clauses and fewer clauses per sentence.
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Byrnes et al. (2010) suggest that this phenomenon can be explained by an in-
crease in phrasal elaboration rather than subordination (e.g., “After the meal” vs. 
“After we ate”). Other second language researchers have made similar observations 
about students’ progress in writing (e.g., Byrnes 2009; Cooper 1976; Flahive and 
Snow 1980; Ryshina-Pankova 2010). These studies all document the increased use 
of the linguistic resource grammatical metaphor by advanced writers as a way to 
condense and restructure information. The following sentence from an advanced 
learner exemplifies the increased incidence of grammatical metaphor in the form 
of nominalizations (e.g., “difficulty,” “representation”): Eine große Schwierigkeit 
jeder Verfassung ist das Problem der gleichen Vertretung der großen und kleinen 
Staaten (A big difficulty with every constitution is the problem of equal representa-
tion of the large and small states). The quality “difficult” is nominalized into the 
grammatical metaphor “difficulty” and the process “to represent” is nominalized 
into the grammatical metaphor “representation,” resulting in just one clause with 
high lexical density. Maxim and Petersen’s (2008) analysis of the transitivity system 
among writers in the Georgetown curriculum produced analogous findings by docu-
menting, for example, the increased use of abstract, relational, rather than material, 
processes (i.e., verbs of “being” vs. “doing”), a phenomenon that typically occurs 
in more public language use and that accompanies the increased use of grammatical 
metaphor as a more sophisticated meaning-maker (Note the use of the relational 
process “is” in the learner example above). In sum, this research on genre-based 
writing development provided the faculty with a clear and sophisticated portrayal 
of the predominant linguistic resources that learners use as they move up the cur-
riculum.

While this research on characteristics of progress in written performance pro-
vided a helpful overview of the general trends in language use among learners in a 
genre-based curriculum, the faculty was not always able to translate that trajectory 
into specific pedagogical foci within a particular level of instruction. The problem 
remained that faculty were challenged to identify the essential meaning-making re-
sources within a particular model text. In many ways, this predicament reflects the 
current state of the collegiate FL profession and the division between linguistic and 
literary study. Although language use implicitly underlies much literary analysis, 
literary scholarship since the days of New Criticism has not focused on fine-grained 
examinations of the linguistics resources and choices employed in texts (see Arens, 
this volume). Moreover, discourse analysis has developed as a subfield of linguis-
tics and cultural studies but not of literary interpretation.

To some extent, this separation of textual analysis from linguistic analysis helps 
to explain why upper-level FL instruction has been deficient in exemplifying stipu-
lations for the type of language that advanced learners need to learn and use. The 
traditional advanced grammar course in many FL departments is an attempt to ad-
dress this situation, but in most cases the instructional focus has been on sentence-
level grammar rather than on a discourse- or text-level grammar and the grammar 
use appropriate to discuss different contexts, genres, and media. Moreover, after 
such a transitional grammar course, students in their subsequent advanced FL class-
es rarely find writing assignments that provide detail about the specific language 
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features to use. Students are left to infer how to express what they have read about 
(appropriate referential or summative language) or what they view the broader im-
plications to be of a reading or viewing.

Such was the case in the early stages of the curricular revision of Level 3 at 
Emory. Level 3 is the last of the three levels with prescribed content (Levels 4 and 
5 consist of electives with content foci that change each semester). With the gradual 
decline over the past several years in the number of students entering Emory with 
prior exposure to German, most of the students at Level 3 come up through the 
Emory German Studies curriculum and have already completed the one-year lan-
guage requirement at Emory. As a result, most of the students enrolled in Level 3 
(roughly 20 per semester) do not take the course to fulfill a graduation requirement 
and many will complete a minor or major in German Studies. In addition, in con-
trast with its instantiation before the curricular reform, Level 3 is no longer consid-
ered a “bridge” course that serves to introduce students to German Studies; rather, 
it continues the integrated approach to language learning begun in the first semester 
albeit with a different content and discursive focus.

As Table 2 indicated above, the discursive focus on explanation had been es-
tablished for Level 3 and the corresponding content focus chosen to elicit such a 
discourse was a reverse chronological examination of the tensions and dichotomies 
inherent in the portrayal of love at different points in German-language cultural 
production. Students were thus expected to examine a particular text’s depiction of 
love and then explain the factors and/or consequences of particular scenes, events, 
or characters. The expectation for students entering Level 3 was that they had devel-
oped their narrative abilities in the previous two levels and were now ready to shift 
their discursive attention to explanation. It should be added, however, it is not as if 
students had not had to explain factors or consequences prior to enrolling in Level 3. 
Particularly in the second half of Level 2, students frequently were asked to explain 
the reasons for a particular character’s coming of age and thus were called upon to 
express causality to a greater degree. Nevertheless, the first writing assignment in 
Level 3, a plot summary, was selected because it served as a hybrid genre situated 
between narration and explanation that required the writer to both narrate the major 
events of the plot as well as explain the connections between the events. However, 
the first iteration of the writing assignment did little to guide the learner in how to 
construct an effective summary. Consisting of four short sentences, learners were 
instructed as follows:

Write a summary of X in your own words. Keep your summary clear and focus on the main 
events with concrete examples from the text. Don’t copy words or passages from the text 
unless you are using a quotation to explain a scene or event. Be sure to proofread your work 
to catch careless errors.

Not unexpectedly, the results varied greatly and were deemed largely unsatisfactory 
by the instructor. In response, the instructor, a literary scholar working together with 
an applied linguist in the department, developed a writing assignment designed to 
specify what learners were expected to produce. The first step was to identify the 
summaries that were considered successful and effective. For this initial assess-
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ment, no criteria were established to delineate what determined success or effec-
tiveness; rather, the instructor read each student summary and selected 4–5 that 
reflected her notion of a successful summary.

Next, the linguist and the instructor worked together to identify specific language-
based examples in the performance that contributed to the effective plot summary, 
particularly choices made at the lexico-grammatical and the textual level. After cod-
ifying and categorizing successful learners’ language-based choices, a second itera-
tion of the task description (Appendix B) then included (a) a brief description of the 
genre’s purpose; (b) an overview of the general structure of the genre; and (c) a list 
of rhetorical devices for conveying the content of the summary. In other words, the 
new task description began to include what genre-based pedagogues (e.g., Rothery 
1996; Martin 2009) emphasize in their approach to genre-based writing, namely, 
the context of culture (i.e., the social purpose of the genre), the context of situation 
(i.e., the register), the schematic structure (i.e., the plot sequence), and the language 
features characteristic of the first three factors.

Upon closer inspection, however, the two colleagues realized that the task de-
scription needed additional refinement. In particular, the specification of language 
features remained relatively general and did not necessarily correspond to the dif-
ferent stages of the summary. As genre theorists have pointed out, each genre stage 
carries with it a specific communicative purpose and linguistic realization (Martin 
2009)—the different language representative of each different stage. Thus the two 
colleagues expanded the task description to include a third category that focused 
exclusively on language:

Language

• Present tense
• Indirect discourse when quoting a character
• Passive voice (in the introduction)
• Action and sensing verbs in the main section
• Sentences in the main section that begin with …

− Temporal phrases to establish the chronology
− Summative nouns and nominalizations to capture/summarize elements (e.g., 

these conditions …/because of her decision …)
− Adverbs that portray the physical or mental state of characters or scenes (e.g., 

Despairingly, s/he goes home/Hunted by the villagers, s/he …)
• Rhetorical and discursive devices for a summary (see Appendix B)

Not only did this addition to the task description bring it in line with the already 
established tri-partite structure of task descriptions for Levels 1 and 2, it also gave 
the learner more guidance on how to make meaning at each stage of the summary. 
The first two bullet points refer to language that is prevalent in all three stages of 
the summary, but then the subsequent bullet points refer to the specific linguistic 
realization of each stage. The final bullet point refers to the expanded categoriza-
tion of different rhetorical and discursive devices used in summary writing, e.g., to 
introduce a work; to introduce a character; to arrange/organize events; to comment 
on the work’s effect on the reader. Where the second iteration of the task description 
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distinguished solely between “introduction” and “content,” the third iteration cat-
egorized the rhetorical devices according to the stages (Appendix B). For example, 
learners were instructed that in their conclusion they should discuss the effect of the 
work on the reader, and one of the categories listing appropriate rhetorical devices 
addressed precisely that communicative purpose.

A clear by-product of this iterative process of developing comprehensive and 
guided task descriptions is that the assessment of student performances becomes 
more precise. As the so-called “feedback form” in Appendix D indicates, the differ-
ent features of the task outlined on the assignment sheet (Appendix B) become the 
criteria for assessing the degree to which the student completed the task effectively. 
The next step will be to move from the feedback form to a rubric.4

The consequences of this collaborative effort for the learners, the department, 
and the curriculum were noteworthy. To begin with, the positive interaction between 
colleagues contributed to an openness and collaborative spirit that had begun with 
the advent of the curricular reform, especially in creating a symmetrical relation-
ship between the two colleagues. In other words, both the linguist and the literary 
scholar made important contributions to the effort without one feeling subordinate 
to the other. The literary scholar brought expertise on summaries of literary works 
while the linguist provided knowledge on genre and discourse analysis. Together, 
they pooled their findings and produced a task description that would not have been 
possible if just one of them had worked on it.

Second, the focus on identifying language features in exemplary summaries 
instilled a renewed appreciation among the faculty for the centrality of language 
in our discipline. One of the often-cited casualties of departmental bifurcation is 
the absence of any systematic attention to language development in upper-level 
instruction and to advanced language use. In many ways, the type of unsystem-
atic approach to language can be said to be a product of interdisciplinarity in the 
profession (see Maxim 2009; Pfeiffer 2008). While this shift has expanded course 
offerings and established closer ties with other disciplines, it has also resulted in a 
greater role for English in FL departments (e.g., Donahue and Kagel 2012). Lan-
guage-based interactions with content and tasks, such as outlined above, however, 
can return the discipline to what would seem to be its core mission, which Swaffar 
(1999) so eloquently expressed as an examination of “how individuals and groups 
use words and other signs in context to intend, negotiate, and create meanings” (7).

Third, equipped now with a clearer idea of what students need to succeed lin-
guistically, instructors can be much more focused and systematic in their course and 
lesson preparation. As a case in point, prior to the specification of the language de-
mands for Level 3’s summary writing, the “language” component of the course con-
sisted of a standard review of German grammar as presented in a reference grammar 
textbook, rather than the task-based, contextually anchored grammar problem the 
new assignments presented.

4 The rubrics developed by Hammer and Swaffar (2012) for assessing cultural competency 
(MACC) serve as models for what the German Studies Department is working toward.
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Fourth, awareness among instructors and learners about discourse-level and 
genre-based textual features increased with this task-based grammar. As the cur-
riculum reform moves forward, the tri-partite structure outlined will be used in each 
speaking and writing assignment to include both the targeted genre of the task and 
its schematic structure. Although it is still too early to gather substantive data on 
how such structures influence learners’ awareness and thinking, its objective is to 
prompt learners to think more about the type of text they are producing, the audi-
ence they are addressing, and the organization of their text.

Last, this collaborative approach to task development has become a model within 
the department at all levels. Faculty work together to specify the structure, content, 
and language of each task and are willing to revise and enhance the descriptions 
based on student feedback and task completion. Even more interestingly, because 
all genres have not been described linguistically and structurally as we do here, the 
faculty has had to conduct its own genre analysis, exposing uncharted territory that 
has proven to be challenging but ultimately rewarding for faculty.

In many ways, this genre-based analysis exemplifies the integrative approach 
to foreign language education that many, including the authors of the MLA Report 
(2007), have proposed for the past three decades, linking language to content and 
form at more advanced levels. In addition, since genre analyses have taken place 
collaboratively, faculty has begun to be better informed about the tasks, texts, and 
curriculum as a whole. Similar to what Byrnes (2001) described as the publicly 
shared knowledge and commonly held practices that resulted from the curricular 
reform in the German Department at Georgetown University, the curricular project 
in the German Studies Department at Emory University has integrated the expertise 
of the faculty to produce a common foundation from which to build their language 
program.

4  Conclusion

The different calls for curricular reform in the profession share refrains about need-
ing to integrate the study of language and content at all curricular levels. This chap-
ter has illustrated two specific challenges that arise when such integration is at-
tempted.

First, FL professionals need a principled way to select and organize content 
that adheres to their preferred articulated, coherent, and systematic approach to 
language development. In this case, the genre-based continuum from narration to 
explanation to argumentation has provided a helpful map for appropriate content 
along a language-learning pathway.

Second, all faculty involved in a curricular reform need to become familiar with 
language-based approaches to content, if they are to target them for explicit instruc-
tion. Whether a language department’s colleagues are linguistic, literary, or cultural 
scholars, they are all used to working with texts, but often do not make the kinds 
of explicit links suggested here, even if, invariably, most colleagues are more than 
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willing to discuss textual engagement and analysis. Indeed, in many ways, those 
types of text-based discussions are what have motivated and excited all our scholar-
ship since we entered the profession.

On another level, however, we have not always approached our textually ori-
ented analyses from a language-based pedagogical perspective. In other words, we 
have not thought about how the texts we engage could be models for our students’ 
language development or how language functions to make content meaningful—we 
have been socialized to divide these language acquisition imperatives, not to teach 
them holistically. Thus, for example, FL graduate student teacher education typi-
cally perpetuates the bifurcation found in undergraduate FL programs by separating 
graduate students’ pedagogical development from their coursework in literary and 
cultural areas (see Reeser 2013 and Ryshina-Pankova 2013, for counter examples).

The key to collaboration in a curricular reform therefore must be based on a 
shared understanding about the role of texts in language development. That is, the 
choices behind text, content, and course selection all have to take into account the 
language-learning trajectory of the projected learners. Without such linguistically 
oriented textual thinking, curricular integration will remain elusive in collegiate FL 
education.

Appendix A: Assignment Sheet for Genre-Based Writing Task 
Märchen: “Eine Reise”

Genre: Märchen Dieses Semester haben Sie drei Märchen gelesen, die sich mit 
den Themen Familie, Natur und Reisen beschäftigen. Nun schreiben Sie Ihr eigenes 
Märchen zum Thema „Reisen“ und konzentrieren Sie sich dabei auf den Einfluss 
der Reise auf das Erwachsenwerden der Hauptfigur(en). Wie wir im Unterricht 
besprochen haben, enthält ein Märchen folgende Teile:

• Titel
• Einleitung/Orientierung
• Anlass/Auslösung zum Reisen
• Problem/Aufgabe/Kampf
• Lösung/Sieg
• Schluss/Moral
Ein Märchen wird normalerweise in der 3. Person geschrieben. Schreiben Sie ca. 
3 Seiten.

Inhalt Besprechen Sie die folgenden Themen in diesem Märchen:

• Einleitung: Wo beginnt das Märchen? Welche Figuren kommen vor? Was für 
Menschen sind diese Figuren? Wie verstehen sich die verschiedenen Figuren? 
Welche positiven Eigenschaften hat der Protagonist? Haben die anderen Figuren 
besondere magische Eigenschaften? In welcher Jahreszeit spielt das Märchen?;
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• Auslösung: Warum unternimmt die Hauptfigur eine Reise? Was muss gemacht 
werden? Wohin fährt er/sie? Kommen andere Figuren/Tiere vor?

• Problem: Was passiert während der Reise? Was muss die Hauptfigur machen/
bekämpfen/überwinden? Kommen neue Figuren vor? Warum? Wie ist der Ort 
jetzt anders? Wiederholt sich und/oder steigert sich die Handlung?

• Lösung: Wie wird das Problem gelöst? Muss der Protagonist gerettet werden? 
Wer rettet den Protagonisten und aus welchem Grund? Findet ein Wunder statt? 
Wodurch zeigt die Hauptfigur ihr Erwachsenwerden?

• Schluss: Wie kommt das Märchen zu Ende? Was für einen guten Ausgang hat 
das Märchen?

Sprachliche Schwerpunkte 

• Wortstellung
• Verbform: Konjugation, Vergangenheitsformen (Präteritum, Perfekt)
• Temporalphrasen
• Genus und Kasus (besonders nach Präpositionen)
• Adjektivendungen
• Infinitivsätze
• Rechtschreibung, Kommasetzung
• Hilfreiches Vokabular aus den Texten
• Stilistische Merkmale eines Märchens: Es war einmal, Wiederholung, Steiger-

ung der Herausforderung, Kontraste (gut/böse), ein Wunder, magische Figur

Benotungskriterien Die Kategorien Aufgabe, Inhalt und sprachlicher Fokus 
werden äquivalent gewertet. Die Gesamtnote ergibt sich aus den Teilnoten. In der 
revidierten Version können Sie Ihre Note um maximal 2 “Stufen” verbessern (sehr 
gute Korrektur: Verbesserung um 2 Stufen; gute Korrektur: 1 Stufe, mittelmäßige 
bis schwache Korrektur: keine Verbesserung der Note). Abgabetermin: Erste Ver-
sion am Montag, den 10. Dezember fällig.

Appendix B—Second and Final Iterations of Task Description 
for Summary Assignment

Version 2 A summary describes in one’s own words what happens in a text in terms 
of both the events as well as the perspectives, thoughts, and emotions of the main 
characters. It is thus important to identify the argumentative structure of the text. 
A summary is not only about what the narrator says but also how s/he describes a 
situation and why s/he says what s/he says in that situation.

Write in the present tense except for references to previous events
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Structure 

• Introduction
− Author, title, time, and place of the plot
− Text genre (drama, lyric, prose)
− Main characters, perspective
− General thrust and focus of the piece

• Main section
− Synopsis of main events or sections
− Accurate chronology of events
− Connection between events
− Thoughts and emotions of characters
− Important passages with textual examples

Concrete textual passages are welcome but should include a page reference and an 
explanation.
 Avoid repetition and focus on one theme or event per paragraph
• Conclusion

− Unanswered questions
− Effect on the reader
− Brief evaluation of the work

Helpful Vocabulary and Transitions

Introduction
(title) is a novel by (author)
(title) was written by (author)
The story is about (topic)
(title) tells the story of (hero) who …
(title) by (author) places the reader in (time/place)
(title) takes place in the time of (event)
Content
At the beginning of the story …
During …/When …
Because …
Precisely at that moment …
After …/Before …
Not long/shortly thereafter …
One day/evening …
On the next day …/Some time later …
Hours/months/years later …
Until the morning/next day when …
In the meantime …/However …
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Once again …
At that point …
To his surprise …
What makes the situation worse is that …
Finally …

Version 3: Genre: Summary

A summary describes in one’s own words what happens in a text in terms of both the 
events as well as the perspectives, thoughts, and emotions of the main characters. 
It is thus important to identify the argumentative structure of the text. A summary 
is not only about what the narrator says but also how s/he describes a situation and 
why s/he says what s/he says in that situation. A summary consists of the following 
three sections: Introduction, Main section, and Conclusion.

Content 

• Introduction
− Author, title, time, and place of the plot
− Text genre (drama, lyric, prose)
− Main characters, perspective
− General thrust and focus of the piece

• Main section
− Synopsis of main events or sections
− Accurate chronology of events
− Connection between events
− Thoughts and emotions of characters
− Important passages with textual examples

• Concrete textual passages are welcome but should include a page reference and 
an explanation.

• Avoid repetition and focus on one theme or event per paragraph
• Conclusion

− Unanswered questions
− Effect on the reader
− Brief evaluation of the work

Language 

• Rhetorical and discursive devices for a summary (see attached sheet)
• Present tense
• Indirect discourse when quoting a character
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• Passive voice (in the introduction)
• Action and sensing verbs in the main section
• Sentences in the main section that begin with …

− Temporal phrases to establish the chronology
− Summative nouns and nominalizations to capture/summarize elements (e.g., 

these conditions …/because of her decision …)
− Adverbs that portray the physical or mental state of characters or scenes (e.g., 

Despairingly, s/he goes home/Hunted by the villagers, s/he …)

Rhetorical Devices for a Summary

To introduce a work
(title) is a novel by (author)
(title) was written by (author)
The story is about (topic)
(title) tells the story of (hero) who …
(title) by (author) places the reader in (time/place)
(title) takes place in the time of (event)

To introduce characters
In the center of the story is …
Additional characters are …
The main characters are …

To arrange/order events
At the beginning of the story …
First … After that … Finally.
During …/As soon as …
When …/After …/Before …
Precisely at that moment …
Not long/shortly thereafter …
One day/evening …
On the next day …/Some time later …
Hours/months/years later …
Until the morning/next day when …
In the meantime …/At that point …

To elaborate about a text passage
In addition/furthermore/moreover
In the process
At the same time
To make matters worse

To indicate causality
Therefore/thus/thereby
As a result/for this reason
Because …/because of …
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To contrast/compare characters
In contrast/On the contrary/nevertheless/however
In comparison with …
In contrast with …

To discuss the effect on the reader
The novel shows …
The story has a disturbing/distancing effect on the reader
Through this character the author shows

Appendix C—Targeted Genres for Each Curricular Level

Appendix D—Feedback form for Summary Writing Assignment

Level Macro-genre Writing tasks Speaking tasks
1 Recreating, Personal letter (4) Conversation (2)

Recounting, Fairy tale Interview (2)
Narrating Autobiographical recount

2 Recreating, Personal narrative (4) Talk show (5)
Recounting, Fairy tale Personal narrative (1)
Narrating, Autobiographical recount
Accounting Summary Referat

3 Summarizing, Character analysis
Expounding, Comparison
Explaining

4 Explaining, Description Referat
Analyzing, Comparison Discussion
Contextualizing Analysis

5 Editorializing, Discussion
Arguing, Interpretation Presentation
Discussing, Analysis Debate
Analyzing Editorial

Task Appropriateness (33 %)
A summary consists of the following stages:

Introduction
Main section
Conclusion
3rd Person
Length (2–2.5 pages)
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