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Birgit Huemer 

 
This book originated from the symposium ‘Academic writing across languages: 
multilingual and contrastive approaches in higher education’, held at Luxembourg 
University on 2 and 3 December 2016. The symposium explored how academic 
writing varies across languages and aimed to enrich concepts for teaching academ- 
ic writing in multilingual environments in settings of higher education. 

Multilingual academic writing is still a young sub-discipline within both aca- 
demic writing and multilingual studies. Within these two research areas, however, 
it has been studied from several distinct angles. Most studies in academic writing 
focus on text analysis, using a functional, genre-based, or corpus linguistic approach. 
More specifically, contrastive rhetoric looks at the differences between academic 
writing across languages and academic socializations. Studies in second language 
acquisition and within tertiary education − such as English for Academic Purpos- 
es (EAP), Deutsch als Wissenschaftssprache, or Français sur Objectifs Universi- 
taires (FOU) − help to develop pedagogies for students in order to improve their 
second or third language skills and to adapt to university norms. Especially today, 
as English has (been) developed into the dominant language of academia, the 
repercussions of English as Lingua Franca (ELF) have gained importance within 
research in higher education. All of these research strands have influenced each 
other and have developed pedagogies for academic writing. 

Although such pedagogies already exist, more recent studies focus on the pol- 
itical implications of language policies at universities and − which is of particular 
interest for this book − how writers productively deal with their multilingual com- 
petences and cultural backgrounds in academic contexts. However, few attempts 
have been made to research how language professionals can help writers improve 
their multilingual competences during their learning, researching, and writing 
activities. This book thus aims to contribute to this pertinent and timely research 
topic by exploring multilingual teaching approaches, linguistic similarities or dif- 
ferences among writers of various language backgrounds, and writing practices of 
multilingual speakers. 

In the following, this introduction will give a short overview of theories and 
studies that have influenced the contributions to this book, i. e. contrastive or inter- 
cultural rhetoric, cross-linguistic studies, and critical perspectives on language use 
in higher education. 
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Contrastive or intercultural rhetoric 
 

Contrastive rhetoric is a term coined by the American linguist Robert Kaplan in 
1966 (Kaplan, 1966). As an approach, it is concerned with how linguistic patterns 
and rhetorical conventions vary across cultures and thus influence language use 
and second language learning. The field brought attention to intercultural rhetor- 
ical differences, especially in writing, and enabled teachers to better assist language 
learners by comparing writing in students’ first (L1) and second languages (L2). It 
became particularly important for studies in academic and professional writing 
and, even more so, for students using English as second language (ESL) or English 
as a foreign language (EFL). 

In its early years, contrastive rhetoric was based first and foremost on text analy- 
sis and influenced studies in genre and corpus analysis. In the 1980s and 1990s 
ethnographic approaches gained more and more influence on linguistic studies, 
and the concept of language as patterned communication and social interaction 
(Hymes, 1962) sparked interest in researching writing socialization within con- 
trastive rhetoric. 

 
Following the lead of L1 writing research and pedagogy, in which the 1970s were said 
to be the decade of the composing process and the 1980s the decade of social const- 
ruction, empirical research on L2 writing in the 1990s became increasingly concer- 
ned with social and cultural processes in cross-cultural undergraduate writing groups 
and classes, with the initiation and socialization processes that graduate students go 
through to become literate professionals in their graduate and professional discourse 
communities [...]. (Connor 2002, p. 497) 

 
Acknowledging the insights yielded by ethnographic approaches to the phenom- 
ena under study, Connor suggested changing the term contrastive rhetoric into 
intercultural rhetoric, because it arguably better reflected the focus on cultural dif- 
ferences and the variety of research methods used. 

 
Intercultural rhetoric research is interdisciplinary in its theoretical and methodolog- 
ical orientation. It draws on theories and research methods from second language 
acquisition, composition and rhetoric, anthropology, translation studies, linguistic 
discourse analysis, and genre analysis. (Connor 2004, p. 291) 

 
Among other text genres that have been studied, the genres produced in university 
contexts have become a major research focus. In Anglo-American contexts − but 
also in Asia, Europe, and the Middle East − academic genres and writing social- 
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izations have been researched under the label of English for Academic Purpose 
(EAP) with a view to teaching the specifics of academic writing to novice students 
(Swales, 1990; Bhatia, 1993; Jordan, 1997; Hyland, 2000; Flowerdew, 2002). 

In Asian, European and Middle Eastern contexts, the academic writing of stu- 
dents and scientists with an L1 other than English has been extensively compared 
to the writing of native English-speaking students and scientists. These studies 
follow, for example, genre-based approaches developed by Swales (1990) or Bhatia 
(1993), corpus linguistic methods (e. g. Johansson, 1998), text analytic approach- 
es driven by text or discourse analysis (e. g. de Beaugrand & Dressler, 1981; van 
Dijk, 1985; Bazerman, 1994), or systemic functional linguistic theory (e. g. Halli- 
day, 1985 and others). Ethnographic approaches like Berkenkotter and Huckin’s 
(1993) concept of discourse communities, Barton, Hamilton, and Ivanič’s (2000) 
situated literacies, or Scollon and Scollon’s (2000) emphasis on the social situated- 
ness of communication and interaction have influenced a considerable number of 
these studies. 

Outside the Anglo-American contexts, academic language use, development, 
and teaching have been researched, for example, in German-speaking countries. 
German as an academic language (Deutsch als Wissenschaftssprache) has become 
a research strand of its own since the 1990’s (e. g. Ehlich, 1994, 1999, 2000; Ehlich 
& Steets, 2003; Graefen, 1997, 1999, 2000; Redder, 2002, Kruse, Jakobs, & Ruh- 
mann, 1999; Gruber et al., 2006; Gruber, Huemer, & Rheindorf, 2009; Pohl, 2007; 
Steinhoff, 2007). French as an academic language (Français sur objectifs universi- 
taires) has been an object of investigation in French-speaking countries for the last 
two decades (Pollet, 2001, 2014; Tutin, 2007; Mangiante & Parpette, 2011; Cislacu, 
Vlad, & Claudel, 2011; Grossmann, 2012; Boch & Frier, 2015; Dezutter, Silva, & 
Thonard, 2016). For an overview of studies on other European academic languages 
and writing cultures, see Torrance et al. (2012) and Kruse et al. (2016). 

 
Cross-linguistic studies 

 
Among the many cross-linguistic studies that have been undertaken, only a few 
can be named here. The studies mentioned in the following analyze the rhetorical 
structures of different sections of academic texts, for example abstracts, introduc- 
tions, the method or discussion part of articles, as well as how text sequences are 
made coherent. Others examine specific aspects of academic texts and how they 
are realized linguistically, for example in hedging, voice or stance, the use of pas- 
sive voice, or reporting verbs. The first group of studies investigates how English 
is used by ESL/EFL users compared to English native-speakers. The second group 
of studies is concerned with analyzing differences between English and other aca- 
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demic languages. The third and least-known group compares languages other than 
English. In the following, some of these studies are listed by language group – Asian, 
European, and Middle East – and are presented in chronological order. 

Hinkel (1997) in his corpus-analytical study finds that speakers of Chinese, 
Korean, Japanese, and Indonesian use rhetorical questions and tags, disclaimers 
and denials, vagueness and ambiguity, repetition, several types of hedges, ambigu- 
ous pronouns, and the passive voice in greater frequencies when they write in Eng- 
lish than English native-speakers do. Lee and Chen (2009) analyze function words 
and other key items in research writing by Chinese learners. Cao and Xiao (2013) 
explore the textual variations between English abstracts written by native English 
and native Chinese writers from twelve academic disciplines. Yang (2013) explores 
linguistic and cultural variations in the use of hedges in English and Chinese sci- 
entific discourse. Chen (2013) investigates the overuse or underuse of English 
phrasal verbs by Chinese, British, and American university students. Leedham 
(2015) draws conclusions from a corpus-driven study on Chinese students’ writ- 
ing in English, and Gardner derives pedagogical insights from contrastive studies 
of English and Chinese writers (chapter four in this book). 

While Hinds (1983, 1987) claims to find cultural differences between Japanese 
and English academic writing culture, Kubota (1998) criticizes the West-East dichot- 
omy of cultural representations in the applied linguistics literature of the 1990s as 
driven by colonial discourse and myths that result from Othering when looking at 
East Asian cultures from a Western perspective. 

Many European languages such as Bulgarian, German, Finnish, French, Italian, 
Norwegian, Polish, Portuguese, and Spanish have been contrasted with either Eng- 
lish or other languages. Tang et al. (2012) in their anthology discuss academic writ- 
ing issues, including studies of L1 and L2 writers of English, and many other lan- 
guage backgrounds. 

Vassileva (2000, 2001) analyzes authorial presence in academic discourse in 
English, German, French, Russian, and Bulgarian. 

Clyne (1987, 1991) examines cultural differences of English and German native 
speakers in the organization of academic texts. Busch-Lauer (1995) investigates 
the formal schemata and linguistic devices of German medical abstracts and their 
English equivalents. Redder (2001) compares the use of modal verbs in German 
and English academic argumentations. Fandrych and Graefen (2002) analyze text- 
commenting devices in German and English academic articles, and Thielmann 
(2009) conducts a contrastive analysis of German and English academic texts (see 
also chapter five in this book). A research project led by Villa Vigoni compared 
academic text genres produced by university students in German, Italian, and 
French university contexts (Dalmas et al., 2009). Heller (2012) contrasts German 
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and Italian academic discourse, and Venohr (2016) looks at the differences between 
French and German academic writing. 

For Finnish and English, Ventola and Mauranen (1996) analyzes English research 
articles written by Finnish L1 speakers and compares them to articles written by 
English native-speakers. They find that Finnish writers used connectors less fre- 
quently and with less variation than their English native-speaker colleagues (see 
also Mauranen, 1993). Luodonpää-Manni (2009) explores the use of metaphors 
in research articles of French and Finnish writers. 

Donahue (2008) compares academic writing at French and American universi- 
ties. Rowley-Jolivet and Carter-Thomas (2014) study the citation practices of expert 
French writers of English and possible interference when citing in a foreign lan- 
guage. Their study was undertaken on the basis of 40 draft manuscripts in science, 
engineering, and computational linguistics and a comparable corpus of articles 
published by native English. Rentel (2009) analyses the differences of summaries 
written in the university context in French and German. 

Fløttum (2003) investigates pronominal author manifestation in research arti- 
cles of English, French, and Norwegian writers. In her doctoral thesis, Vold (2008) 
analyzes epistemic modality in French, Norwegian, and English research articles. 

Duszak (1997) examines Polish and English introductions in academic papers, 
and Golebiowski (1998) compares Polish and English psychology journal articles. 
Both find numerous stylistic differences between the two languages. Dontcheva- 
Navratilova (2016) investigates cross-cultural variation in the use of hedges and 
boosters in academic discourse. 

Bennett (2010) analyzes specific discourse features in Portuguese and finds that 
there are at least two other academic discourses regularly produced in Portugal 
today that are based upon an entirely different epistemology than the rational 
empirical paradigm underlying the English model. Hirano (2009) compares the 
rhetorical organization of research article introductions in Brazilian Portuguese 
and English in the field of Applied Linguistics, using Swales’ CARS model (1990) 
as an analytical tool. 

Moreno (1997, 1998) analyzes genre constraints and the explicit signaling of prem- 
ise-conclusion sequences in Spanish and English research articles. She finds that writ- 
ers from both language groups use similar textual strategies with similar frequency 
for the phenomenon studied. Differences, however, appear on the interpersonal level: 
Spanish academics seem to hedge their conclusions less frequently than their Eng- 
lish-speaking colleagues do. Martin (2003) conducts a genre analysis of English and 
Spanish research papers abstracts in experimental social sciences. Lee and Casal 
(2014) investigate cross-linguistic variation of meta-discourse in the results and dis- 
cussion chapters of Engineering Masters’ theses written in English and Spanish. 
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In the Middle Eastern context, Hatim (1997) contrasts Arabic and English aca- 
demic discourse. Fakhri (2004) examines Arabic research article introductions 
and finds that the majority differs substantially from the CARS model suggested 
by Swales (1990). Furthermore, he compares Arabic introductions in the fields of 
Humanities and Law (Fakhri, 2009), and concludes that there are disciplinary ten- 
dencies as well as patterns borrowed from French academic discourse, yielding a 
rather complex picture. 

Samaie, Khosravianb, and Boghayeric (2014) compare the types and frequen- 
cies of hedges employed by Persian and English native speakers when writing Eng- 
lish academic article introductions in the field of Literature. They identify many 
differences, which they suggest scholars should pay attention to when trying to 
publish in international journals. 

Other scholars have studied differences between Arabic and English academic 
discourse in order to assist students in both academic knowledge-building and 
acquiring language skills, which are linked (e. g. AlFadda, 2012; Al-Khasawneh & 
Maher, 2010; Al-Zubaidi, 2012; Mousavi & Kashefian-Naeeini, 2011). However, 
most of these studies are focused on problems or errors rather than specific lin- 
guistic characteristics that might differ in Arabic or English academic discourse. 

Although the studies mentioned here provide essential groundwork for a better 
understanding of similarities and differences in academic writing across languages, 
they focus on some aspects only. Hence, much work remains to be done in order 
to provide sufficient knowledge of better comparative understanding of academic 
writing across languages 

 
Critical perspectives on language use in higher education 

 
While some have a pragmatic attitude towards the dominance of English as the 
lingua franca of academia in most disciplines today, others critically call for multi- 
lingual policies and teaching approaches at universities. Regardless of the position 
one takes, the necessity of writing and publishing in English has guided research 
and teaching approaches since the 1990s, acknowledging the need to help students 
and scholars succeed in an academic environment in which English is the domin- 
ant and most powerful language (Bhatia, 1993; Flowerdew, 1999, 2002; Hyland, 
2000, 2003, 2004, 2009; Swales, 1990). 

Recently, power relations that derive from the dominance of English in aca- 
demic settings have increasingly come under scrutiny – perhaps because the con- 
sequences of this development have now become obvious. Academic languages 
other than English are being marginalized, competition has increased, and uni- 
versity language policies are affecting university cultures and academic careers. 
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University rankings evaluate internationalization and success – to name only a few 
criteria – by the number of international students enrolled, the number of publi- 
cations placed in high rated international journals, and research grants awarded. 
As a result, the number of courses taught in English at universities where English 
is not the national language keeps growing (Gazzola, 2017). Thus, scholars com- 
ing from language and cultural backgrounds other than English are often disadvan- 
taged against scholars socialized in Anglo-American academic discourse com- 
munities. Canagarajah (2002a), for example, critically explores how Third World 
communities and their knowledge are marginalized, while the knowledge of West- 
ern communities is legitimated and reproduced. Ammon (2001, 2002), Truchot 
(2001), and others reflect on the influence that English has on other European aca- 
demic languages, such as German or French. Lillis and Curry (2006, 2010) look at 
the pressure to publish in English that scholars in non-English-speaking countries 
are subject to and examine how literacy brokers such as editors, publishers, review- 
ers, academic colleagues, and translators influence text production and the pub- 
lication processes. Haberland and Preisler (2015) as well as Hu (2016) discuss the 
effects that internationalization has on university language policies. 

The aforementioned developments suggested several courses of action for 
research on multilingualism at universities. Two key studies in Europe that focused 
on multilingualism in higher education are briefly described here. The project 
“Cultural identity in academic prose: national versus discipline-specific” (KIAP) 
compiled a corpus of 150 research articles in total. The corpus consists of research 
articles in three languages (English, French, and Norwegian). Within each lan- 
guage, sub-corpora of three disciplines (economics, linguistics, and medicine) were 
created. The aim of this project was to investigate the manifestations of authors’ 
voices and their interaction with the reader and the discourse community, in order 
to describe similarities and differences between languages and disciplines. They 
found both, a number of similarities within disciplines across different languages 
as well as interesting differences between languages (Fløttum, Dahl, & Kinn, 2006). 
These findings indicate the importance of raising students’ and teachers’ aware- 
ness of language- and discipline-specific characteristics of academic writing. 

The project “Language Dynamics and Management of Diversity” (DYLAN) 
examined how social actors in three different sectors – private companies, polit- 
ical institutions of the European Union, and higher education – deal with multi- 
lingualism. The project investigated the following aspects: efficiency and fairness 
in language choices, emerging language varieties, and the historical dimensions of 
multilingualism. The results of this project related to higher education are of par- 
ticular interest to our research topic (Berthoud, Grin, & Lüdi, 2013). Six universi- 
ties in which multilingual policies and education play an important role are pre- 
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sented: The Universitat Autònoma de Barcelona with Catalan, Spanish, and Eng- 
lish as university languages; the Libera Università di Bolzano with Italian, German, 
and English; the Universités de Lausanne et de Genève with German, French, and 
English; the University of Helsinki with Finnish, Swedish, and English; and the 
Babeş-Bolyai University of Cluj, Romania, with Romanian, Hungarian, and Ger- 
man as languages of instruction. The Belgian contribution to this project examines 
language policies and their effects on school education. The data gathered in order 
to analyze multilingual policies and interaction stem from document analysis, 
observation of class interaction, students’ informal peer-interaction as well as inter- 
views and questionnaires. The results of this investigation give insights into lan- 
guage policy development and its consequences for higher education. Furthermore, 
it shows how multilingualism actually comes about in interaction. Both projects, 
KIAP and DYLAN, have the potential to inform the development of multilingual 
pedagogies in higher education. 

Whereas KIAP and DYLAN analyzed written texts and verbal interactions to 
draw conclusions, Canagarajah (2002b) follows a theoretical approach. He sug- 
gests that students with language backgrounds other than English should foster 
the discourse about academic writing norms. Despite existing power relations 
between English and other languages of academic practice, teachers should motiv- 
ate students to contribute their multiple voices and cultural traditions – being at 
the same time creative, critical, and reflective – when writing academic texts. 

Although Canagarajah acknowledges the contributions that EAP and contrast- 
ive rhetoric have made to research into multilingualism and academic writing, he 
criticizes both approaches for foregrounding the problematics of non-English- 
speaking language backgrounds. Scholars in EAP, he argues, follow a pragmatic 
approach: they try to help students manage English academic discourse and writ- 
ing, without questioning dominant norms and discourses. According to Canag- 
arajah, contrastive rhetoric sees language backgrounds other than English as prob- 
lematic, because it may cause interference and may therefore hinder successful 
communication. He further criticizes the Social Process Approach (Bizzell, 1992; 
Bruffee, 1983) for being too optimistic about students’ potential to change existing 
power relations. However, Canagarajah concludes that the aforementioned 
approaches are particularly helpful in making existing norms and power relations 
visible. He calls for multilingual teaching pedagogies that foster critical discussion, 
challenge existing norms, and empower students to integrate their language back- 
grounds and academic cultures into established academic discourses. 

Like the many different approaches that have influenced researchers in multi- 
lingual academic writing, many of which have been briefly summarized here, the 
contributions in this book view academic writing across languages form different 
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angles. They have all been collected to present new insights into academic writing 
across languages and to discuss what still needs to be done to development suc- 
cessful multilingual academic writing pedagogies in university contexts. 

 
Contributions to this book 

 
The book is structured into four parts and concludes with propositions for further 
research and implications for teaching. The first part is concerned with multilin- 
gual and multicultural approaches for teaching academic writing at the university. 
The second part looks at specific linguistic features in academic papers in contrast. 
The third part examines multilingual writing practices. Part four, finally, reports 
on the outcomes of the panel discussion that followed the symposium in 2016 and 
suggests possibilities for a structural integration of academic writing education 
into the university. 

Donahue starts of the first part by briefly summarizing the research into lan- 
guage across different cultural contexts as it developed over the last 50 years. She 
observes that so far studies within contrastive rhetoric and discourse analysis have 
had a tendency to foster discourses of difference. Others, however, she claims, have 
shown that when we move beyond surface linguistic differences, particular kinds 
of writing might in fact have more in common than not in shared contexts. In the 
current context of mobility, Donahue further explains that for writing and lan- 
guage scholars the term superdiversity evokes exactly the kinds of rapid fluid change 
we are seeing in academic contexts today, where student mobility and diversity of 
student languages cannot but help to affect academic discourse and writing. She 
thus asks which models and which resources students need in these super diverse 
contexts and concludes by suggesting three complementary models: translingual- 
ism, multicompentence, and heteroglossia. Based on these models she calls for devel- 
oping pedagogies that foster students’ ability to transfer, reuse, and adapt their lin- 
guistic and discursive knowledge across contexts and languages. For that aim, she 
points out, we need to develop a space in which the characteristics of translangua- 
ging, multicompetence, and heteroglossia feel natural. Her conclusion encourages 
us to reflect on the monolingual or multifaceted models of language we hold in 
our minds when teaching academic writing. 

In chapter two, Kuitunen and Carolan outline a multilingual language and com- 
munication program within the discipline of History developed at the University 
of Jyväskylä Language Centre, Finland. The program is embedded in various BA 
degrees and uses Finnish, Swedish, and English to induct students into oral and 
written academic literacy practices. It consists of modules in academic literacy, 
multilingual communication, and research communication. Kuitunen and Carolan 
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detail the development and implementation of the program for history students 
and report on their feedback. 

In chapter three, Vold presents cultural differences present in the concept of 
hedging in academic papers and the repercussions for multilingual authors. She 
asks which didactic approaches to teaching hedging can be applied in multilingual 
and multicultural contexts at the university. Considering the disciplinary and cul- 
tural background of each writer, she argues, one cannot give a general rule to learn- 
ers. Furthermore, she explains that discussing the intercultural dimension also 
opens up a necessary discussion about the individual dimension of academic writ- 
ing. Instead of teaching norms for academic writing, she suggests raising learners’ 
awareness of different writing styles. She concludes that an awareness model could 
ultimately improve the conditions for intercultural interactions and exchanges 
within the research community. 

In part two, linguistic features in academic writing in different languages are 
compared with each other. In chapter four, Gardner describes the British Academ- 
ic Written English (BAWE) corpus and reviews studies that have used it to com- 
pare the advanced English academic writing of Chinese and British students. The 
BAWE corpus contains various assignment types from over 800 students across 
300 degree programs. While most of these are written by students with English as 
their home language, a substantial number are by students with a Chinese home 
language. The lexico-grammatical differences found in contrastive Chinese-Eng- 
lish research using the BAWE corpus can be used to inform vocabulary and gram- 
mar teaching in advanced writing courses. 

Passive voice is an important linguistic resource in academic writing. It is usu- 
ally described as having the function of suppressing the agens. In chapter five, 
Thielmann claims that passive voice actually has more to offer. He explains how 
passive voice is misleadingly treated as a verb form, thus neglecting the function- 
ality of the components that make up this structure. Thielmann analyzes the com- 
ponents to be + past participle in English and werden + Partizip II in German, 
explains their functions in academic texts, and contrasts them to each other. In 
doing so, he shows that both the English and the German structures are used for 
thematic organization and for announcing text structure to readers (e. g. in 
abstracts). His contrastive analysis also clearly points out differences in function- 
ality and therefore ways of knowledge construction between the two languages. 

In chapter six Deroey, Huemer and Lejot report on the discourse structure of 
literature reviews in German, English and French dissertations from the Master in 
“Learning and Communication in Multilingual and Multicultural Contexts” at the 
University of Luxembourg. The study forms part of their work to identify content 
that could be taught in a multilingual academic writing course. The discourse 
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structure of literature review paragraphs is found to consist of three elements: 
report, discussion and text organization. While considerable differences exist in 
the frequency with which these elements occur across the German, English and 
French samples, the data reveal issues that could be addressed jointly, including 
creating cohesion in reporting, strengthening the writer’s ‘voice’, and integrating 
text organizing discourse. 

Part three looks at writing practices of multilingual students. In chapter seven, 
Dengscherz explores how verbal repertoires, language repertoires, and language 
biographies influence the shape of writing processes in multilingual contexts. She 
presents preliminary results drawn from two case studies of her ongoing research 
project PROSIMS. In this project, writing data have been collected in real time via 
screen videos, and retrospective interviews have been conducted to explore to 
which extent and in which situations writers use different languages during the 
writing process. First results indicate that students use individually different strat- 
egies during the writing process. Nevertheless, some patterns have emerged: stu- 
dents tend to draw on multilingual repertoires when brainstorming or thinking 
about contents. However, when they focus on rhetorical tasks, they tend to focus 
on the target language and only use other languages to compensate or solve word- 
ing problems. The study aims to generate a theory of multilingual writing that is 
meant to support the development of didactic concepts for individual profession- 
alization in multilingual writing. 

In chapter eight, Rheindorf gives an overview of and critically discusses research 
into stance-related strategies – foremost the use and categorization of reporting 
verbs – in academic writing in EAP and ESL contexts. These studies have shown 
that expert writers create authority, integrity, and credibility through specific lin- 
guistic choices expressing fine shades of epistemic certainty and uncertainty, while 
L2 student writers rely on a more limited range of linguistic resources for modu- 
lating epistemic commitment, leading them to make overly firm or certain asser- 
tions. In his own study, Rheindorf argues that this is also the case for postgraduate 
student writers at Austrian universities who are German native speakers and strug- 
gle with appropriate stance-related strategies in English. He concludes by presenting 
a new framework that allows for more flexible positioning of reporting signals and 
group activities which can help to increase students’ awareness of stance-related 
resources and their rhetorical effect. 

In chapter nine, Giannoutsou argues that a bottom-up investigation into lan- 
guage practices and ideologies can contribute relevant findings to the discussion 
on language beliefs in academic contexts. Her main objective is to explore ideo- 
logical aspects of shifting discourse practices with the help of language ethnography. 
Giannoutsou interviewed 17 scholars at Hamburg University, most of them being 
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L1 German speakers. Her results revealed that the study’s participants feel an 
unavoidable obligation as well as peer pressure to orient to English. They also feel 
ashamed of writing in languages other than English. These scholars gave no clear, 
official reason for subscribing to this monolingual English orientation and mostly 
viewed multilingual writing as the act of writing in both their mother tongue and 
English. She highlights the often-neglected role of language ideologies (and of their 
socio-economic origins) in the formation of professional linguistic orientations. 

Part four starts with chapter ten, in which Deroey reports on the outcomes of 
the panel discussion that followed the symposium in 2016. The scholars taking 
part in the panel discussed issues regarding policy, knowledge processes, and aca- 
demic writing in a multilingual higher education context. This chapter outlines 
approaches to academic writing research and teaching that were suggested as use- 
ful and necessary by the panel discussants. 

In chapter eleven, Redder links her ideas to the panel discussion and calls for a 
structural integration of academic writing education into the university. She argues 
for the establishment of centers for comparative studies into academic language 
and communication (“Zentrum für die Komparatistik der Wissenschaftskom- 
munikation”) at universities to foster multilingual communication and research 
in academia. 
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