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Welcome to EATAW 2021
Two years have gone by, and it is time for us to meet again. Because the EATAW conference alternates with the conference of the
European Writing Centers Association (EWCA), our plan had been to build on EWCA’s theme of “empowerment” in writing centers
planned for the meeting in Graz in 2020. However, the covid-19 pandemic hit and EWCA could not take place. A year later, it was
far from clear whether EATAW could take place, or in which form. We debated this a great deal, asked you all in a survey and then
decided to go online, crossing our fingers that enough people would register. And here we are, ready to see you virtually on July 7
and 8, 2021 and still connect to EWCA intentions with our theme “The residence of writing and writing support.”
If you are wondering about the connection of this theme to empowerment, we were thinking that the various forms and approaches
in writing support and writing centers depend on where the support comes from and who provides it. Even though EWCA caters
to writing center practitioners and EATAW to teachers, we all deserve to pause and revisit the foundations. More specifically, we
should ask seemingly simple questions, some of which have been here for decades but may still be unanswered in certain contexts
and/or in contexts that keep changing, such as the following:
Who are we?
• Who are we as teachers of academic writing?
• What do we need to know directly to support academic writers at any level?
• What else do we need to know to teach academic writers so that they can prosper?
Where do we work?
• Where DOES, SHOULD, and COULD writing support reside?
• What are the different models universities have to support writing?
• How is writing support defined?
What is our field?
• (How) has academic writing become a field?
• How do we know?
• How has teaching of writing made a difference in your contexts?
How do technologies help us?
• How digital are we?
• How are we affected by the impact of technologies?
• What has the pandemic taught us about the technologies?
Who are other stakeholders in academic writing support?
• How do libraries approach/support academic writing?
• What is the role of journal editors, publishers, and reviewers?
• Who have we lost, and what new partnerships have we made?
Moreover, our theme explores the essence of our work and professional identity in an unprecedented time of the covid-19 outbreak that has put more things in motion than we could have ever imagined. Therefore, we added the question of:
What has changed recently?
• How has the residence of writing support changed as we have shifted to working remotely?
• What have the quarantines taught us about the particular nature of proximity?
• What have we lost/gained?
We very much appreciate the wide interest of the EATAW community in the topics. We invite you to view this time as an opportunity for self-reflection and exploration of new things, and we are excited to see so many fascinating responses to the theme.
Welcome to EATAW Conference 2021 and enjoy.
Kamila Etchegoyen Rosolová and Alena Kašpárková
On behalf of the EATAW Board and EATAW 2021 Organizing Committee

5

KEYNOTE LECTURE

Digital writing and digital humanities
– twins, siblings, or cousins?
Mădălina Chitez & Otto Kruse
In this plenary, we will look at the digitalization of writing practices from two different angles: digital humanities and digital writing. While the field of digital humanities involves, in most cases, the digital collection, repository and analysis of
documents, digital writing deals with the computer‑supported creation, storage,
and exchange of documents. Digitalization reshaped both fields, and what was traditionally separated in two worlds, like the painter and the museum or the writer
and the library, today relies on a shared body of technologies usable in both fields.
We will give examples from our actual work in either field and show how corpus
technology, writing analytics and support measures for writers merged to one unified field of text technology. In this expanding field, from which a new definition
of writing can be extracted, seamless interaction of activities such as production,
preservation, exchange, design, publication, analysis, feedback, takes place and
can be managed from the same digital work space.

Mădălina Chitez
West University of Timisoara, Romania
Mădălina Chitez is a Senior Researcher in Applied
Corpus Linguistics at the West University of
Timisoara, Romania. She obtained her PhD in
English Philology with a specialisation in corpus
linguistics, from Albert‑Ludwig University of
Freiburg, and worked as a researcher in Germany
and Switzerland, with research stays in Italy and
the UK, investigating topics in learner corpora,
academic writing and contrastive rhetoric. Since
returning to her home country, Romania, in 2017,
she has been conducting research in the area of
corpus related academic writing, digital human‑
ities and computer‑assisted language learning.
Her current project, ROGER, aims at identifying
salient linguistic and rhetoric features of the
Romanian student academic writing, from
a Romanian‑English contrastive perspective,
with the help of a bilingual comparable corpus of
student texts. She is the Founder and Director of
the CODHUS research centre (Centre for Corpus
Related Digital Approaches to Humanities),
which has a strong interdisciplinary and applica‑
tive character.
Otto Kruse
Zurich University of Applied Sciences, Switzerland
Otto has a background in psychology and worked
in psychological research, student counselling
and social work before he became a professor
in the field of Applied Linguistics at the Zurich
University of Applied Sciences where he was also
the director of the Centre for Academic Writing.
He specialized in the teaching of academic writ‑
ing and has taught writing in numerous degree
programs and open workshops. He has been
a founding member of EATAW and a board mem‑
ber for six years. He was involved in several inter‑
national research projects exploring writing in
European higher education. Since his retirement,
his research focuses on the digitalization of
writing. Together with Christian Rapp, he created
“Thesis Writer”, a writing platform to support
dissertation writing. His current research inter‑
est touches various aspects of the digitalization
of writing, particularly the impact of inscription
technologies and of digital formulation support
on the nature of writing.
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Academic writing as multidisciplinary,
interdisciplinary ... transdisciplinary?
A view from North America
Dylan Dryer
In the wake of the geopolitical and public-health disruptions since 2019, my hope
for this talk is to provoke some useful discussion about how we can account for the
places, spaces, proximities, technologies, collaborations, and infrastructures that
academic writing requires – and that it produces. To get there, I offer a view of North
American efforts to achieve disciplinary status for Academic Writing, acknowledging some instructive differences between US and Canadian contexts and sketching
the (mixed) results of some recent large-scale efforts to make our field more legible to academic and external audiences. From one perspective, differences in the
working conditions of academic-writing professionals constitute a powerful centrifugal force working against disciplinary coherence. Depending on how we answer
questions (like those EATAW asks us to reconsider for 2021: “Where do we work?” or
“What is our field?”), we’ll arrive at quite different answers to the question “Who
are we?”. Yet from another perspective, such differences point to the unique nature
of Academic Writing’s object of inquiry. As we know, academic-writing conventions
are indissociable from matters of epistemology, ontology, and history; as we also
know, the teaching and learning of these conventions are impossible to separate
from questions of access and identity. The work of Academic Writing, therefore,
does not lie outside of or adjacent to existing disciplines; it engages the fundamental question of disciplinarity itself.

Dylan Dryer
University of Maine, USA
Dylan Dryer is Associate Professor of Composi‑
tion Studies at the University of Maine, where
he currently directs the Graduate Program in
English and serves as the Associate Director
for Research and Program Assessment of the
first-year writing program. An alumnus of the
University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee (2007), he
works from a home-base in rhetorical genre
studies to explore applications in corpus analyt‑
ics, writing pedagogy and assessment, cognition,
teacher-training, and language ideologies. With
continuing-education in research methods
a long-standing priority in teaching and in ser‑
vice, he’s currently working on book, tentatively
titled After Solipsism: Writing Studies and the
Promise of Intersubjectivity.
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Teaching academic writing in the
context of diversity. And has the
pandemic made it better or worse?
John Harbord
What does it mean to be a teacher of academic writing in Europe? What, who and
how do we “teach”, and in what sense is it “academic”? In contrast to most writing‑related organisations in the United States, EATAW brings together practitioners not only from widely different backgrounds, working with students and scholars in different disciplines, but in different languages and within different national
education systems. If we are to support writers in higher education, is there a best
way to do so, or is every context so different that we can only occasionally borrow
each other’s ideas? These questions have been popular at every EATAW conference,
but now the pandemic has brought new challenges but also new opportunities. In
this plenary I explore these issues and opportunities, and consider whether there
is or should be a European model of writing support, and how recent events might
shape that model.

John Harbord
Faculty of Arts and Social Sciences, Maastricht
University, Netherlands
John Harbord is academic writing advisor at the
Faculty of Arts and Social Sciences at Maastricht
University. From 1998 to 2015, he was director
of the Center for Academic Writing at Central
European University, then located in Hungary. He
has worked as a consultant helping to develop
writing support programmes, train staff in the
disciplines on using writing in their courses, and
advising university administrators and educa‑
tion programmes in the Caucasus, Central Asia,
the Balkans, the Czech Republic, and Turkey. His
research interests include educational policy
relating to language use and plagiarism, and the
adaptation of international models of writing
support across borders. He has been a member of
EATAW since 2001, and was Chair of the organisa‑
tion from 2003 to 2009.
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Writing as community: Co-authoring
for and about collaborative learning
Gordana Dobravac, Alison Farrell, Maria Freddi, Katrin Girgensohn,
Erika Melonashi, Sonia Oliver del Olmo, Íde O’Sullivan, Biljana
Šćepanović, Jolanta Šinkūnienė
Where we could see any silver linings to the wretchedness of living with the global
pandemic, they might have been in the extent to which colleagues and communities pulled together to support each other. In our work, we have long believed that
we are stronger together and we have sought collaborative opportunities that have
brought us together with colleagues, some of whom are entirely new to us, some
who represent long standing professional relationships. As an extension of that
collaboration, we have capitalised on opportunities to co-author, believing that
writing together has far more advantages than disadvantages.
In this symposium we describe how the co-authoring that we completed as part of
COST Action 15221 helped us not only to share our Action’s learning and outcomes
more broadly, through the dissemination of our work, but how that writing together also helped us to both continue our collaboration, to better understand our collaborative learning and to nurture our community. In the symposium we discuss the
co-authoring associated with four parts of the Action which in turn involved collaborative learning and micro-communities namely:
• collaborative writing about and within training schools and Short Term Scientific Missions (STSMs)
• collaborative editing and co-authoring of a collection of case studies (O’Sullivan et al., 2020)
• deliberate conversation as part of co-authoring a chapter (Melonashi et al.)
• thinking, talking, and writing – co-authoring using interview (Girgensohn et al.)
We use concept mapping (Gravett, 2020) guided by the Action’s 3Cs Professional
Learning Framework (COST Action 15221) and Roxå and Mårtensson (2015) work on
microcultures to understand our writing and learning processes as we collaborated
on these four texts. These understandings revealed insights about our community
of writers which may be beneficial for colleagues seeking to use co-authoring for
and about collaborative learning.
This symposium is based upon collaborative work by COST Action members, supported by COST (European Cooperation in Science and Technology).
References
COST Action 15221, (in press) Final Action Dissemination (FAD) Report
Girgensohn, K., Šinkūnienė, J., and Farrell, A. (accepted and in press). Supporting and Encouraging
Writing: An interview with dr. Alison Farrell (National University of Ireland Maynooth) and dr. Katrin
Girgensohn (European University Viadrina). EDUCARE journal.
Gravett, K., Kinchin, I. M., Winstone, N. E., Balloo, K., Heron, M., Hosein, A., Lygo-Baker, S., & Medland, E.
(2020). The development of academics’ feedback literacy: experiences of learning from critical
feedback via scholarly peer review. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 45:5, 651-665, DOI:
10.1080/02602938.2019.1686749
Melonashi, E., Donovan, P., Ercan, B., Farrell A., & Oliver, S. (under review), ‘The challenges of Professional Development in the European Higher Education Area: Targeting success in writing, research,
learning and teaching’ in Gustafsson, M., & Eriksson, A. Academic Writing at Intersections in Europe,
WAC Clearinghouse and European Association for the Teaching Academic Writing (EATAW).
O’Sullivan, Í., Dobravac, G., Farrell, A., Kacmarova, A., & Leijen, D. (eds) (2020) Centralised Support for
Writing, Research, Learning and Teaching: Case Studies of Existing Models across Europe, [pdf]. COST
Action 15221: We ReLaTe. Available at: https://www.maynoothuniversity.ie/centre-teaching-andlearning/ctl-projects/current-ctl-projects/cost-action-15221-we-relate
Roxå, T., & Mårtensson, K. (2015). Microcultures and informal learning: a heuristic guiding analysis
of conditions for informal learning in local higher education workplaces. International Journal for
Academic Development, 20:2, 193-205, DOI: 10.1080/1360144X.2015.1029929

Gordana Dobravac
Juraj Dobrila University of Pula, Pula, Croatia
Dr. Gordana Dobravac has been teaching English,
linguistics and, academic reading and writing at
the Faculty of Educational Sciences at the Juraj
Dobrila University of Pula, Croatia. She has a PhD
degree in cognitive science and her research
interest are the cognitive mechanisms of second
language learning, bilingualism, and textbook
analysis. She is the author of several papers and
dictionaries. Currently she has been involved in
the national project Multilevel Approach to Spo‑
ken Discourse in Language Development.
Alison Farrell
Maynooth University, Maynooth, Co Kildare,
Ireland
Dr. Alison Farrell established the University Writ‑
ing Centre in Maynooth University in 2011. She is
the founding chair of the Educational Developers
in Ireland Network (EDIN) and the Irish Network
for the Enhancement of Writing (INEW). She was
Management Committee Chair of the European
COST Action WeReLaTe which explored frontier
taxonomies and institutional synergies across
writing, research, learning and teaching. She is
currently seconded to Ireland’s National Forum
for the Enhancement of Teaching and Learning
in Higher Education as Senior Lead for Sectoral
Engagement. Her research interests include
academic writing, collaboration, professional
development, and policy and power in higher
education.
Maria Freddi
University of Pavia, Pavia, Italy
Maria Freddi is Associate professor of English
Language and Linguistics at the University
of Pavia, Italy, where she teaches English for
Academic Purposes courses (especially English
for Science and Technology), corpus linguistics
methodology, descriptive grammar and text
analysis. In recent years she has been involved in
two EU-funded research projects, namely COST
Action 15221-WeReLaTe on developing synergies
between Writing and Research and Learning/
Teaching, as of September 2019, in the Becoming
a Digital Global Engineer (BADGE) project aimed
at developing language materials for students of
engineering in the global digital world.
Katrin Girgensohn
SRH Berlin University of Applied Sciences, Berlin,
Germany
Katrin Girgensohn is professor for writing studies
and teaches in the BA program for creative writ‑
ing and text production at SRH Berlin University
of Applied Sciences in Berlin. She is also academic
director of the writing center at European Uni‑
versity Viadrina. For more than 20 years, she
researches, practices and teaches writing from
different perspectives, like cultural studies,
literature and educational studies.
Erika Melonashi
Wisdom University College, Tirana Albania
Associate Professor Erika Melonashi is Dean of
the Faculty of Economics and Social Sciences at
Wisdom University College in Tirana, Albania.
She holds a PhD in Psychology and her research
interests lie within the sub-disciplines of Social
& Health Psychology as well as Developmental
Psychology. Prof. Melonashi has been actively
involved in quality assurance processes in higher
education, being an external evaluation expert
for the Agency of Quality Assurance in Higher Ed‑
ucation in Albania. Additionally she is a member
of the Commission for Continuous Education,
in the Albanian Order of Psychologists. Prof.
Melonashi was Management Committee Member
of the European COST Action WeReLaTe, as a rep‑
resentative of Albania.

Sonia Oliver del Olmo
Autonomous University of Barcelona (UAB),
Bellaterra (Cerdanyola del Vallès), Spain
Dr. Sonia Oliver del Olmo has a degree in An‑
glo-German Philology (University of Barcelona,
1992) and a PhD in Translation and Interpretation
(University Pompeu Fabra, 2004). She has been
teaching English for Specific Purposes since the
onset of her career especially in the areas of
Industrial and Aeronautics Engineering, Nursing,
Physiotherapy and Pedagogy. She is a Lecturer
in the Department of English and German Philol‑
ogy, where she teaches, English for Academic &
Professional Purposes and Advanced Academic
Abilities module in the Masters Programme. Her
research interests include: Corpus Linguistics,
Intercultural & Professional Communication,
Genre Analysis, Academic English Writing and
Critical Literacy.
Íde O’Sullivan
University of Limerick, Limerick, Ireland
Dr. Íde O’Sullivan is Curriculum Development
Lead at the Centre for Transformative Learn‑
ing at the University of Limerick. Íde teaches
Curriculum Design and leads three scholarship
modules on the Graduate Diploma in Teaching,
Learning and Scholarship. Íde established the
Regional Writing Centre at UL. She is a founding
member of the Irish Network for the Enhance‑
ment of Writing, elected secretary of the execu‑
tive committee of the Educational Developers in
Ireland Network and a Senior Fellow of the Staff
and Educational Development Association. Her
current research focuses on curriculum design,
professional development, writing transfer,
writing pedagogy and assessment, and the insti‑
tutional work of writing centres.
Biljana Šćepanović
University of Montenegro, Podgorica, Montenegro
Biljana Šćepanović, Dr-Ing., educated in the field
of civil engineering at the University of Monte‑
negro (Dipl-Ing., 1996; PhD, 2010), University of
Belgrade (MSc, 2003) and University of Granada
(PhD, 2010; postdoc, 2017), is associate professor
at the University of Montenegro (Faculty of Civil
Engineering, Faculty of Architecture, Center
for Doctoral Studies). Her studying and work
experience have been enriched by numerous
research and/or teaching mobilities at Europe‑
an universities and by active participation in
different international cooperation programmes
(Erasmus+, CEEPUS, COST, CGHS, IPA etc.). Domain
of teaching and research work as well as of engi‑
neering expertise: metal and timber structures.
Jolanta Šinkūnienė
Vilnius University, Lithuania
Dr. Jolanta Šinkūnienė is a linguist and Asso‑
ciate Professor at Vilnius University. She has
designed and taught a number of courses aimed
at developing writing skills in EAP and ESP, such
as Insights into Academic Discourse, Effective
Scientific Writing, BA Thesis Writing. She is also
a member of the Committee of Humanities and
Social Sciences at the Research Council of Lithu‑
ania. Her research interests include disciplinary
cultures (with a special focus on humanities and
social sciences), academic rhetoric, research
publication practices, evaluation of research,
academic identity aspects.
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Stimulating academic writing
for publication: Results of an
international, interdisciplinary course
for Central European faculty members
Angeniet Kam, Lynda Steyne, Agnes Simon, Jan Beneš, Eszter Timár
Central European universities are increasingly confronted with accreditation processes that necessitate faculty to publish their research in international, English language
journals. However, academic staff at some of these universities struggle with publishing in English, rather submitting to national journals and, thus, not creating the necessary international impact with their research. At Comenius University in Bratislava
(Slovakia), for example, in 2019 faculty published only 34% of their articles and 33% of
their books internationally (Comenius University at Bratislava, 2020). Comenius University and Masaryk University (Czech Republic) tackled this problem by offering instructors and researchers (N=20) at the faculties of arts and social sciences a five-day
online course on academic writing (Comenius University in Bratislava, 2021a; Masaryk
University, 2021). In this symposium, we show how this course was set up and evaluated, and we engage the audience in a discussion on how to further develop (the teaching
of) academic writing in (Central) Europe.
The Academic Writing for Publication course set out to strengthen the participants’
knowledge about and skills in writing journal articles in English, and to exchange ideas
about teaching academic writing. It was taught by five experienced teachers from five
European universities and was facilitated by an Erasmus+ grant (Comenius University
at Bratislava, 2021b). Though from different disciplinary and national backgrounds, we
found common ground in teaching academic writing from a Swalesian genre approach
(Swales, 2004; Feak & Swales, 2011; Swales & Feak, 2012). One result of our collaboration
is an Academic Writing Glossary (Kam et al., work in progress).
We plan to give five mini presentations about:
• organising the course in an online setting
• finding common ground and developing teaching materials
• managing class discussion and giving feedback
• evaluating the course
• broadening the scope: setting up an academic writing special interest group in
Central Europe.
Afterwards, an international panel will discuss with the audience how they successfully gave an impulse to academic writing at their own university or in their country. This
symposium is of interest to everyone at (Central) European universities who would like
to have their university or faculty more involved in (the teaching of) academic writing.
References
Comenius University at Bratislava (2020). Výročná správa o činnosti a hospodárení fakulty za rok 2019
[Annual report on the activities and management of the faculty for the year 2019.] Bratislava: Filozofická
Fakulta, Univerzita Komenského v Bratislave.
Faculty of Arts Comenius University at Bratislava. (n.d.). Impact. https://fphil.uniba.sk/services/impact

Angeniet Kam
Delft University of Technology, Delft,
Netherlands
Angeniet Kam has been teaching academic
writing for more than 30 years at different uni‑
versities in the Netherlands, for the past fifteen
years at the Centre for Languages and Academic
Skills at Delft University of Technology. She was
co-founder of the Dutch Network for Teachers of
Academic Communicative Skills and has been an
Education Fellow at Delft University of Technol‑
ogy, with a two-year grant to innovate academic
writing practice on campus. Though Angeniet is
first and foremost a teacher of academic writing,
her research interests lie in the field of the effect
of psychological ownership on the uptake of
feedback in student writing.
Lynda Steyne
Comenius University in Bratislava, Slovakia
Linda (Lyn) M. Steyne is based at the Department
of British and American Studies at the Faculty of
Arts of Comenius University, where she heads up
the English language teaching programme. She
has taught academic writing since 2005, at both
the secondary and tertiary levels, as well as es‑
tablishing and coordinating an undergrad writing
centre at a liberal arts college in Bratislava.
Currently, apart from second language writing
and intercultural communicative competence,
Lyn’s interests lie in pre- and in-service training
of English language teachers for both the Slovak
state school system and language schools wher‑
ever they may be.

Eszter Timár
Central European University/Budapest-Vienna,
Budapest, Hungary
Eszter Timár has been an Academic Writing
instructor at the Budapest-based Central Euro‑
pean University since 2002. She has worked with
students from various departments, teaching
writing skills to groups, running individual
consultations, and developing course material
for social scientists. Because of her interest in
cultural differences in academia, she has also
been involved in several outreach projects in the
region, as well as in Turkey and Myanmar. Prior to
joining CEU, she worked for the English Depart‑
ment of Eötvös Loránd University, the Bell Lan‑
guage School, and the College for Foreign Trade.
In addition to teaching, she edits and proofreads
on a regular basis.

Agnes Simon
Masaryk University, Brno, Czech Republic
Agnes Simon is a political scientist who currently
works as an Evaluation Research Team Leader
in the Pedagogical Competence Development
Centre (CERPEK) at Masaryk University. She
specialises in US foreign policy, summit diplo‑
macy, Central European politics, and teaching
and learning political science. In the past four
years, she has worked as an academic developer
including curriculum development and mentor‑
ing. She is passionate about academic writing in
higher education and taught academic writing to
undergraduate and graduate students as well as
faculty members in the United States, Moldova,
and Central Europe.
Jan Beneš
Masaryk University, Brno, Czech Republic
Jan Beneš is an assistant professor at the De‑
partment of English and American Studies at the
University of Ostrava and an adjunct professor
at Masaryk University in Brno. His research
focuses on the Harlem Renaissance era. He
teaches African American history and culture
and has also taught writing-heavy courses in
British and American literatures. While pursuing
his graduate degree at Texas A&M University, he
taught academic and technical writing courses
for students of STEM fields and later used this
experience in teaching similar courses at the
Central European Institute of Technology or the
European Educational Research Association
summer school.

Faculty of Arts Comenius University in Bratislava. (n.d.). Academic Writing for Publication. https://fphil.
uniba.sk/en./services/impact/academic-writing-for-publication
Feak, C., & Swales, J. (2011). Creating Contexts: Writing Introductions Across Genres. Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press.
Kam, A., Simon, A., Steyne, L., & Timár, E. (work in progress). A (non-definitive) Glossary of Academic and
Scientific Writing Terms.
MUNI Cerpek Pedagogical Competence Development Center. (2020, October 19). Academic Writing for Publication. Call for applications. https://cerpek.muni.cz/en/educational-courses/effective-teaching-for-intl-students.
Swales, J. (2004). Research Genres: Explorations and Applications. Cambridge.
Swales, J., & Feak, C. (2012). Academic Writing for Graduate Students. Ann Arbor: Michigan: The University of
Michigan Press.
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WORKSHOP

Generic and specific – an explorative
workshop on academic writing in the
2020s
Fia Christina Börjeson, Carl Johan Carlsson, Andreas Eriksson,
Magnus Gustafsson
This explorative workshop aims to investigate the continuum between generic and
specific academic writing education, with a focus on pedagogic and didactic approaches within academic writing and academic writing teaching in different educational settings.
The workshop rationale is grounded in an attempt to address three of the central
themes of the conference: Who are we? Where do we work? What is our field? The
idea is to inventory and critically discuss our role(s) as teachers of academic writing,
the variety of our institutional contexts, the complexity of our field, and the need
for continuous development in the face of the changes and challenges of modern
universities. Workshop participants will leave the workshop with examples from
colleagues and strategies or tools for deciding the appropriate position on the continuum for any course activity.
The workshop facilitators will give examples of the continuum of learning activities
from the generic to the specific via various integrated content and language (ICL)
activities in a WID (Writing in the Disciplines) context. The workshop participants
will share perspectives on generic and specific writing instruction from their own
institutional situations. This inventory of perspectives is intended to begin to explore the potential for common ground in order to further explore definitions and
conceptualizations of academic writing teaching.
Participants will discuss ways of applying specific academic writing activities within their own teaching practices and institutional contexts. Workshop facilitators
will provide cases for discussion as well as prompts for participant descriptions and
analyses of writing development activities from their contexts. We will also discuss
academic writing as an indispensable part of learning and scientific processes, with
the intention of comprising disciplinary ownership.

Fia Christina Börjeson
Chalmers University of Technology, Gothenburg,
Sweden
Fia Christina Börjeson is a senior lecturer at the
Department for Communication and Learning
in Science, at Chalmers University of Technology
in Gothenburg, Sweden. She teaches writing at
the undergraduate programs at Chalmers and
coordinates the integrated communication
interventions in the university´s bachelor thesis
project.
Carl Johan Carlsson
Chalmers University of Technology, Gothenburg,
Sweden
Carl Johan Carlsson is a senior lecturer at the
Department of Communication and Learning in
Science at Chalmers University of Technology. He
is involved in technical communication and aca‑
demic writing in several engineering disciplines.
His main interests include various aspects of
writing and communication in higher education,
integrated and cross-disciplinary learning, disci‑
plinary socialization, pedagogical development
work and curriculum design.
Andreas Eriksson
Chalmers University of Technology, Gothenburg,
Sweden
Andreas Eriksson is an associate professor and
head of the Division for Language and Commu‑
nication at the Department for Communication
and Learning in Science.
Magnus Gustafsson
Chalmers University of Technology, Gothenburg,
Sweden
Magnus Gustafsson is an associate professor at
the Division for Language and Communication,
Department for Communication and Learning
in Science. Magnus teaches academic writing
across levels and disciplines. He meets students
and faculty in their respective contexts and
negotiates the varying degree of problems as
students translate the generic to their respec‑
tive specific contexts in a number of teams and
courses. He also teaches on the faculty training
programme with a focus on writing develop‑
ment.

Workshop participants are encouraged to share their views and negotiate different approaches to academic writing, as the intended outcome of the discussions
is to provide a better understanding of the field. With the beginnings of a shared
conceptual toolbox for the generic – specific continuum, perhaps we can articulate draft content of an EATAW guideline for academic writing development in the
2020s?
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WORKSHOP

Providing social support for students
in remote contexts: Virtual strategies
to engage isolated students positively
in their writing

Mary Davis
Oxford Brookes University, Oxford, UK
Mary Davis is a Senior Lecturer at Oxford Brookes
University where she teaches academic writing
to Pre-Master’s students. She holds a PhD in
Education from IOE, University of London, for
which she researched the development of
source use in postgraduate student writing. Her
research interests focus on different aspects of
academic writing including academic integrity
and understanding plagiarism, the use of formu‑
laic phrases, overcoming writer’s block and the
demystification of the writing process.

Mary Davis
The pivot to online teaching and learning brought on by the pandemic has meant
that academic writing teachers and their students are physically separated and both
working remotely from campus on a long-term basis. For the student, the absence
of physical learning spaces, company from classmates and face-to-face support
has been found to contribute to a sense of isolation; for example, in a Swiss-based
study, Elmer et al. (2020) reported that as interaction and co-studying networks in
the pandemic became fewer, students’ levels of stress, anxiety and loneliness increased. Previous research has emphasized the need to socialize writing in progress
(Murray, 2015) and the value of ‘socially supported writing interventions’ (Malone
et al., 2020, p.108) involving close working in writing groups. Therefore, at present,
one of the ongoing challenges for academic writing teachers is to continue to develop that social support in a remote teaching context.
The aim of this workshop is to identify some virtual strategies to reduce isolation among student writers (of any university level), for discussion and evaluation
among academic writing teacher participants. These include establishing networks
of peer support with writing buddies and critical friends, promoting blog writing
and reviewing, providing opportunities for engagement with writing events such as
online retreats and workshops, individual planning and goal-oriented checking-in
points for process monitoring by writing teachers and sharing recommendations
for creating positive writing spaces.
Participants in the workshop will be invited to assess what the pandemic has taught
them about being close or remote to their students, and how to make best use of
technologies as part of learning support, through discussion and evaluation of the
proposed strategies and any of their own strategies to support isolated students
and a final poll to establish their usefulness. Participants will be given a take-away
in the form of a list of source-based recommendations to apply these strategies to
their practice.
References
Elmer, T., Mepham, K., & Stadtfeld, C. (2020). Students under lockdown: Comparisons of students’
social networks and mental health before and during the COVID-19 crisis in Switzerland. PLoS ONE
15(7), 1-22.
Malone, C., Coleman, C., Freeman, E., & Jamison-Powell, S. (2020). Embedding Academic
Literacies through Growing Student and Staff Communities. Journal of Academic Writing, 10(1),
98-112.
Murray, R. (2015). Writing in Social Spaces: A Social Processes Approach to Academic Writing. Routledge.
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Supporting advanced writing
processes for graduate students and
teaching writing for publication
Dana Lynn Driscoll

Dana Lynn Driscoll
Indiana University of Pennsylvania, Indiana,
Pennsylvania, USA
Dr. Dana Lynn Driscoll is a Professor of English at
Indiana University of Pennsylvania, where she
directs the Kathleen Jones White Writing Center
and teaches in the Composition and Applied
Linguistics doctoral program. Her scholarly
interests include composition pedagogy, writing
centres, writing transfer and writerly develop‑
ment, expert writers, and research methodolo‑
gies. Her work has appeared in journals such as
College Composition and Communication, Writ‑
ten Communication, Writing Center Journal, and
Writing Program Administration. She currently
serves as a co-editor of Writing Spaces, an opensource textbook for college composition.

This interactive workshop explores how to support writers and writing processes
when teaching advanced graduate writers, through an in-depth examination of
how to transition graduate students from student writers to expert professional writers. While this workshop is geared toward those who teach and support
writing for publication in a variety of disciplines, the takeaways from the workshop are also appropriate for those supporting thesis and dissertation writers.
Specifically, this workshop focuses on how to help transition graduate to independent expert writers by focusing in two directions: supporting and developing
expert writing processes and helping graduate writers work through difficulties
surrounding their existing writing processes. The first angle includes a body of
research-supported practices (including her own ongoing research on professional writers) to offer a range of practices and suggestions for supporting writers as they work through stages of the writing process: invention/idea generation, drafting and textual production, revision and recursion, and proofreading/
submission. The second focus discusses how to support student writers in transitioning to effective expert processes, including addressing unhelpful habits
developed from years of coursework with short deadlines, such as binge writing, procrastination, and challenges with self-efficacy and imposter syndrome.
Participants will have an opportunity to explore their own writing processes and
consider how these experiences may be used as tools for teaching their students.
Participants will also have an opportunity to co-develop teaching strategies and
activities for supporting different stages of the process. Through these discussions
and materials shared by the presenter, participants will leave the workshop with
a variety of new strategies to teach writing for publication and support advanced
graduate writers in a variety of other academic writing contexts.
References
Belcher, W. L. (2019). Writing your journal article in twelve weeks: A guide to academic publishing
success. University of Chicago Press.
Driscoll, D. L. (In preparation). Carving out the Article: A Guide for Writing for Publication.
Driscoll, D. L. Planning, Tinkering, and Writing to Learn: A Model of Planning and Discovery as Composing Styles for Professional Academic Writers. Revision under review for Edited Collection.
Ericsson, K. A., Hoffman, R. R., & Kozbelt, A. (Eds.). (2018). The Cambridge handbook of expertise and
expert performance. Cambridge University Press.
Kamler, B., & Thomson, P. (2014). Helping doctoral students write: Pedagogies for supervision. Routledge.
Kellogg, R. T. (2006). Professional writing expertise. In Ericsson, K. A., Charness, N., Feltovich, P. J., and
Hoffman, R. R. (Eds) The Cambridge handbook of expertise and expert performance, (p. 389-402).
Cambridge University Press.
MacLeod, I., Steckley, L., & Murray, R. (2012). Time is not enough: Promoting strategic engagement
with writing for publication. Studies in Higher Education, 37(6), 641-654.
Nolan, R., & Rocco, T. (2009). Teaching graduate students in the social sciences writing for publication.
International Journal of Teaching and Learning in Higher Education, 20(2), 267-273.
Powell, R., & Driscoll, D. L. (2021). How mindsets shape response and learning transfer: A case of two
graduate writers. Journal of Response to Writing (6:2), 42-68.
Silvia, P. J. (2007). How to write a lot: A practical guide to productive academic writing. American
Psychological Association.
Wells, J. M., & Söderlund, L. (2018). Preparing Graduate Students for Academic Publishing: Results
from a Study of Published Rhetoric and Composition Scholars. Pedagogy, 18(1), 131-156.
Zerubavel, E. (1999). The clockwork muse: a practical guide to writing theses, dissertations, and
books. Harvard University Press.

13

WORKSHOP

Creative writing about teaching
Katrin Girgensohn

Katrin Girgensohn
SRH Berlin University of Applied Sciences, Berlin,
Germany
Katrin Girgensohn is professor for writing studies
and teaches in the BA program for creative writ‑
ing and text production at SRH Berlin University
of Applied Sciences in Berlin. She is also academic
director of the writing center at European Uni‑
versity Viadrina. For more than 20 years, she
researches, practices and teaches writing from
different perspectives, like cultural studies,
literature and educational studies.

I would like to invite participants to write creatively, picking up three essential
questions from EATAW’s cfp: Who are we? Where do we work? What has changed
recently?
For me, what has changed recently, is my perspective on teaching writing. Coming from teaching academic writing, I now teach creative writing. My background
in writing research and (academic) writing pedagogy helps me very much. However,
I can also see how vice-versa creative writing could help teachers of academic writing, for example for their development as reflective teachers.
In this workshop we write creative nonfiction, using a creative writing procedure
that is called Braining Technique (Fitzgerald, 2013; Walker, 2017). The topic of your
texts will be your experiences as teachers. I will get you started with specific writing
prompts and there will be sharing of your beginnings of first drafts in small groups.
It will be possible to write in different languages if you do not feel comfortable with
creative writing in English. You will leave this workshop with an idea how to continue your work on this piece at home.
References
Walker, N. (2017, Summer). The Braided Essay as Social Justice Action. https://www.creativenonfiction.org/writing/the-braided-essay-as-social-justice-action/
Braiding Your Writing – Waverly Fitzgerald. (2013, July 9). https://www.waverlyfitzgerald.com/articles/articles-on-writing/braiding/
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THEMED DISCUSSION

Writing tutor development: Challenges
and opportunities in the current state
of the art
Dimitar Angelov, Niall Curry, Lisa Ganobcsik-Williams,
Catalina Neculai
Reflecting the essence of EATAW 2021’s conference theme, ‘the residence of writing
and writing support’, this themed discussion will be stimulated by a panel led by
Coventry University’s Centre for Academic Writing. The session will be interactive
and create a space to discuss complex issues facing contemporary academic writing
tutor development. Initially, the discussion will focus on the challenges of enculturating writing tutors into their relevant communities of practice, discourse communities, and research networks. Recognising the immutable changes through which
the field of Academic Writing has gone in recent years and the many related fields
(e.g. Education, Academic Literacies, Rhetorical Studies, Applied Linguistics) to
which it responds, the challenges of enculturating writing tutors have never been
greater. Therefore, the discussion will centre on how these challenges can be overcome through practices such as sustained professional development. In a second
area of focus, the panel will address the issue of agency and consider what it is that
constitutes a ‘writing tutor’ in contemporary contexts. This will involve an overview
of the range of identities and roles present in academic writing supports, and will
offer perspectives on reconciling these apparently disparate roles. In a third and final discussion, the panel will focus on the role of technology in not only revolutionising academic writing support, but also the roles and practices of academic writing
tutors. Issues of digital pedagogies, technologies, and digital literacies will permeate this final discussion with a view to offering a number of guidelines, suggestions,
and solutions. Overall, the aim of this session is to respond to specific aspects of
the conference theme, to offer both practice- and research-based reflections on
the challenges in contemporary academic writing tutor development, and create
a space for an interactive discussion to share practices and find solutions to emerging challenges.

Dr Dimitar Angelov
Centre for Academic Writing at Coventry University, UK
Dr Dimitar Angelov is an Assistant Professor
and Coordinator of Academic Writing Tutors at
the Centre for Academic Writing at Coventry
University (CU), and leads on designing and
delivering professional development activities
for Writing Tutors at CU and its subsidiaries.
Having graduated with a PhD in Literary Studies
at Warwick University, UK, Dimitar has a wide
range of scholarly interests, including Poststruc‑
turalist and Postcolonial theory, Researcher
Development, Higher Education Pedagogy and
Multimodality in Academic Writing. He is Course
Director of Europe’s first MA in Academic Writing
Development and Research at CU.
Dr Niall Curry
Centre for Academic Writing at Coventry University, UK
Dr Niall Curry is Lecturer in Academic Writing
and ASPiRE Fellow at Coventry University. His
research interests include academic writing and
metadiscourse, multilingual academic discourse,
corpus linguistics, contrastive linguistic, dis‑
course analysis, language change, and language
education. He is a Géras International Correspondent and co-editor of the Journal of Academic Writing. His recent publications include
Academic Writing and Reader Engagement
(2021), published in Routledge’s Applied Corpus
Linguistics series. This work offers a contempo‑
rary and multilingual perspective on reader en‑
gagement in academic writing in English, French,
and Spanish. For further details on his back‑
ground, areas of interest, projects, publications,
and research, see https://niallcurry.com/.
Dr Lisa Ganobcsik-Williams
Centre for Academic Writing at Coventry University, UK
Dr Lisa Ganobcsik-Williams is Head of the Centre
for Academic Writing (CAW), Coventry Univer‑
sity. In 2004, she led the setting up of CAW as
the first institution-wide UK university writing
centre. She has taught and tutored students in
classrooms and writing centres in the UK and
USA, at Bowling Green State University, Univer‑
sity of Maine, Miami University, and University
of Warwick. She joined EATAW in 2001, hosted
the EATAW 2009 Conference, was EATAW Board
Chair 2009-2011, and is Editor of the Journal of
Academic Writing. Lisa’s publications include the
co-edited Writing Programmes Worldwide: Profiles of Academic Writing in Many Places (WAC
Clearinghouse/Parlour Press 2012).
Dr Catalina Neculai
Centre for Academic Writing at Coventry University, UK
Dr Catalina Neculai is an Assistant Professor
in the Centre for Academic Writing (CAW), and
an Associate Researcher in the Centre for Arts,
Memory and Communities at Coventry Univer‑
sity. Catalina joined CAW full time in 2009 after
tutoring there for two years while completing her
PhD and teaching at the University of Warwick.
Catalina has a background in English and French,
and a 12-year experience in teaching writing and
research writing development. Catalina’s re‑
search centres on ideologies of writing and
knowledge production, and includes articles on
academic literacies and neoliberal education,
brokering and “the right to academic literacies”
(profile page).
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Making writing research accessible:
Collective research activity across
disciplines and levels
Tiane Donahue
The field of writing studies, however we might name it or describe it in a variety
of contexts around the world (didactics of writing; academic literacies; composition-rhetoric; technical or professional writing; content and language integrated
learning, to name just a few), draws on multiple disciplines and is interested in multiple complex questions about higher education writing – teaching it and studying
it. Various traditional divisions of labor, privileging or marginalization of different
disciplines, and understandings or misunderstandings of the relationship between
research and teaching and learning, however, leave many writing teachers outside
of the writing research community.

Tiane Donahue
Dartmouth College, USA
Université de Lille, France
Tiane Donahue is professor of Linguistics and
director of the DartWrite digital portfolio initia‑
tive at Dartmouth, Hanover, NH, USA. She chairs
the International Society for the Advancement
of Writing Research, coordinates the Dartmouth
Summer Seminar for Writing Research, teaches
writing, and focuses on research about writing,
translingualism, cross-cultural comparisons, and
research methods. She pursued her PhD in Lin‑
guistics in France; her work with French research
laboratory THEODILE-Cirel (Théorie-Didactique
de la Lecture-Ecriture) at l’Université de Lille and
her participation in multiple European research
projects, networks, conferences and collab‑
orations inform her understanding of writing
instruction, research, and program development
in European and US contexts.

In addition, across the university landscape, colleagues in disciplines outside of
writing studies tend to be very interested in seeing their students communicate
well, but latch onto myths about how we learn to write or personal experience from
their own university days. They are understandably dedicated to the content work
of their disciplines and may not be actively seeking out what the research about
their students’ writing has to offer. When they do, they may be unfamiliar with
writing research methods and methodologies.
What might we, as a field, do to improve the generalization of knowledge about
writing research, to disseminate it broadly among stakeholders without alienating
them by a “we know better” attitude or expecting them to read publications in the
field, often written for a closed community?
This presentation will describe a set of different kinds of activities that can engage
faculty from other disciplines and grade levels as well as faculty who teach writing in
positions that do not include research; the activities draw these collaborators into
writing research without requiring a full investment as if it were their entire workload, and set them up for questioning and rethinking their practices rather than
being passive recipients of research knowledge as published in our journals, edited
collections, or monographs.
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Talking to the machine: How notions
of feedback and plagiarism are
challenged by AI-software
Ingerid S. Straume, Chris M. Anson
Plagiarism has traditionally been framed as a moral question and/or a matter of
academic-cultural standards. By offering courses in academic integrity combined
with software for detection, universities have mainly tried to combat plagiarism as
a breach of ethics. Unfortunately, however, the available tools for detecting plagiarism are continually falling behind the technological opportunities for manipulating sources, generating texts that are half-way machine-made, etc. Now, with
the introduction of artificial intelligence (AI) in the academic world, a new set of
challenges emerges. Consider, for example, the AI-software Keenious that is currently promoted to and by university libraries with the following teaser: “Writing
a paper? Planning an essay? Searching for references can waste hours of your time.”
But as Keenious “analyses your entire text and browses through millions of articles,
papers, and studies on the web to find the most relevant information in seconds,”
you can “say goodbye to hours of manual research.” With this software, the need
to search, read, and engage with difficult text material seems to evaporate, while
the most “relevant” references are produced by algorithms. In contrast to classical
plagiarism, however, the problem is not the absence of citations but rather the opposite. Or consider GPT-3, a much more sophisticated version of the program (developed by the same company, OpenAI) that created Smart Compose, which offers
auto-generated sentence completion. Using AI machine learning technology, GPT-3
can write complete natural-language texts (see, for example, Seabrook, 2019). With
very minimal editing, outputs generated by GPT-3 are indistinguishable from those
written by humans, and can easily be essay-length papers. Because these outputs
are created from scratch, they evade plagiarism detection systems. They represent
coherent, structured, readable prose.

Ingerid S. Straume
University of Oslo, Norway
Ingerid Straume is director of the writing
programme and founder of the writing centre
at Oslo University Library. She has a diverse
background, and holds a PhD in the philosophy
of education with a thesis on Cornelius Castori‑
adis. Straume has published extensively on the
politics and psychology of education, autonomy,
identity and recognition. Latest book: Skriveren
og teksten: Fortellinger om identitet og faglig
skriving [The writer and the text: Stories about
identity and writing in the disciplines].
Chris M. Anson
North Carolina State University, Raleigh, NC,
USA
Chris Anson is Distinguished University Professor,
Alumni Association Distinguished Graduate
Professor, and Director of the Campus Writing
and Speaking Program at North Carolina State
University, where he teaches graduate and
undergraduate courses in language, composi‑
tion, and literacy and works with faculty across
the disciplines to enhance writing and speaking
instruction. He has published 19 books and 140
articles and book chapters relating to writing and
has spoken widely across the U.S. and in 33 other
countries. He is Past Chair of the Conference on
College Composition and Communication and
Past President of the Council of Writing Program
Administrators. His full c.v. is at www.ansonica.
net

In this themed discussion, the speakers will briefly describe and demonstrate the
two AI systems under consideration, then raise questions to engage the audience:
How can instructors provide meaningful feedback and encourage writers’ autonomy given the current technological developments such as these? Are there
principled ways to revise our pedagogies in order to subvert the possibility of machine-generated material? How – and why or on what grounds – should we encourage the literate work required to learn and to improve one’s writing abilities?
References
Carless, D., & Boud, D. (2018). The development of student feedback literacy: enabling uptake of feedback. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 43(8), 1315-1325. DOI:
10.1080/02602938.2018.1463354
Dawson, P. (2017). Assessment rubrics: Towards clearer and more replicable design, research and practice. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 42(3), 347-360. DOI:
10.1080/02602938.2015.1111294
Keenious (n.d.) https://keenious.com/
Seabrook, J. (2019, Oct. 14). The next world: Where will predictive text take us? The New Yorker.
https://www.newyorker.com/magazine/2019/10/14/can-a-machine-learn-to-write-for-the-newyorker
Stevens, D. D. Levi, A.J. (2013). Introduction to rubrics: An assessment tool to save grading time, convey effective feedback, and promote student learning. Stylus.
Wingate, U. (2010). The impact of formative feedback on the development of academic writing. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 35(5), 519-533. DOI:10.1080/02602930903512909
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Text recycling or self-plagiarism? An
analysis of the comparative ethics of
professional and student reuse of prior
written material
Chris M. Anson

Chris M. Anson
North Carolina State University, Raleigh, NC,
USA
Chris Anson is Distinguished University Professor,
Alumni Association Distinguished Graduate
Professor, and Director of the Campus Writing
and Speaking Program at North Carolina State
University, where he teaches graduate and
undergraduate courses in language, composi‑
tion, and literacy and works with faculty across
the disciplines to enhance writing and speaking
instruction. He has published 19 books and 140
articles and book chapters relating to writing and
has spoken widely across the U.S. and in 33 other
countries. He is Past Chair of the Conference on
College Composition and Communication and
Past President of the Council of Writing Program
Administrators. His full c.v. is at www.ansonica.
net

Text recycling (TR), sometimes problematically called “self-plagiarism”—is the reuse of textual material in a new document by the same author(s) (Anson, Hall, Pemberton, & Moskovitz, 2020). In a currently funded project, interviews with editors
(Pemberton, Hall, Moskovitz, & Anson, 2019) and computational data-mining of
TR practice in published articles (Anson, Moskovitz, & Anson, 2019) show that TR is
a common practice in scholarly publication in all fields, but that editors and professional societies are conflicted about the practice and do not have uniform standards or policies for it (Anson & Moskovitz, 2020; Moskovitz, 2020; Pemberton, Hall,
Moskovitz, & Anson, 2019).
However, our project has deliberately neglected the nature, ethics, and processes
of text recycling in schooling. For example, a student who writes up the results of
an experiment in Course 1 is not allowed to use any part of that write-up in Course
2, even though they may be repurposing their work into a new genre and focusing in
a different way on the results. Similarly, a student may be assumed to be cheating if
they use part of a summary of an article from Course 1 in an annotated bibliography
in Course 2, even if the material being summarized is relevant to both assignments
and contexts.
In this presentation, I will first briefly describe the results of our research into TR in
professional academic publishing. I will then turn to the ethics of text recycling in
student-facing academic settings, what current pedagogical literature says about
such practices, and, based on surveys of university writing program administrators
and teachers of academic writing, why standards for student text recycling should
or should not be different from those of professional text recycling. Results comparing professional practices with those expected in students’ writing open up
important implications for instruction as well as the development of standards in
professional and pedagogical settings.
References
Anson, C. M., Hall, S., Pemberton, M. A., & Moskovitz, C. (2020). Reuse in STEM research writing: rhetorical and practical considerations and challenges. AILA Review, 33, 120-135.
Anson, I. G., & Moskovitz, C. (2020). Text recycling in STEM: A text-analytic study of recent NSF-sponsored research reports. Accountability in Research, November, 2020.
Anson, I. G., Moskovitz, C., & Anson, C. M. (2019). A text-analytic method for identifying text recycling
in STEM research reports. Writing Analytics, 3, 125-150.
Moskovitz, C. (2020). There is no absolute expectation about text recycling. Clinical Biochemistry, 86,
65-66.
Pemberton, M. A., Hall, S., Moskovitz, C., & Anson, C. M. (2019). Text recycling: Views of North American
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Higher education institutions as
academic writing communities:
A study based on the analysis of
master dissertation titles
Luís Filipe Barbeiro, José Brandão Carvalho, Célia Barbeiro
Choices and decisions made when writing academic genres involve several aspects, including those concerning the title, such as linguistic structures, punctuation marks, communicative strategies, length (Hartley, 2005, 2007; Hudson, 2016).
These aspects impact the achievement of the socio-communicative objectives
of the genre and the projection the text may attain among the scientific community (Fox & Burns, 2015; Jamali & Nikzad, 2011; Whissel, 2012). The preparation of
a dissertation or a thesis implies some decisions regarding the title, involving both
students and advisors. This presentation describes a study focused on the titles of
master dissertations produced by students of pre-service teacher training master
programmes in four Portuguese Higher Education institutions. In addition to characterizing the titles and identifying their predominant features, it aims at verifying whether such features can be considered as identity and distinctive marks of
each institution, viewed as an academic writing community. The study, based on
a corpus of 800 master dissertations, consisted of a comparative analysis of the
titles, considering the following aspects: number of elements; structure; communicative strategies; length; other indicators provided by the Corpus Linguistics,
such as word frequency, collocations and keywords. According to the results, there
are differences between the HE institutions regarding some aspects of the titles:
number of elements, syntactic-semantic structures, strategies and keywords. The
predominance of certain choices, according to the HE institution, may suggest that
each institution constitutes itself as a local academic writing community with its
identity characteristics, even if they are not explicitly stated. Further research, focusing on other aspects, such as the structure and content of dissertations, would
contribute to a better characterization of such communities. By being aware of
these characteristics, members of each community may reflect on their practices
and consider other possibilities without losing their identity features.
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The challenges of internationalization:
A corpus-based model for measuring
English-language norms in L1 student
writing for writing support
Loredana Bercuci, Mădălina Chitez, Claudia Doroholschi
In recent years, researchers have pointed to the extensive use of the English language across the world as “sufficient to provoke justifiable concerns around issues
of diversity, equity and identity.” (Ferguson, 2007, p. 12) Such concerns are particularly relevant in the countries of the former Eastern bloc, where modernization is
often equated with anglicization (Bennett, 2014). This is also the case in Romania
where many textbooks or online resources for academic writing draw heavily on
English sources, with no policies to guide writing support in Romanian and little understanding of local writing traditions.
In this paper, we build on intercultural rhetoric (Connor et al., 2008) and corpus linguistics to understand the extent to which student writing in L1 Romanian is influenced by English, both as linguistic and academic norm support. Three corpora
have been compiled for this purpose: (A) a corpus of thirty novice-writer student
essays in Political Science in Romanian (L1-RO-novice), (B) a native-Romanian expert-writing corpus (L1-RO-expert) in the field, (C) a written ESP learner corpus (L2EN-novice) in the same discipline. A fourth corpus, (D) a native-English AW corpus
(L1-EN), e.g. MICUSP-A level, will also be part of the data evaluation. We use a multi-dimensional comparative approach, focusing on typical AW discourse features
such as stance (ST), lexical bundles (LB) and discourse organisers (DOs). In the analysis and discussion section of the paper, we also integrate remarks on the distribution of the academic phraseology extracted from the DOs corpus lists, in the ImRAD
structure, based on previously compiled academic phrase lists (e.g. Morley, 2017).
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Our paper proposes a model for the positioning of anglicised discourse features
of Romanian writing on a continuum starting from “typical Romanian” to “typical
English”. We will also address implications for writing support, in the wider context
of discussions on internationalization and individuality of academic written language.
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Digital storytelling in the academic
writing class: Connecting two forms of
literacy in one space
Joel Bloch
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This paper addresses a role that multimodality can play in the academic writing
classroom by connecting academic research papers with a form of multimodality
called digital storytelling (Lambert, 2020). Research by Hafner (2015) and Bloch
(2015, 2018, 2019) have shown that digital storytelling can be implemented either
collaboratively or individually for print or multimodal forms of academic writing.
Our pedagogy showed problems the students had with use of voice when borrowing texts. This new pedagogy implemented multimodal and print texts for exploring alternative approaches to using voice and these two threshold concepts (Adler-Kassner & Wardle, 2015; Meyer & Land, 2003). Although the concepts differ in
the different literacy contexts, this focus can help the students better understand
them. By foregrounding personal stories in the digital story assignments, students
became storytellers bringing their own stories and multimodal texts to explore
their meanings. This approach was framed by Canagarajah’s (2018) use of terms including “bricolage” and “assemblage”, challenging traditional approaches to teaching text borrowing and voice.
Multimodality brings new rules, constraints, technological affordances, and laws
to the classroom. Because print texts have dominated the literacy of the university,
both literacy forms had to be implemented. Since bricolage and assemblage manifested themselves differently in the academic literacies, the students needed to
connect these concepts to support the possibility of transfer (e.g. Anson & Moore,
2017). Blogs and storyboards were additionally implemented for reflection in order to support transfer. To explore this implementation, I will analyse three digital
stories to illustrate this process and compare implementing both approaches. This
research is important for exploring the teaching of academic writing and illustrating using different technologies to link the affordances with the course goals, thus
providing alternative perspectives that challenge instructors and students to examine their roles in these spaces.
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Academic writing in the broader
context of early career researcher
development: Leveraging existing
open educational resources with
STEMskiller, an annotated guide from
the National Library of Technology
(NTK) in Prague
Alena Choudounská, Stephanie Krueger, Sasha Skenderija
Many of us working in the area of academic writing in Central European universities at the early career researcher level find ourselves struggling with the boundary
of the term “academic writing.” Like a Russian Matryoshka doll, one finds that skill
development often requires introducing students to concepts extending far beyond writing, exposing educational gaps that can be filled by disciplinary mentors
who may or may not have time to work with mentees on developing the required
competencies. This presentation describes an online tool, STEMskiller, developed
by NTK to assist mentors in filling in such gaps, describing how its developers confronted the “boundary problem” as a supplement to introductory writing classes.
The presentation provides case studies for STEMskiller’s use by academic writing
instructors with stories from our initial experiences with mentors and other users.
We discuss plans for the tool’s future development, including our desire to serve
the global academic community by means of collaborative peer review and resource curation as well as our goal of working together at the cross-institutional,
cross-national level in order to improve overall levels of education, particularly for
mentors and students at institutions who, for whatever reason, cannot easily create new academic service units flexible enough to meet international disciplinary
requirements.
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Optimizing academic writing teachers’
understanding of automated
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Automated writing evaluation (AWE) has encountered criticism (Herrington & Moran, 2012; Perelman, 2012) that requires revisiting a foundational question: How
can writing teachers ensure that AWE technologies help us appropriately focus
on important traits of writing as communicative practice? This study addresses
this question aiming to investigate automated rhetorical feedback targeting the
communicative dimension of academic genres. The goal was to identify sources of
feedback errors made by a genre-based AWE tool for research writing (Cotos, 2017).
First, student texts in six disciplines were analyzed by two teachers, who annotated
each sentence as rhetorical moves (Swales, 1990), and by the AWE tool, which generates sentence-level move feedback. These data were compared to extract sentences where teachers and AWE disagreed. Then, these sentences (597) were analyzed
with a focus on n-gram features (6568 unigrams, 6945 trigrams). All the n-grams
were manually coded as: indicative of the actual move, indicative of the misclassified move, or non-indicative of any rhetorical intent. Additionally, pre- and post-classification feature metrics for each n-gram were calculated and compared to
determine whether individual n-grams contained within a sentence contributed to
its erroneous move detection. Finally, each n-gram’s qualitative (teachers coding)
and quantitative (feature metrics) descriptors were mapped, and possible sources
of AWE feedback errors were identified.
The results reveal that AWE rhetorical feedback generation is influenced by linguistic features and that feedback errors are caused by misleading, ambiguous, lacking, underrepresented, and competing n-grams. These findings provide practitioners with transparency regarding what may affect the quality of AWE rhetorical
feedback, thus allowing them to better explain it to their students and adapt their
practices to appropriately compensate for its shortcomings. More broadly, this
study extends the stakeholder role of writing teachers from users to informers of
future techniques for augmenting and improving genre-based AWE feedback on
student writing.
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Teaching students at Central Asian
universities who have minimal L1
secondary literacy
Konstantinos Dimitriou, Karina Narymbetova, Darina Omurzakova
Literacy support in an English–language university in Central Asia helps students
with the challenging linguistic demands of tertiary study in a foreign language
(Bourdieu & Passeron 1994: 8). The tutors engaged in this language socialisation (LS)
process (Duff, 2012) must show an awareness of students’ L1 secondary-school literacy to be successful. Our previous study (Dimitriou, Omurzakova & Narymbetova,
2020) looked at the literacy foundations of secondary graduates of the post-Soviet
education system of Kazakhstan (Yakontova, 2001; Yassukova, 2020), and found
them to be lacking significant experience of in-depth reading-to-writing experience (Keck, 2014; Friedman, 2019), and even rudimentary argumentation, critical
thinking (Neff, 2013; Timm, 2008) and literacy metalanguage (Cummins, 2016). This
led us to an exploratory study into the socialisation experiences of the students’
literacy tutor (author 2) in the Foundation program at our University, a relatively
under-explored topic. Our goal was to see how the tutor’s perspective on the LS of
students could shed more light on their experiences, their writing and her teaching.
We used the reflective journaling (Field & Burton, 2012) of this tutor to examine her
perspective on the process and key pedagogical issues. We posit that this method
could help to establish an approach to the study of LS in Central Asia tertiary Foundation courses (see also Goodman & Montgomery, 2020). Our preliminary findings
indicate that a tutor can learn while teaching (Duff & Anderson, 2015) particularly
about the students’ capabilities, that similarity of background can help an L2-English tutor understand her students’ capabilities, that establishing a metalanguage
vocabulary through directed practice can produce some success in LS, and that the
tutor’s perspective on LS can help to add explanatory meaning to students’ perspectives.
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Olga Dontcheva-Navratilova
Citation practices, which are shaped by the disciplinary and cultural conventions in
which academic authors are socialised, are an essential feature of the interpersonal
dimension of academic writing that academic writers need to master. In order to
build a persuasive argument, academic writers need to use an approptiate range
of citation functions and take a stance towards cited sources. However, coursebooks pay little attention to the rhetorical potential of citations and students tend
to use a restricted range of citations and a non-commital stance (cf. Petrić 2007).
Aiming to contribute to a better understanding of citation use, this contribution
reports the results of a corpus-based analysis of the citation practices of L2 graduate students. The data consist of a learner corpus comprising 48 English-medium
Master’s degree theses written by Czech university students representing the following disciplines: linguistics, literature, and ELT methodology. The study draws on
Swales’s (1990) and Hyland’s (1999) categorisation of citation forms, Petrić’s (2007),
Lin, Chen & Chang’s (2013) and Dontcheva-Navratilova’s (2016) typologies of the
rhetorical function of citations and Martin and Whites’ (2005) and Coffin’s (2009)
approach to writer’s stance. The aims of the study are (i) to identify citation forms
preferred by students, (ii) to study the rhetorical functions citations perform and
(ii) to consider what kind of stance students express towards cited sources. The
findings suggest that students use a limited range of reporting structures and tend
to employ mainly the basic function of citations, i.e. to attribute a proposition to
another author. In terms of stance, students rarely adopt dialogically contractive
stance (endorse and contest) and prefer to take a neutral stance (acknowledge and
distance). The findings of this investigation are intended to inform the design of
courses and study materials for the teaching of academic writing at university level,
especially to L2 students.
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How do writing teachers learn to teach
writing?
Claudia Ioana Doroholschi, Ana Cristina Băniceru
While teacher training in the field of writing has been researched in places like the
US (e.g. Hirvela and Belcher, 2007), there are many contexts in which much less is
known about how teachers acquire their expertise in helping their students develop as writers. This is particularly true of Romanian universities, where, like in other
countries in the region (Reichelt, 2005; Tarnopolsky, 2000), there is no long tradition of explicit writing instruction, and few teachers specialize exclusively in teaching writing, although there is increasing demand for writing training at university
level both for students and for researchers.
Our paper analyses data from pre-service teacher training curricula, as well as from
a qualitative questionnaire and follow-up interviews with faculty members at the
Faculty of Letters, History and Theology of the West University of Timișoara, to look
at how writing teachers learn to teach writing, what sources of learning and professional development are available to them, and to what extent they see themselves
as writing teachers. Our findings show that many of our respondents teach various
aspects of writing to students as part of bachelor thesis supervision, while setting
writing assignments in various disciplines or while training foreign language students for standardized language tests, and also, increasingly, within dedicated academic writing and research methods courses. Occasional training opportunities for
writing teachers include study abroad, workshops for teachers who prepare their
students for language tests and international projects. However, in most cases, teachers receive no formal training for teaching writing, and learn it intuitively as part
of their research and teaching practice. In discussing the implication of these findings, we aim to highlight what is valuable and what is missing in writing teachers’
training and suggest possible directions for writing teacher development in similar
contexts.
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English for architecture and
construction engineering: Comparing
Czech and Italian students’ writing
needs
Maria Freddi, Jolana Tlukova
The proposed paper presents work done in the broader framework of an EU-funded
research project – Becoming A Digital Global Engineer, BADGE (https://www.thebadgeproject.eu), aimed at designing teaching/learning material for engineering
students’ language and communication skills. In this context, a survey has been
jointly designed by the two authors to develop a profile of the writing needs of engineering students at their respective institutions, Brno University of Technology in
the Czech Republic and Pavia University in Italy (following, for example, Gollin-Kies
et al. 2015, Liu et al. 2011 and the GELS Framework as found in Rinder et al. 2020).
The paper compares the results of the survey with two conference questions in
mind, namely “What do we need to know directly to support academic writers at
any level?”, and “How do technologies help writing development pedagogy?”. Preliminary results point to discrepancies between students’ perceptions and teachers’ expectations concerning genre writing in the engineering fields and to a wide
range of writing needs that call for tailored tuition. Responses to the survey items
are discussed that assess the impact of technology on writing tuition as a consequence of the pandemic crisis. Examples include use of chat and other digital tools
during language classes. The results are analysed as an opportunity to reflect on
and compare the individual teaching practices that the two co-authors have implemented as teachers of English in Civil Engineering and Architecture and Construction Engineering degree programmes, as well as to develop materials that meet the
students’ needs, both specific to the individual contexts and cutting across them.
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Writing and thinking: What changes
with digitalization?
Curtis Gautschi, Otto Kruse, Christian Rapp
In this contribution, we draw on methodology from key logging and writing analytics to offer a fresh look at formulation processes. Key logging captures the inscription processes of writers and by analysing and visualizing them, we can draw
inferences on decision making strategies during formulation. At the current stage
of our work, we are experimenting with qualitative and quantitative evaluation
methodologies. Many of our insights concern formulation patterns that seem typical for digital writing and which make it necessary break new theoretical ground
relating formulation to technology use and thinking.
Our access point to writing processes is the analysis of texts written within Thesis Writer, a tool that allows writing processes to be tracked visually through a time
slider, and to be analysed incrementally and statistically. We follow a writing analytics approach that draws on ongoing writing projects stretching across several
months rather than artificial writing assignments for research purposes. We selected nine bachelor theses for analysis. Approximately 2,500 logging data events per
text with timestamps and incremental text versions were gathered, processed and
analysed in an R environment.
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We present time slider visualizations of text development and provide qualitative
and quantitative evidence demonstrating that thinking and writing in digital contexts connect differently than previously assumed. Our data also demonstrates that
writers use far more words than remain in final texts. Revision appears to outweigh
planning and idea development as writers are caught in continuous re-writing and
rearrangement cycles. We see a tendency away from linear writing to patchwork
writing, where chunks of words are placed on screen and rearranged until idea development stops. Text progress also appears connected to growing lexical density,
showing that new words needed to develop a text are added in successive revision
cycles, and that idea development necessarily connects to this lexical enrichment.
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Knowing our students, knowing
ourselves: How the backgrounds and
challenges of multilingual writers in an
international programme can inform
our group mentorship and feedback
processes

Lindsey Gruber
Universidad Autónoma de Madrid, Madrid,
Spain
Lindsey Gruber is a doctoral student at Universi‑
dad Autónoma de Madrid where she studies the
experiences of multilingual writers completing
university assignments in English. Since earning
her MA TESOL, Lindsey has taught first year
writing, EAP, and ESP at universities in the United
States, Hong Kong, and New Zealand. She also
works independently in curriculum develop‑
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Lindsey Gruber
Nordic higher education has continued to be an attractive option for international students because of its English medium of instruction programmes (Wächter &
Maiworm, 2014). However, the Danish education system, which gives a great deal of
autonomy to students for their own learning (Martin-Rubió & Cots, 2018), is likely an
adjustment for many international students as they encounter new expectations,
such as writing projects collaboratively in groups. This presentation will report on
a portion of findings from a broader study currently in progress at a Danish university programme where writing support is primarily enacted through a mentoring
model between supervisors and project groups. This presentation explores the
question “what else do we need to know to teach academic writers so that they can
prosper?” The data derives from a mixed-methods approach (Creswell, 2014), entailing a questionnaire distributed to a first year cohort in an international humanities bachelor programme, a real-time student writing log collected via WhatsApp
(Kaufmann & Peil, 2019), and a stimulated recall interview focused on the participant’ final written project (Beiler, 2019; Ene, McIntosh, & Connor, 2019). An overview
of findings focus on drawing lines of connection among students’ perspectives.
The presentation will detail 1) their writing backgrounds prior to entering a Danish
university programme, 2) their group writing practices in Denmark, 3) their writing
challenges, and 4) their support needs when writing collaboratively in English. The
research findings, I argue, open areas for writing teachers and subject supervisors
to better understand how students experience collaborative writing and supervision in English, thus providing a path forward to incorporate targeted support for
multilingual students in international programmes.
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Alma Jahić Jašić
Although student use of source materials and teacher written feedback (TWF) are
two topics that have drawn much attention and have, consequently, generated
a lot of research (see, for instance, Childers & Burton, 2016;Pecorari&Petrić, 2014;
Shi, 2008; for the former, and Ferris, 2003a, 2003b, 2004; Hyland F., 1998, 2000,
2001, 2003; Hyland K. & Hyland F., 2006; Junqueira, & Payant, 2015; Truscott & Yiping Hsu, 2008, for the latter), studies specifically focusing on how TWF affects
student use of sources seem to be lacking. Therefore, this study (which is a part of
a larger research project) reports on whether TWF is beneficial for students’ improvement of appropriate use of sources with the aim to contribute to the existing
pool of knowledge on response to student writing. The study looked at 124 texts,
i.e. 62 pairs of first and revised drafts written by 45 students. The analysis of student drafts was influenced by F. Hyland’s (1998) study as her approach to data was
found to be suitable for the current study. Besides student drafts, a number of other materials was used to investigate the topic in question such as reflection question forms, classroom observation, teacher forms, etc. which allowed for the triangulation of data and enabled obtaining a bigger picture of the effect TWF has on
student use of source materials. However, the focus here will be only on the results
of the first and revised student drafts. The results showed that 62 first drafts generated 257 feedback points out of which 175 were considered as usable, i.e. able to
incite revision, and 82 as non-usable. The 175 usable feedback points generated 120
(69%) successful and 28 (16%) partially successful revisions which clearly demonstrates that most of students’ revised drafts were improved with the guidance of
TWF. Thus, TWF appears to have a good potential for helping students improve their
skills of working with source materials as they seem to be open to advice dispensed
through it.
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Say it in your words!: Student sourceuse and faculty approaches. Toward
a collaborative academic integrity
environment
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This research aims to examine if the judgments of different stakeholders including lecturers, students, instructors and teaching assistants of a freshman humanities course diversify in their evaluations of breach of academic integrity cases in
the written assignments. The instruction of appropriate source-use, citation and
paraphrasing are part of this course and academic integrity policies are indicated
on the various online platforms of the university, although there is a decrease in
plagiarism cases, increasing anxiety among the students is still apparent because
of the fear of failing due to plagiarism. This might stem from the fact that the academic integrity policy statements seem to situate themselves not as an educational but ethical evaluation and this affects learning negatively (Pecorari & Petric,
2014). To compare different perceptions, the study will draw on 30 semi-structured
interviews with an equal number of participants from each group of stakeholders.
Prior to these in-depth interviews, an online survey was sent, and this data will be
used to triangulate findings. Participants will be asked to evaluate the same example cases from student texts and their judgments will be asked about the potential
breach of academic integrity in these papers (Pecorari & Shaw, 2012). Through the
findings, the study aims to explore if the existing approaches are successful in offering equal treatment toward different academic dishonesty cases and use this
information to revise the existing academic integrity procedures to be more pedagogical. The data analysis will be finalized in 2 months period, preliminary findings seem promising in terms of introducing a discussion about the educational and
pedagogical contributions of the current evaluation methods of plagiarism. In the
middle of rapid transformation of digitization of education, this research aims to
provoke new ideas about revising academic writing instructors’ roles in terms of
evaluation of academic integrity behaviours of the learners.
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In countries where academic writing has not been taught until rather recently, the
interest in its methodology was triggered by the institutional pressure on academics to ‘publish or perish’ (Lillis & Curry, 2015; Kuteeva & Mauranen, 2014). Solutions to
the problem have been saught through English for Research Publication Purposes
(ERPP) aimed at developing metadiscursive skills and enhancing better communication between multilingual scholars and anglophone editors and reviewers (Concoran & Englander, 2016; Flowerdew & Li, 2020; Hyland, 2020). However, ERPP can
only partially be effective in countries like Russia, where the level of English among
researchers is generally poor (Lovakov & Yudkevich, 2020; Zemliansky & Goroshko,
2016). A decade-long comparative study conducted in Russian universities (Korotkina, 2018; 2021) demonstrates that metadiscursive skills are transferable and
could therefore be effectively developed in and through the native tongue, which
significantly increases the audience and minimizes the time of learning. The approach draws from the models of rhetoric and composition (Lynn, 2010; Enos, 2010),
merging anglophone methodology with the content in the national language by focusing on the cognitive stages of rhetoric, which helps learners overcome the national tradition of obscure writing, such as lack of focus, poor organization, excessive nominalization, or wordiness. The approach has been approbated in a number
of leading Russian universities through seminars, workshops, schools, and certified
professional development courses. Recently, an on-line course for academics, editors, and researchers has been designed and successfully approbated. The methodology was defended in the author’s dissertation (Doctor of Science), which established the basis for introducing academic writing in Russian into the national
system of education. This may contribute to the quality of not only international
but also national publications. The approach may also be effective in post-Soviet
spaces where Russian is still the lingua franca of academic communication.
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The art of the possible: From generic
to embedded academic literacy
development
Bente Kristiansen, Stacey M. Cozart
Research into academic literacies and genre approaches to writing instruction
points to the importance of embedding academic writing instruction in the curriculum to enhance all students’ disciplinary writing and learning (Wingate 2019).
Based on this research, a writing support initiative run by the authors at Aarhus
University in Denmark has recently shifted its focus from student-facing extracurricular writing support to collaboration with content lecturers to embed students’
literacy development in undergraduate and graduate curricula. This shift has resulted in fruitful partnerships, but also revealed obstacles to fully embedding literacy development in the curriculum. This paper investigates our work with content
lecturers to identify factors that hinder or contribute to embedding academic writing instruction in the curriculum.
We present the preliminary findings from a qualitative pilot study based on three
cases, including interviews with content lecturers, classroom observations, and
document analysis. We inquire into the ways in which we navigate and reconcile
our respective professional imperatives and boundaries, as well as into our conceptions of language and writing, and discuss the influence of the wider context of
higher education in Denmark. Finally, we compare our findings with other studies
on collaboration and curriculum integration (e.g. Purser 2011; Wingate 2015). The
content lecturers seem to acknowledge the close connection between writing development and disciplinary learning and content, and thus support the new efforts
to integrate writing (and other academic literacy practices) into the curriculum.
However, the cases also reveal a number of obstacles to change, including cultural,
structural, and organizational roadblocks.
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Differentiating formats: What do we
call what we are doing and what does
that mean?
Eva Kuntschner
Clicking through individuals’ and universities’ websites in “the writing community” one can find many different names for the products they offer: writing training,
writing workshops, writing counseling, writing coaching, writing teaching ... The
differences and/or similarities between these formats remain often unclear, which
in turn is cause for confusion among potential clients and service providers alike.
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This presentation is based on an article which was published in German in “Coaching – Theorie und Praxis” in December 2020 (DOI 10.1365/s40896-020-00049-7)
and which discusses the various formats we work in and attemps to define and differentiate them in more detail. The results of this theory-based article could also be
interesting for the English-speaking writing (teaching) community, as it addresses
questions central to our work: Who is our target audience? Do we work in one-onone or group settings? What is the difference between counselling and coaching?
etc. The aim of the presentation is to shed some light on the different formats we
work in and the implications they bring with them in order to contribute to removing uncertainties in and to provide service providers in the wide field of “writing
teaching” with a surer footing in the description of the products they offer.
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Italian Studies. Her research has focused on the
narrative techniques in Italian literature in the
19 th and 20 th century and on the issues of subjec‑
tivity in contemporary Italian literature.

Aleksandra Ljalikova, Kristina Rebane
Writing an academic paper is cognitively and linguistically demanding even for
a native speaker and experienced scholar. The challenge for a bachelor student who
is novice in research and who has to write his or her first paper in a second or foreign
language (SL) becomes tremendous (Tran 2013).
This study aims to map main issues in teaching and learning academic writing of
third-year students in the bachelor program of romance languages: French and
Italian SL. Students come from the same institutional context, Department of Humanities of Tallinn University, and most of them have reached B1 language level at
the beginning of the academic writing course. The study will focus on the design of
the course “Academic writing” given by two different educators, in two different
romance languages by aiming at the same target: an academic article in a target
second language Italian or French. The main research question is:
How can the course design be changed in order to better support students’ academic writing in Italian or French languages (SL) in Estonian context?
• What difficulties do SL students (10) have in this course? How students see the
development of the course design?
• What difficulties do SL educators (2) meet in this course? How educators see
the development of the course design?
The study is based on the theoretical framework of developmental evaluation (Patton 2010) and the theory of action (Engeström 2015).
The paper reports that difficulties are met at three levels: micro (course design),
meso (curriculum design) and macro (different academic linguistic communities).
The study uses the triangulation of data (interviews with students, measurement of students’ understanding of academic writing, educators’ self-reflection,
the analysis of objectives and outcomes of the course). The number of students is
modest (10), but a qualitative approach helps to study this question in depth. The
results show what can be done at the micro level (course design) e.g. a more structured scaffolding system is needed to be developed, and at the meso level (curriculum design) e.g. academic writing skills and students’ research projects should be
integrated earlier. The discussion is very controversial at the macro level (linguistic
academic community) (Charles et al. 2009; Lee & Canagarajah 2019).
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No writing courses? No problem:
Determining students’ writing needs
through writing center sessions
Warren Merkel
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Although first-year writing courses are becoming more common at European universities, they are not always implemented university-wide (Kruse, 2013). Consequently, university writing centers are often positioned as de facto writing
programs (Santa, 2009). Given this scenario, this session explores the conference
themes of what educators should know to support student writers, and where writing support might reside.
In spring 2020 and autumn 2020, I held several writing center sessions with firstyear students at a newly-established writing center in the Department of Education at the Norwegian University of Science and Technology (NTNU). During these
sessions, I assisted students with English-medium writing tasks. I also kept journal
records of the writing challenges students faced. These records tracked two data
sources – one, my feedback provided on students’ writing, and two, verbal concerns
expressed directly by students. Data analysis was conducted via open, axial, and
selective coding (Corbin & Strauss, 2007).
Three themes emerged regarding students’ concerns with academic writing. First,
instructors must determine students’ pre-existing knowledge regarding academic
writing that is formed prior to entering university. This knowledge can help inform
instructors’ classroom practices. Second, instructors must track students’ concerns in real-time as they take university courses. In this study specifically, the most
prevalent themes were students’ struggles to establish their “voice” in academic
writing; to develop clear topic sentences and coherent paragraphs; and to fuse the
agenda or narrative of their writing with extant research. Third, instructors must
determine what they can do to continue to accommodate students’ writing needs.
This session will close with a discussion of what universities (both in and outside of
Europe) do or can do to address the challenges of students’ transition between high
school and university academic writing.
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Agency as a jointly constructed action:
An ethnographic study of developing
a writing training program at a German
university
Tetyana Müller-Lyaskovets, Meni Syrou, Olena Horner
This study is necessitated by the current state of teaching English writing that German universities do not consign to English or Rhetoric departments. Moreover, writing is not embedded across the mainstream curriculum. This decentralized delivery
of teaching writing presents both methodological and administrative challenges.
Which units have motivation and expertise to facilitate English writing instruction
across the curriculum at German universities?
Our autoethnography explores the initiatives that resulted in the establishment of
a sustained writing training program in English at a German university. The overall
aim of the study was to examine effective practices in the launch and initial phase
of the project.
The study utilizes ethnographic research to analyze professional experience of the
authors who participated as both instructors, administrators, and researchers in
the launch and implementation of the project. Taking a form of a “layered account”
(Ellis et al., 2011; Roth, 2005), the study positions the authors’ experiences alongside document analysis, self-reflection, and a literature review. Because teacher
agency is situated in a socio-cultural context (Kayi-Aydar et.al, 2019), the authors
first analyze public documents to support their reflections. Second, the authors
offer their personal narratives about how they used educational action research
(EAR) (Edwards & Burns, 2016) to initiate change.
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The analysis shows that English writing instruction is marginally institutionalized
at German universities. The autoethnographic narratives detail both personal,
structural, and cultural challenges to implementing an innovative writing program.
Entering into a dialogue with other departments and faculty turned to be a crucial
success strategy. The narratives demonstrate the value of EAR that allowed for
adapting a plan of action to the local context.
The study makes a case for agency as an action co-constructed through a dialogue
with teachers, administration, and students. The study also offers solutions for
writing development at German and other European universities.
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MySupervisor – a program to aid STEM
students in academic writing
Tzipora Rakedzon, Dima Birenbaum, Yaron Honen, Gary Mataev
Both Automated Writing Evaluation (AWE) programs and online grammar and style
checkers attempt to aid students in improving their writing; previous research has
investigated the use of such software (Lim & Phua, 2019; Parra & Calero, 2019) and
shown that many of these programs attempt to correct students’ work, but do not
encourage active learning by the writer (Wu, 2014). Therefore, this project aimed to
create a writing assistance program to aid STEM (science, technology, engineering
and mathematics) students when correcting their own academic writing based on
an academic writing course. The pilot program, MySupervisor, has a WORD plug-in
and a web-based natural language processing (NLP) component. The WORD plug-in
marks types of words such as wordy language, nouns and verbs, among other functions; the NLP component is a web-based function that assesses whether individual sentences are wordy or not. Both functions mark the problem, so students can
then focus and correct their texts based on course instruction.
To test the program, we conducted a pilot study this academic year (2020-2021) to
research if and how L2 STEM graduate students improve their writing using MySupervisor. In the winter semester, one group was introduced to the program features
in an academic writing course during the corresponding lessons. Students were
then asked to complete exercises with and without the program, so accuracy and
timing could be compared. Moreover, a pre and post survey was administered to
students about their use of other grammar checkers, their knowledge of academic
writing style and grammar, and the effectiveness of MySupervisor. Survey results
showed the positive effects on students’ writing: they believed their timing would
improve in subsequent uses of the program, and they already used the program
outside of class and plan to do so in the future.
Our aim is for the program to be used on a wider scale in the university system and
to assist students to efficiently improve their own academic texts.
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Digital provision for undergraduate
proposal writing: Securing conceptual
alignment between writer and
supervisor when using Thesis Writer
Christian Rapp, Otto Kruse
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Several new digital tools (Cotos et al., 2020; Knight et al., 2020; Rapp & Kauf, 2018) are
devoted to supporting thesis writers. Whilst doctoral thesis writing is a well-studied
issue (Berman & Smyth, 2015; Dysthe et al., 2006; Maxwell & Smyth, 2011; Vehviläinen & Löfström, 2016), much less is known about thesis writing within shorter Continental European 3-year undergraduate programmes. To equally study and support
thesis writing, we created Thesis Writer (TW), a bilingual (English/German) genre-sensitive tool that offers dissertation writers a word processor with additional
support at the conceptual, rhetorical, structural, and organisational level, as well as
collaborative writing and feedback functionality.
The aim of this presentation is to provide both illustrative data and a synthesis of
TW’s affordances in structuring student/supervisor interaction when setting up
the first thesis project. One practical concern of high significance is the reaction of
supervisors to the tool, as it is essential that supervisors not only accept the tool
and its philosophy, but that they actively integrate it into their supervision practices. Preliminary observations (Rapp et al., 2020) have shown that they are creative in
cultivating their own ways of using TW when developing a thesis structure. In a case
study of ten students at a Swiss University, we observed writer-supervisor interactions during their initial and first follow-up BA thesis meetings, each lasting 60-90
minutes. The meetings were conducted and recorded virtually, to determine how
they came to an agreement about the topic, and how they ensured that they both
understood it in the same way. This kind of “conceptual alignment” (Schober, 2005)
involves negotiated intentions and expectations on both sides when creating a basic proposal structure supported by TW. In adjacent qualitative interviews, students
and supervisors were asked about their experiences with this procedure and about
their reactions to TW. The results show a broad range of interaction patterns and
considerable divergence in the way TW is used.
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“In this presentation we report on the
development of …” What we learned
about structure of research papers
across disciplines from collecting
research article phrases for an
Academic Phrasebook in another
language than English
Lotte Rienecker, Peter Stray Jørgensen, Anne Sofie Jakobsen
An academic phrasebook or phrase compilation is a teaching resource to help students, researchers and supervisors to pick and use suitable academic phrases for
papers, articles and reports. An academic phrase is a sequence of words that relates
to the discourse structure of academic texts.
But to be really useful an academic phrase compilation should be structured in
a way that resonates with how academic texts are structured. To create such
a structure the context of the phrases included in the compilation need to be analysed qualitatively.
We present a research based compilation of academic phrases together with suggestions on how this compilation can be used in the teaching of academic writing.
We will also briefly outline our phrase collection methodology. Our compilation is
based on an analysis of approximately 100 peer reviewed research articles and scientific reports from both soft and hard disciplines. This analysis was guided by the
following research aims: Phrases had to be authentic and occur across disciplines,
all elements of a standard structure had to be represented, and phrases had to be
related to the genre of academic research articles and scientific reports.
Results showed a set of 43 obligatory and optional moves and confirmed how academic phrases are nested in an elaborated set of steps, moves (Swales, 1990),
structure and genre of research papers. In our presentation, we will focus on this
set of 43 moves that structure the compilation and how this structure supports
the learning and use of academic phrases for both novice and experienced writers.
Teaching academic writing with a focus on how phrases, moves and structure are
interconnected can be beneficial for student writers as it helps them both understand how the academic text works and how to linguistically create structure, cohesion and argument in the text.
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Academic writing and retention
Ira (Irina) Ruppo
This paper examines the results of a quantitative study of the relationship between
problems with academic writing and student retention. The background of the
study was the absence of writing as a separate factor in most student retention
models. It was theorised that this absence might be due to the predominant view
of writing as a single element within academic studies as opposed to a complex and
multi-modal process, involving students’ background and skill-acquisition, social
context, behaviour and time-management, as well emotional and psychological
well-being.
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In order to test this possibility and to gain insight into the possible connection between academic writing issues and student contemplation of withdrawal, a survey
was designed and administered to undergraduate students at a university in Ireland. The survey drew on the model of the writing process developed by Sarah Haas
(2009) and the foundations of successful writing practice by Helen Sword (2019) in
order to identify various writing issues within social, emotional, behaviourial, and
artisanal contexts.
The analysis of the survey responses was twofold: (1) to identify the kind of writing
problems faced by the students who contemplate withdrawing from the university, and (2) to compare their answers to two other groups: those who did not contemplate withdrawal, and those who considered leaving the university but did not
claim problems with academic writing as a factor.
The results of the survey provide a breakdown of the challenges faced by students
who see issues with academic writing as a factor in their contemplation of withdrawal, ranging from the need for more support to lack of confidence and writing
anxiety. A comparison of their responses to the responses of the other two groups
suggests that some writing-related issues, such as the perception of writing as isolating, may also play an indirect role in student attrition.
References
Haas, S. (2009). Writer’s groups for MA ESOL students: collaboratively constructing a model of the
writing process. ELTED Journal, 2, 23-9.
Moore-Cherry, N., Quin, S., & Burroughs, E. (2015). Why Students Leave: Findings From Qualitative
Research Into Student Non-completion In Higher Education In Ireland (Focused Research Report
No. 4). National Forum for the Enhancement of Teaching and Learning in Higher Education.
Pigott, V., & Frawley, D. (2019). An Analysis of Completion in Irish Higher Education 2007/2008 Entrants: A Report by the Higher Education Authority. Higher Education Authority.
Ruecker, T., Shepherd, D., Estrem, H., & Brunk-Chavez, B. (Eds.). (2017). Retention, persistence, and
writing programs. University Press of Colorado.
Soliday, M. (2011). Everyday genres: Writing assignments across the disciplines. Carbondale and
Edwardsville: SIU Press.
Sword, H. (2017). Air & light & time & space: How successful academics write. Harvard University
Press.

41

PRESENTATION

Exploring English academic writing
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exploratory corpus based study of
writing in philosophy
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Aleksandra M. Swatek
Examination of writing in English for Publication Purposes (ERPP) using corpus linguistics methods has predominantly focused on corpora consisting of articles published in high impact international journals (e.g. Gray, 2015). This presentation will
explore the question of the bias in research on academic writing that skews towards
writing done in mostly Inner Circle (Kachru, 1985) contexts such as USA, the UK, and
the omission of publications in context of Expanding Circles (such as Eastern and
Central European) and gray areas of academic publishing (Fazel & Hartse, 2020).
Using critical plurilingualism (Englander & Corcoran, 2019) as a key concept, I will
describe the position of academic writers who publish in English in the national
journals in SSH in Poland, focusing specifically on writing in philosophy. Secondly,
I will reflect on the challenges of teaching academic EFL writing in the humanities,
taking up the case of philosophy. Finally, using genre analysis and corpus linguistics
methods, I will present preliminary findings related to similarities and differences
in use of linguistic features in philosophy writing that is present in national journals
as contrasted with international journals. The differing patterns of register variation will be discussed in terms of their impact on teaching academic writing, the
position of Polish scholars in the international academic publication, as well as the
questions of the need to broaden inclusion of more diverse writing patterns (McIntosh, Connor, Gokpinar-Shelton, 2017).
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A descriptive report on an English
Academic Writing and Research Center
for Publication Purposes
Hacer Hande Uysal, Batuhan Selvi
English has secured its position as the primary language of scholarly publications
and international research, involving more than 5.5 million scholars and 2,000 publishers all over the world (Lillis & Curry, 2010). The growing interest in publishing in
English has resulted in the emergence of a new research field: English for Research
Publication Purposes (ERPP) (Cargill & Burgess, 2008). It has been revealed in the
literature that international scholars experience a number of troubles and difficulties in writing for publication processes (Flowerdew, 2008). We believe that the
continuous support and assistance provided in writing centers may offer solutions
for international scholars regarding their academic publication problems. Therefore, in this paper, we would like to introduce an English Academic Writing and Research Center: Gazi University Academic Writing Center (GUAWC) as a successful example for this purpose. GUAWC is unique in the way that it was established as both
a teaching and research center. In addition, contrary to general academic writing
centers that generally focus on student writing, GUAWC aimed at improving English
academic texts, such as articles and books, particularly for publishing purposes, and
to support academic staff in their endeavors to publish internationally by means of
one-on-one tutorials. This paper presents a descriptive report of the processes we
went through while establishing, implementing, and evaluating the writing center,
such as funding the writing center, conducting a needs analysis to identify the writing and publishing problems of academic staff, training tutors, and conducting an
evaluation study to understand to what extent the center succeeded to provide
solutions to the scholars’ reported challenges in writing for publication in English.

Hacer Hande Uysal
Hacettepe University/ELT Department, Ankara,
Turkey
Hacer Hande Uysal is currently a professor
of English Language Teaching at Hacettepe
University, Ankara, Turkey. She received her
master’s degree on English Education and her
Ph.D. in Foreign Language/ESL Education from
The University of Iowa. Her research interests are
second language writing, intercultural rhetoric,
academic discourse, early language teaching,
and language planning and policy.
Batuhan Selvi
Fırat University/ELT Department, Elazığ, Turkey
Batuhan Selvi is a research assistant at English
Language Teaching department at Fırat Univer‑
sity. His research interests are second language
writing, academic writing, and writing for
publication.

References
Lillis, T. M., & Curry, M. J. (2010). Academic writing in a global context. London: Routledge.
Cargill, M., & Burgess, S. (2008). Introduction to the special issue: English for research publication
purposes. Journal of English for Academic Purposes, 2(7), 75-76.
Flowerdew, J. (2008). Scholarly writers who use English as an Additional Language: What can Goffman’s “Stigma” tell us?. Journal of English for Academic Purposes, 7(2), 77-86.

43

PRESENTATION

The needs of Turkish scholars in writing
for publishing purposes in English
Hacer Hande Uysal, Batuhan Selvi
Today, a huge amount of universities all over the world operate writing centers to
provide writing assistance and support (Chang, 2013). This support is noteworthy,
particularly for international scholars searching for publications in eminent international journals. Adjusting the writing centers to address the needs of international scholars may offer solutions to their problems in the scholarly writing process. In such writing centers, international scholars can reduce their burdens, alter
main concerns, improve their stylistic and rhetorical skills, gain self-confidence,
and become better writers with the assistance of one-on-one consultations carried
out with experienced tutors (Davis, 2006). Therefore, it is important to analyze and
identify the needs of scholars in a specific context as the stakeholders of the writing centers. The aim of this study is to analyze the academic writing needs of Turkish scholars in order to tailor our writing center in accordance with their needs. The
study was carried out at a large-scale Turkish-medium state university in Ankara,
Turkey. An online need analysis survey was sent to all of the scholars working at the
university. A total of 366 participants took part in the study. The findings demonstrated that more than half of the participants considered writing a research article in English as difficult and a majority of them also stated that they were rejected, at least once, by international journals. In addition, they indicated that writing
a research paper in English was different than writing in Turkish in terms of logic
and rules. Finally, it was found that the participants had the greatest difficulty in
writing the discussion section of the research article. Specific difficulties of Turkish writers in terms of both macro and micro-skills of academic writing and their
expectations from writing centers were also revealed in detail through both closed
and open-ended questions. The findings of this study may provide valuable insights
into writing centers, especially those focusing on improving English academic texts
for publishing purposes.
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Basements, bedrooms, and parking
lots: The physical and emotional spaces
of writing during a pandemic

Bronwyn T. Williams
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Bronwyn T. Williams
With the move to online instruction on many campuses in spring 2020, university
students not only had their writing processes disrupted, but had to adapt almost
immediately to writing in new physical and emotional circumstances. Ethnographic research into literacy practices has often recognized the importance of place in
writing processes and perceptions of agency (Pahl, 2014; Vasudevan, 2014; Williams,
2018). Yet the drastic shifts in, and shocks to, writing practices necessitated by the
pandemic forced many to confront and respond to new experiences of place and
mobility on their writing processes. In this presentation I will discuss a research project undertaken during the pandemic in which I interviewed more than 40 students
from a research university, from first-year to doctoral students, about their efforts
to adapt to their altered writing situations. I did one set of interviews in April and
May, with follow-up interviews in November and December. The changes in where
and when they could write, as well as their restricted movements, heightened the
writers’ awareness about the role of place and mobility in their writing. Yet writing from home during the pandemic involved more than just a shift in location and
materials. The writers’ descriptions of place and writing became more intimately
involved with their descriptions of their embodied and affective responses to writing practices. Place, as narrative, social location, and even metaphor, established
a prominence in student writers’ literacy practices in ways few had experienced
before. I conclude by discussing how writers’ responses to this traumatic situation
offer insights into the interanimating effects of location, embodiment, and affect
in terms of student agency in writing.
Pahl, K. (2014). Materializing literacies in communities: The uses of literacy revisited. Bloomsbury.
Vasudevan, L. (2014). Multimodal cosmopolitanism: Cultivating belonging in everyday moments with
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Academic writing development of
master’s thesis pair writers: The
impact of negotiating and assigning
writerly identities
Tine Wirenfeldt Jensen, Helle Merete Nordentoft, Søren
Smedegaard Bengtsen
Writing a master’s thesis in groups or pairs has been possible for many years in Danish universities, and the use of this possibility varies greatly across universities and
educational programmes. However, in recent years some programmes have seen
a steep increase in the number of students writing in pairs - in one faculty a 300%
rise in three years (Nordentoft et al., 2020). This change is at least partly the result
of Higher Education reforms, a renewed focus on streamlining the master’s thesis
process and a rise in collective supervision formats.
Research on thesis writing in groups does exist, but little is known about writing
a master’s thesis in pairs. How do writing in pairs affect the students’ development
as academic writers? How does pair-writers experience and needs differ from those
of individual or group writers? To support pair-writers, both master’s thesis supervisors and academic writing support need more knowledge about their writing process.
Data consist of joint reflections of four master’s thesis writing pairs (8 students).
Each pair recorded reflections guided by a set of reflective questions three times
during their thesis writing process. A total of 12 joint reflections was recorded and
transcribed. This data was then coded thematically using grounded theory methods (Charmaz, 2006) and the constructed themes informed a discourse analysis of
the material (Laclau & Mouffe, 2001).
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Bengtsen is an Associate Professor in supervi‑
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Higher Education Futures’ (CHEF) at the Danish
School of Education, Aarhus University.

The findings suggest that master’s thesis pair-writers build on prior friendship and
early on negotiate and assign fixed writerly identities (Ivanič, 1998). These identities seem to serve as a way of creating boundaries and build trust, allowing the
students to write in shared documents, give each other feedback and revise each
other’s text. This strategy seems to enable the students to write together but can
also act as a constraint in their individual development as academic writers.
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They just don’t get it: A referencing
error analysis
Kristien Andrianatos, Tobie van Dyk
A central concern for academic writing teachers is to guide students through finding, processing and presenting information. For students to formulate a well-supported academic argument, proper source integration skills need to be applied.
Consequently, the prerequisites for successful source integration depend on a student’s ability to quote or paraphrase sources and adhere to referencing styles’
technical requirements (Hyland, 1999). Academic writing teachers need to investigate which aspects of source integration students fail to master (Petric, 2012).
By utilising the multilevel, multigenre, multi-language learner corpus of South African languages for academic purposes compiled by the Inter-institutional Centre
for Language Development and Assessment (ICELDA) and the South African Centre
for Digital Language Resources (SADiLaR), we performed an error analysis of typical referencing errors and the frequency of specific kinds of referencing errors in
student academic writing. Preliminary findings indicated consistent technical
mistakes with citation format, which seems to be a symptom of their inability to
find credible sources. Furthermore, students are ineffective in formatting reference lists; for example, a student merely copies a URL rather than write a full entry.
Herewith we attempt to open a discussion on what pedagogical inferences one can
come to, to design appropriate and adequate support mechanisms for correspondence students in the South African context. This knowledge can unlock focussed
interventions to assist students with source integration. According to Gravett and
Kinchin (2020), successful source integration plays a role in developing students’
identities within the academic community. We want to move beyond having an
idea of what mistakes they make, to an in-depth analysis of recurring errors to offer
focussed academic writing support.
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To infinity and beyond: Positioning
writing support in universities
Monica Broido, Harriet Rubin
Academic culture is constantly evolving, so writing and language centers must
change to meet these new challenges. At Tel Aviv University, the writing center,
known as CLE (Center for Language Excellence) in the Division of Languages, presents an innovative model, incorporating not only writing but other language skills
and other languages for different populations, from undergraduates to post-graduates and faculty. Our center works with our Division’s writing programs in most
faculties across the campus and have created an online reference course open to all
graduate students.
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CLE has evolved into a “hub” that not only provides support for local Israeli students, but also expands its reach to align itself with the university’s aim to embrace international students in its over twenty degree programs offered entirely in
English. Additionally, the university aims to help its local Israeli students reap the
benefits of studying abroad through new initiatives such as “Internationalization
at Home”. And while Hebrew remains the main medium of instruction, a new national requirement is for all undergraduate students to take two content courses of
their choice taught in English, namely EMI (English Medium Instruction). In all these
new ventures, our writing and language center has proactively re-positioned itself
within the university as the place where support for these take place.
Over the years, we have established a working relationship with the faculty deans
and the university Rectorate; periodically presenting our added-value and creatively coming up with programs to help achieve the university’s vision. In this short
talk, we present our model, share how our center has evolved into a trusted partner
across campus, and also offer recommendations for expanding the role of writing
centers, thus bringing greater saliency to the importance of writing and communication support at all levels for multiple populations and purposes.
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Innovative means of teaching
referencing: The NWU library’s Referella
intervention package
Anneke Coetzee, Zander Janse van Rensburg
Academic attribution is one of the cornerstones of academic writing (Hyland, 1996;
Mansourizadeh & Ahmad, 2011). Novice academic writers consistently demonstrate
a lack of applying the technical aspects of citing sources (Vardi, 2012). A rising student population and a lack of training capacity leave a significant shortage in addressing the referencing skills deficit. At the North-West University (NWU), the
ratio of students to referencing teachers is approximately 1600:1. However, 42 of
these staff members teach referencing to first-year students, whereas the remainder work in the library services. This poses a severe risk to the Institutions’ ability
to teach referencing and support referencing related queries. A group of academic
writing practitioners and the Library collaborated to develop a multimodal intervention package to address this persistent gap. This multimodal intervention led
to a digital “make-over” of the hardcopy and PDF style guides (New London Group,
2000; Kress, 2003), consisting of three components: dynamic style guides, video
tutorials and a test and quiz platform. Referella is the centrepiece of the intervention who presents video tutorials, thereby addressing the visual preference of digital natives (Fieldhouse & Nicholas, 2008; Neumann, 2016). This digitised format
has been beneficial since the NWU has moved to full-scale online learning during
the COVID-19 pandemic. We would like to illustrate our Referella package and share
insights on multimodal referencing interventions in this session. By sharing our
experiences on developing Referella, we hope to stimulate a fruitful discussion on
multimodal approaches in teaching academic attribution.
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Publish and Flourish: Systemic
approach to doctoral writing at VSBTechnical University of Ostrava
Kamila Etchegoyen Rosolová, Alena Kašpárková, Eleanor Lurring
Czech doctoral students are not usually offered structural mechanisms of writing
support in their institutions, but they are often required to publish their research in
English and in high impact journals adhering to conventions foreign to Czech students. In the absence of models for doctoral writing pedagogies in Czech education, we have joined forces to develop our own. Our pedagogical model for doctoral
writing in English for publication is a product of collaboration between the Center
for Academic Writing of the Czech Academy of Sciences and VSB-Technical University Ostrava, and we will scale it for use in other higher education institutions in the
Czech Republic. This presentation provides a brief overview of our model, taking
a systemic view to address the development of doctoral students’ research literacies. The model consists of genre-based, blended-learning courses to teach writing
for publication in English, workshops for supervisors, a teacher manual, and training for future writing developers. Overall, we aim to empower doctoral students
as writers, focusing on ‘producing better writers, not better texts’ (North, 1984);
building writing habits/improving time-management (Belcher, 2019); and helping
students develop a growth-oriented mindset (Powell and Driscoll, 2020; Dweck,
2008). As some components are still a work-in-progress, we introduce only the
blended-learning courses for doctoral students and the teacher manual. We aspire
for our model to serve as a launching pad for discourse on writing pedagogies and
research literacies in our context, where such a discourse has not yet developed. We
are hoping to offer highly practical tools that will enhance the quality of education
of our doctoral students.
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Teaching academic
writing: Tensions, negotiations
and considerations
Cathinka Dahl Hambro, Ingerid S. Straume
As teachers of academic writing based at a writing centre in a university library, we
face expectations from faculty on how we train students to become better writers.
These expectations are not always in accordance with our own practices, experiences and research in process-oriented writing. Consequently, a tension arises between what we are expected to deliver and our own beliefs and practices. The paper
addresses this tension and how we negotiate with faculty in order to deliver both in
accordance with their wishes and our own pedagogic convictions.
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A common perception of academic writing is that it follows certain rules and conventions related to language, structure and style. Faculty often expect that we
provide their students with a recipe on how to write academic papers. As experienced writing advisors, we know that few learn to write academically simply by
implementing a list of tips and advice on what constitutes ‘good’ writing. Rather,
the students might need help to get started on their writing process and learn by
doing. They may need help to find their work meaningful and understand the point
of writing something that only their examiner will read, before they are ready to
make sense of rules and conventions pertaining to academic writing.
As academic writing practitioners, it is our job to communicate with faculty how
we may contribute constructively by activating the students and giving them
tools to help them grow as writers. Focusing on the pre-teaching phase in didactic theory and process writing, we share examples of how we negotiate expectations and possible tensions with faculty in advance of courses, and how we work
to raise awareness about writing process and constructive feedback (feedforward) through courses in academic development for faculty. In so doing, we will
contribute with strategies that may help others avoid misunderstandings in similar
situations.
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Writers, writers everywhere, but no
writing center: The first year of the
Masaryk University Writing Lab
Joe Lennon
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Over the last year, my colleagues and I have taken the first steps in establishing an
English Writing Lab at the Masaryk University Language Centre in Brno, Czech Republic. We hope that the Writing Lab will serve the same vital function as writing
centers in the US and UK – as an active resource for students, offering one-on-one
consultations, writer’s groups, online seminars, and a curated library of self-access
advice. We hope that eventually the Writing Lab will be the university focal point
for larger, interdisciplinary discussions about good practice in writing pedagogy.
However, getting started hasn’t been easy. There are only a few other small writing centers in the country, so there are no ready-made templates for how to adapt
the model to a large Czech university. Our students and faculty (except some who
have studied abroad) are unfamiliar with how a writing consultation works, or how
a writing center can help under-served students (especially graduate students,
many of whom are expected to publish in English even though they’ve never been
given any training in writing). In my presentation, I will offer insights from the first
year of the Writing Lab’s existence – what we’ve done so far, how we have tried to
adapt and familiarize writing center work to a Central European context, and where
we’ve encountered the most help and the most resistance. I’ll share data from our
exit surveys about who has come to the Lab, what we’ve done in the consultations,
and how the students perceived the experience. And I’ll share what we’ve discovered from a university-wide analysis of writers’ needs. I hope to inspire teachers interested in establishing a writing center at their school, but I will also advocate for,
and give practical advice on, adapting collaborative elements of the writing center
experience into the classroom.
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“But how do I explain that?” Training
English writing center peer tutors
Natasha Msibi, Ruth Shannon, Rose Jacobs
Peer tutors are a core part of university writing center infrastructure, and influence
both a center’s operations and the tone of the writing support (Boquet, 1999). The
quality and efficacy of that support often hinge on the quality and efficacy of peer
tutor training, making tutor training programs a central concern for many centers
(Hill, 2016; Ronesi, 2009; Weissbach & Pflueger, 2018). At the Technical University
of Munich’s English Writing Center, we have transformed a relatively informal approach to tutor training into a rigorous, formalized program ending in state certification. The most recent addition to our program is a workshop on pedagogical
approaches to peer tutoring, focusing on teaching strategies and the peer relationship. We build from Jim Scrivener’s Learning Teaching (2011) for its focus on the
teacher and the learning cycle. Scrivener employs a discursive approach that encourages reflection and debate, and our workshop is comprised of pair and group
tasks designed to integrate tutors’ personal experience and apply it to our setting.
It moves our program a step beyond content training (grammar, style, organization), towards helping participants think about the nature of their work as teachers. So far we have held one workshop with 14 tutors whose anonymous feedback
suggests it helped them not just answer, but also broaden, one of their pressing
questions: “How do I explain that?”
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We would like to use one of the EATAW’s 10-minute teaching-oriented sessions
to present the pedagogical workshop. We welcome advice and feedback about
our program, but also hope to prompt wider questions about the extent to which
non-professional writing tutors benefit from learning about pedagogical theories
of teaching.
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Beyond reflection: The manifesto in
doctoral writing development
Tom Muir, Kristin Solli
If writing pedagogy aims at writer development rather than text fixing, understanding how the writer sees that development is a key element of our skillset as
writing teachers. In our writing course for doctoral students, we attempted to gain
such understanding by including a reflective statement as part of the course exam.
As such, we adopted a well-known strategy in much professional learning, where
the use of reflective writing is often a standard element intended to both facilitate
and document learning (Bjerkvik & Hilli, 2019; McGuire, Lay & Peters, 2009; Ross,
2014).

Tom Muir
OsloMet – Oslo Metropolitan University, Oslo,
Norway
Dr Tom Muir is Associate Professor of English for
Academic Purposes at OsloMet – Oslo Metro‑
politan University. He works mainly on writing
development for doctoral students and other
researchers. He is interested in phenomena
at the margins of pedagogy – risk, creativity,
ghosts, magic.
Kristin Solli
OsloMet – Oslo Metropolitan University, Oslo,
Norway
Dr Kristin Solli works as an Associate Professor in
the Unit for Academic Language and Practice at
the University Library, OsloMet – Oslo Metro‑
politan University. She runs writing courses and
workshops for doctoral students and research‑
ers. Her research interests span academic writ‑
ing, multilingual writing and research practices,
and country & western music.

We became disillusioned with reflective statements, however. Our experience paralleled that of MacFarlane and Gourlay (2009) who show how reflective statements
are often constructed out of mappable moves that can obstruct meaningful reflection. Seeking an antidote to the parroting of rhetorical moves risked by reflective
statements, but also seeking to feed a creativity that is often underserved in academic writing provision (Thurlow, Morton & Choi, 2019), we began encouraging candidates to write manifestos instead.
A manifesto – in this case, a writing manifesto – is a statement of purpose, a call to
arms. Reflection is built in – presupposed – but crucially, a manifesto speaks in the
imperative and pushes the writer to be bold, decisive, playful and – often! – flamboyant. As recent work on pedagogical uses of manifestos show, they can create
space for writers’ agency and text ownership (Fahs, 2019; Williams, 2020).
This presentation will describe some of the manifestos we have received, discuss
their place in the development of the writer and their place in our course. Our presentation will review our ongoing experiment with them – begun in 2017 – which has
seen approximately 45 students choosing to submit a manifesto as part of their
course exam. The manifestos’ emerging value is that the writer must reframe their
knowledge of writing by putting it into such a charged, propulsive genre. Students
talk about this reframing as an empowering, even joyful, way of taking charge of
their writing. The genre allows students to shift the way they see themselves as
writers, and thus helps us as writing teachers, make space for student creativity
and agency.
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Developing students’ discipline-based
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To understand student learning, we should embed academic literacies within disciplinary contexts by providing students with some opportunities (e.g., encouraging students to use English outside the classroom) and embracing critical reflective
thinking (Dooey & Grellier, 2020). Following Lillis and Scott (2007), in this study, the
academic literacies approach is defined as a social practice and transformation
through elucidating. This study aims to (i) investigate undergraduate medical students’ autonomous practices to produce texts, (ii) their opinions on their texts in
critical EAP and ESP mainstream classrooms (n=26) and also (iii) examine the trajectories of their abstract writing, which were produced with the help of a literacy
broker, during their medical education. The data were collected using observation,
structured interviews and also textual histories of medical students’ writing, including the first draft, feedback and comments they received and the final version
of their abstract, during and after their preparation in an undergraduate students’
congress in medicine, which medical students organize each year to discuss topics
in medicine with a poster or oral presentation. Swales (2004) highlights the “apprenticeship” young scholars must experience, gaining experience while learning
as “new comers”, which serves as the theoretical framework of this research. The
findings showed that medical students used their academic literacies while writing
an abstract as an extracurricular activity. The interview data showed that medical
students were able to use the theoretical knowledge that they gained both in medical English and content courses in medicine to participate in academic activities
outside the classroom. Drawing on Lillis and Curry (2010) and Willey and Tanimoto
(2012), the examination of textual histories revealed the need for editing (e.g., deletion of pulmoner when defining embolism and replacing it with pulmonary embolism), especially concerning addition (insertion of words), deletion, substitution
(replacement of words), rewriting, mechanical aspects (changes that do not affect
the meaning, such as of assessment) and rewriting, guidance and constructive
feedback.
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Doris Pany-Habsa
The COVID-19 pandemic lead to a large-scale shift from teaching writing in co-presence settings to synchronous and asynchronous digital teaching formats. This shift
affected Writing Centers as well and led to extensive and crucial changes in the
teaching and tutoring practices of Writing Centers. For Writing Centers which used
to work predominantly in analogue settings before the pandemic, the digital transformation process turned out to be challenging and extremely time-consuming.
Consequently, there were few opportunities to reflect on the longer-term implications of the changes underway.
The aim of this teaching-oriented contribution is to take a step back and reflect on
the impact of the digitalization process our Writing Center at the University of Graz
(Austria) underwent during the pandemic. In order to consider the changes and possible medium and long-term impacts in a theoretically systematized way, I choose
a praxeological approach. According to this sociological theory, I conceive writing
center work as a specific practice that embraces cognitive, material, cultural and
social aspects. This perspective will be applied to a series of online learning videos
our Writing Center created during the pandemic (“Digitale Inputs des Schreibzentrums”). The learning videos and the use we made of them will serve as an example
to reflect on digital writing center practices. The paper aims at fostering the discussion about the meaning of digitalization in the context of writing center work and
teaching academic writing by contributing observations gained from a reflection
on our Writing Center’s practice during the COVID-19 pandemic.
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The pandemic, with its emergency move to online teaching, has compelled faculty
to reassess learning goals and rethink teaching strategies in additional language
learning contexts. This unexpected upheaval has brought many positive changes;
the principal being the saliency of writing in language courses as a means of facilitating the learning process. Writing, which had been traditionally relegated to
“learning to write” tasks, has now moved to the forefront, promoting writing-tolearn-language (WLL) and socializing students into disciplines through writing-tolearn-content (WLC) (Manchón, 2011). In our teaching context, we have instituted
learning-to-write-content (LWC) as a means of apprenticing students into the
principal genres in their disciplines.
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Lessons from the pandemic:
Repositioning writing in language
learning contexts

We noticed that, even though writing now plays a larger role in all language courses,
its function differs according to the level of the course; with WLL being the main
driver in A1/A2 level courses and WLC/LWC for the B1/B2 level courses. At the beginning levels, writing helps solidify vocabulary, grammar, and syntactic structures,
but later, with heightened proficiency, writing can aid in making visible key disciplinary genres (Coffin, 2006; Martin & Rose, 2008) with their appropriate disciplinary
vocabulary in the target language. Moreover, students are apprenticed into producing successful exemplars of these genres.
This talk will illustrate points in the WLL-WLC/LWC progression through two different learning contexts: A1 Spanish for an interdisciplinary audience given at a large
university and B1 English for Engineering given at a small engineering college. As
the pandemic has allowed practitioners to step back and revisit language curricula,
we hope our WLL-WLC/LWC model will hopefully aid in systematically integrating
writing at different levels.
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Ute Reimers
At the German university investigated in this contribution, academic writing support is, firstly, regarded as the subject teachers’ responsibility. Secondly, it is supposed to be provided at an early stage of the university students’ academic careers.
However, subject teachers feel overwhelmed with consulting and supervising each
student individually in their increasingly crowded introductory courses in terms of
both subject and writing matters. On top of this, restrictions due to the COVID-19
pandemic have forced them to put extra effort into converting their seminars into
a digital format since summer term 2020. Both factors oblige lecturers to focus on
subject issues - their main profession - so that writing skills remain rather neglected.
An approach that seemed a promising basis in order to solve the dilemma described
above, is the so-called writing fellow program. Since 2013, it has been well-established at numerous German universities. It comprises a concept for fostering writing across the curriculum through specially trained students that support particular subject courses. These writing fellows give the course participants written and
oral feedback on their first drafts of a particularly designed writing task (Dreyfürst,
Liebetanz & Voigt, 2018).
In this talk, I will present the design and realisation of a pilot project conducted in
winter term 2020. We adapted the writing fellow program to an online lecture series that comprises approximately 80 students and 12 different lecturers, each of
whom covers one session of the course. In particular, I will use insights gained from
our evaluations to start fruitful discussions about (1) how writing support can be
implemented a) in large subject courses, b) at the beginning of university students’
academic careers, as well as c) in a digital format and (2) how writing fellows could
make a key difference in such contexts.
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Transforming STEM education with
writing threshold concepts: Genre,
audience and peer review in a physics
curriculum
Rachel Riedner, William J. Briscoe, Alexander van der Horst,
Gary Dane White, Carol Hayes
This teaching session presents assignments and curricular design elements that
George Washington University’s physics faculty have developed and implemented
for three years with the support of writing studies colleagues to teach genre and
audience to undergraduate students. This support involves introducing concepts
from writing studies, discussion of curricular design, and collaboration with assignment development. The presentation takes its material from an award-winning*
curricular transformation in the physics department at GW, describing how assignments that build from the threshold concepts of genre and audience help support
student learning, engagement, and disciplinary identity (Adler-Kassner & Wardle,
2015). It describes the sequenced curriculum where physics written and oral communication genres are first taught and later reinforced. In terms of the threshold
concept of genre, the poster describes how physics faculty now explicitly teach students a process for how to write in STEM genres that are new to them. Faculty do
so by providing examples of the types of abstracts, proposals, or posters that they
then ask students to analyze and imitate. In terms of audience, the poster describes
the structured peer review activities faculty have developed to teach students to
attend more closely to the differences in communicating with physics-specific versus general audiences. The overall curricular goal is to teach students that learning
how to write and communicate in disciplinary genres, and to STEM and general audiences, is central to their training, and that these are skills that can be practiced
and learned (Ericsson, 2006; Kellogg & Whiteford, 2009). The presentation argues
that an appropriately designed physics curriculum, strategically built including
threshold concepts from writing studies, can support the teaching of writing and,
with support, physics faculty can do this teaching (Poe, Lerner & Craig, 2010; Riedner, Briscoe, van der Horst, Hayes & White, 2020). In conclusion, we discuss a collaborative longitudinal and comparative research that measures learning outcomes in
the new curriculum.
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Christine Tulley
A variety of academic writing support tools have recently emerged within the past
ten years as the discipline of academic writing develops. These include support
texts such as How to Write Your Journal Article in 12 Weeks and Stylish Academic
Writing, coaching companies (UK-based Prolifiko, US-based Defend&Publish, and
Scientific Knowledge Services based in Munich, Sofia, Budapest, and Zagreb), websites (for example, Manchester University’s AcademicPhrasebank) and even conferences such as EATAW. Despite the range of resources available to postgraduate and
early career researchers, novice academic writers still struggle with understanding
what the process of academic writing “looks” like as it happens. During research for
my own academic writing guide (How Writing Faculty Write) I realized that most of
the writing support offered to European and US writers was textual and description
based.
In 2020, I began documenting my own academic writing process in pictures and
posting these on Twitter 2-3 times a week in order to teach postgraduates I work
with how I was writing in an academic process in real time as I wrote a scholarly
monograph. Each picture shows a screenshot of how to revise or how I used a whiteboard to organize content along with a short tip and description others can follow.
These pictures can be seen at #whatfacultywritinglookslike on Twitter. This model
of using pictures to show small academic writing processes as they unfold (and using Twitter as a residence of writing support) has worked well to help postgraduate
researchers understand how to problem solve as they write as showing these visual
examples demystifies the writing process. Evidence from my postgraduate courses showed that students began trying some of the strategies from the pictures as
a means to problem solve their own writing issues once they saw how I tried to solve
my own academic writing challenges (for example, reorganize a chapter visually on
a whiteboard). This research is useful for instructors of academic writing seeking
new models of conveying how writing works to postgraduate students or for those
who offer programming for early career researchers.
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Zealand
Cindy Wee is a Learning Development Lecturer
at the Unitec Institute of Technology, Auckland,
New Zealand. She teaches embedded academic
writing workshops in the Schools of Computing,
Early Childhood Education, and Applied Technol‑
ogy. She also provides consultations in the area
of academic writing with students one-to-one,
mainly from Asian backgrounds.
Cindy is interested in online learning, peer
learning, collaborative learning, teaching aca‑
demic writing, and teaching English as a second
language at the tertiary level.

The notion of the “threshold concept” (Meyer & Land, 2003) can be used to examine
strategies for inducting Asian students into Western academic writing practices.
A threshold concept is integral to a given discipline; it functions as a portal, and creates a new way of thinking about key topics in that discipline. In academic writing,
for learners to progress, they must understand threshold concepts in terms of academic literacy and make transformational progress from their literacy background
to a Western way of writing. It involves learning and overcoming some troublesome
knowledge influenced by the Asian students’ pedagogy of teaching and learning
and cultural background (Green, 2007; Loh & Teo, 2017; Zhang, 2018).
This presentation reports on the author’s practices in using appropriate strategies
to assist Asian students, particularly international students from China, Japan, Korea, and Taiwan, to cross the threshold of Western academic writing conventions. It
begins by considering the shared practices of Asian academic writing style, which
these students have to start from when learning to write in a Western education
context. It will discuss the significant differences between the Asian and Western
writing conventions that writing teachers need to be aware of. It then shares strategies in terms of explicit teaching the features of Western academic writing, modelling of writing coherent academic texts, helping students develop critical thinking,
paraphrasing and summarising skills, and showing students how to use proper referencing systems. Finally, the presentation concludes with feedback from students
and sample lessons/resources that the author uses to assist students in making the
transformation in their academic writing.
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Stuart Wrigley
Inspired by the work of philosopher Michelle Boulous Walker, this paper explores
the possibilities of “slow philosophy” (Boulous Walker, 2017) in the teaching of academic writing. Although not a new pedagogical approach, “slowness” has not been
widely applied to teaching academic writing. Indeed, mainstream academic writing
teaching pedagogy tends to reflect, respond to, and support the day-to-day reality of student writing, involving (as it does) multiple deadlines, efficient searching,
ruthless information-extraction, and the writing of highly structured, plan-based
texts. Such an approach has been criticised for failing to promote deep learning
(e.g. Campbell & Latimer, 2012; Warner, 2020). This problem has been made worse
in the context of Covid-19, with home-based students struggling to carve out space
and time for writing and thinking amidst the competing commitments of family,
work and care-giving (Kulkarni & Chima, 2020).
In this paper, I argue that this enforced haste is an example of what Boulous Walker
(2017) critiques as an institutional, forensic “desire to know”, that is, a mainstream
philosophical approach to academic work that emphasises output, ruthless information-extraction, speed and efficiency. Boulous Walker’s aim is to reclaim philosophy’s true roots as a “love of wisdom” by making time to engage in the kind of
slow and mindful thinking and reading (“reading against the institution”) required
for deep intellectual work. My intention is to open up for discussion a potential research space by applying this “slow philosophy” approach to student writing, thus
paving the way for a set of pedagogical applications that promote a “love of wisdom” and deep learning in academic writing.
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provides writing skills training for PhD students
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sional interests include writing and knowledge
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She is a Senior Fellow of the Higher Education
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Communicating science to professional audiences and wider society is an
important part of the role of a researcher. Doctoral students need to develop the ability to communicate their research effectively to a variety of specialist and non-specialist audiences with confidence, clarity and impact. In
this presentation, I will share a pedagogical tool for a genre-based approach
to teaching writing for diverse audiences to doctoral students that can help
them engage effectively with their intended audiences in a variety of formats.
Informed by Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) theory (Eggins, 1994; Halliday & Matthiessen, 2014) and inspired by its pedagogical applications (in
particular, Monbec’s (2020) “table of instantiation”), this tool reflects the
idea of language as a system of choices that writers have to make in specific
rhetorical situations to achieve specific communicative purposes. The tool is
flexible in nature and has been used, in different forms, in workshops on writing for public engagement, writing with impact for professional audiences, as
well as more “traditional” sessions on academic writing targeted at doctoral
students. In this presentation, I will outline the steps I usually follow to introduce both the tool and the broader rhetorical considerations when writing
for diverse audiences. I will then share some ideas for how the tool can be used
to deconstruct texts in different genres and scaffold students‘ subsequent
writing processes. This presentation will be suitable for participants with or without specialist knowledge of SFL, and particularly for those who work with doctoral
students and researchers.
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