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The growing importance of English in international academic communities
has recently become one of the key issues in applied linguistics and discourse
studies. The international role of English and the intercultural nature of most
academic communities has emphasised the need for cross-cultural studies and
in particular of cross-cultural rhetoric. Considered from this perspective, Pilar
Mur-Dueiias and Jolanta Sinkiiniené’s edited volume on academic writing across
cultures is a timely addition to the literature on Intercultural Rhetoric (IR). The
volume not only continues the tradition of publications dedicated to various
aspects of contrastive rhetoric, but also makes an original contribution to the field
of intercultural studies by adopting IR approaches to the analysis of academic
texts written in L2 English. The volume devotes particular attention to academic
genres such as research articles, conference abstracts, PhD abstracts and research
abstracts by writers of Czech, Lithuanian, Spanish, French, Italian, Chinese and
Malaysian, with a focus on a wide variety of lexico-grammatical, discursive and
rhetorical features, such as shell nouns, reformulation markers, the anticipatory
it structure, personal pronouns, hedges, boosters, citations, evaluative acts and
evaluative language.

The volume consists of a preface by Ken Hyland and an introduction by
the editors, followed by thirteen contributions which are organised into three
thematic parts: Part [ is devoted to a three-fold intercultural analysis, comparing
L1, L1 English and L2 English academic texts; Part II focuses on a twofold
intercultural analysis, comparing English L1 and L2 academic texts; Part III
explores English L1 and L2 as examples of ELF academic texts. An afterword
by Ulla Connor closes the book.

A preface by Ken Hyland entitled Academic writing and non-Anglophone
scholars sets the volume in the context of both intercultural studies and academic
discourse studies. The preface highlights the close connection between the
two approaches but also emphasises that the chapters “offer rich and nuanced
findings of academic writing across cultures” (p. ix), as they contribute to a better
understanding of the role of multilingual or EAL (English as an Additional
Language) research in the context of increasing international English-medium
publication.
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The introduction by the editors offers a nice overview of intercultural
research in EAP and ELF and stresses the importance of adopting IR approaches
to the analysis of academic texts written by non-Anglophone scholars in order to
explore “the challenges they face while writing and publishing in English for an
international readership” (p. 1).

The three papers in Part I offer analyses of research articles (RAs) written in
English by Czech and by Lithuanian scholars and are compared to RAs in their
respective L1s and to RAs written by L1 English scholars in the Humanities.
In the first, Olga Dontcheva-Navratilova looks at the rhetorical functions of
integral and non-integral citations across the generic moves of research articles
in a specialised corpus of Linguistics research articles including Czech-medium
and English-medium texts written by Czech authors and English-medium
texts by Anglophone scholars. Her careful analysis shows that Czech linguists
writing in English tend to use fewer citations than their Anglophone colleagues,
suggesting that these divergences are related to the linguacultural background
in which Anglophone and Czech linguists strive to construct their identities as
members of the global and/or local academic community. The next paper by
Juraté Ruzaité and Rita Petrauskaité discusses the trends of internationalisation
with a focus on academic conventions in Linguistics RAs articles published
in a Lithuanian journal as compared to those published in a well-established
international English journal. Their paper points at an interesting finding that
“in the field of Linguistics it is no so much the language that predetermines
differences in the two journals, but the academic conventions that differ across
cultures and publishing houses” (p. 39). Jolanta Sinkiiniené’s paper closes Part
I with the analysis of personal pronoun use in Linguistics research articles
written in Lithuanian and in English by Lithuanian scholars, and in English by
British scholars. Interestingly, she finds that “Lithuanian linguists tend to employ
personal pronouns more frequently when they write in English than when they
write in Lithuanian” (p. 77), suggesting that this tendency is “the result of the
influence of the Anglo-American academic writing tradition” and it reflects “an
attempt of the scholars to adapt their writing style to the conventions of the
language in which they compose the text” (p. 77).

The focus of the four papers of Part IT is on L2 and L1 English academic texts,
covering genres such as research articles, PhD abstracts, conference abstracts,
written by French, Malaysian, Chinese, and Czech writers in English and by
Anglophone writers. By investigating the use of shell nouns in a comparable
interdisciplinary corpus of 400 PhD abstracts written in English by English and
French native speaking writers, Geneviéve Bordet shows that “the discipline
expresses its identity not only through the choice of specific encapsulating
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functions but also the adequacy of the selected labeling term considering this
function” (p. 101). From a cross-cultural perspective, this result, as she suggests,
may be related to a narrower available lexical range for writers of English in
a Francophone context. In the second paper of Part II Maryam Mehrjooseresht
and Ummul K. Ahmad investigate the use of evaluation markers in thesis
abstracts (MA and PhD) written in English by Malaysian novice researchers
in Science and Engineering fields. Interestingly, they find cross-disciplinary
differences in the use of evaluation across the abstracts as well as some rhetorical
difficulties by novice scholars to frame such evaluation, leading them to appear
very assertive by using expressions of certainty. The third study by Xinren
Chen is based on a corpus of 95 Linguistics research articles written by Chinese
researchers with a research background in Applied Linguistics and published in
the only English-language teaching journal entitled Chinese Journal of Applied
Linguistics, representing three periods of time (1996, 2005-2006, 2015-2016).
The author analyses the rhetorical structure of the introductory part of the RAs
under investigation in an attempt to reveal whether and to what extent Chinese
writers “move over time towards the conventional construction of the identity
as creators of a research space in the introductory part of their RAs published in
a national context” (p. 129). The study highlights a diachronic change, showing
that Chinese writers, from the most recent period (2015-2016), tend to transfer
Swales’ CARS model in their writing of the RA introductory part. The focus
of the last paper in Part II by Renata Povolna is on the textual organisation of
80 conference abstracts written in English by both Anglophone scholars and
scholars from countries where Slavonic languages are spoken (Czech, Slovak,
Polish and Ukrainian). The author finds an interesting difference in the types
of moves and patterns of move sequences applied by scholars from different
groups: Anglophone writers show preference for a three-move pattern whereas
non-Anglophone writers prefer a two-move pattern. As she suggests, this can be
influenced “by a relatively lengthy style often associated with L1 academic texts,
which authors of Slavonic origin sometimes transfer from their L1 texts into
academic genres written in English” (p. 168).

Part III of the book contains six papers, focusing on texts produced by
non-native English scholars from various linguacultural backgrounds with the aim
of exploring their impact on shaping English as a Lingua Franca (ELF) in research
settings. In the first paper Rosa Lorés-Sanz explores three corpora (abstracts
written in English as L1, in English as ELF, and English abstracts translated from
Spanish) to identify the rhetorical patterns which characterise English research
article abstracts in Sociology. She highlights interesting differences between the
English abstracts translated from Spanish and the texts written in L1 English and
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in ELF. More specifically, she finds that the English abstracts translated from
Spanish have “a less complex rhetorical structure (fewer moves in the structure)”
(p- 188), showing a general level of hybridity as a result of the translation into
English. On the other hand, she shows that in the abstracts written in ELF there
is a co-existence of different rhetorical patterns together with the conventional
ones. This, as she suggests, arises “as a result of contact among users of ELF”
(p. 188). The second study by Jingjing Wang and Feng (Kevin) Jiang investigates
hedges, boosters and self-mentions as main expressions of epistemic positioning
used in research writing by Chinese PhD students as compared to expert writers’
texts across four science disciplines: Physics, Life Science, Material Science,
Computer Science. Differences in their use have been found both across the two
groups of authors and across disciplines. The authors emphasise the need to raise
novice scholars’ awareness on the expression of stance and of constructing an
authorial identity in expected, conventional ways within the discipline. The next
four papers of Part III are based on the SciELF corpus, consisting of academic
articles written by users of ELF in different disciplines (SciELF 2015). The
papers have not undergone any professional proofreading and most of them are
final drafts of unpublished manuscripts. Marina Bondi and Carlotta Borelli focus
on markers of authorial voice and metadiscourse in a subcorpus of the ScieELF,
collected from articles in the field of economics (the SciELF-Ec corpus). The
results are contrasted with those from a corpus of published articles in English
for general reference. They find that the SciELF-Ec corpus is “characterised by
prototypical metadiscursive elements: frequencies insist on a restricted range of
evidentials, frame markers pointing to topic and focus, as well as prototypical
general labelling nouns and forms of locative self-mention” (p. 232). The paper
provides valuable insights into the role of the “cooperative imperative” of ELF
users, requiring language accommodation to ensure communication (Seidlhofer
2009). Silvia Murillo investigates reformulation markers and the processes they
introduce. She contrasts these markers in the SCiELF corpus and in a comparable
corpus of English as a Native Language (ENL) texts (SERAC). The comparison
between ELF and native English reformulation markers points to similar
tendencies regarding their general frequency. However, as the author shows,
the findings also “reveal a tendency towards specialisation/simplification in the
SciELF corpus, in the types of reformulation markers used and in the functions
performed” (p. 249). Enrique Lafuente-Millan’s study looks at evaluation
in RA introductions in the Social Sciences extracted from the SciELF corpus
and contrasts it with a corpus of published RA introductions written by ENL
researchers (SERAC). His results reveal that ELF writers use evaluation much
less often to promote the importance, comprehensiveness and usefulness of their
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own research, which can be a challenge when trying to get their research results
accepted for publication in a competitive, international context. Part III closes with
Pilar Mur-Duefias’ study which looks at a specific lexico-grammatical feature,
the anticipatory if pattern, in the SciELF corpus, with the aim of investigating its
interpersonal functions. The results are compared to those found in a comparable
corpus of ENL published RAs from the SERAC corpus. She nicely demonstrates
that differences emerge from the specific realisations of the pattern, which appear
to be creative uses of the language to express interpersonal meanings. As she
suggests, “this reveals some degree of dynamism in the English language as it is
being used internationally for scholarly communication” (p. 294).

The afterword by Ulla Connor closes the volume emphasising the importance
of IR approaches to academic writing studies in an English as a Lingua Franca
world.

Overall, Intercultural Perspectives on Research Writing offers a significant
representation of corpus and discourse work on intercultural studies of academic
writing. The organisation of the volume provides readers with the opportunity
to either read the chapters in sequence or choose most relevant sections. The
volume will be essential reading for scholars undertaking research in the field
of intercultural studies, but it will be also relevant to anyone with an interest in
Intercultural Rhetoric and ELF.

Giuliana Diani
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