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Introduction to Phase 1 of the ENEIDA
project

In recent decades, there has been a growing move towards publication in English-medium journals among
multilingual researchers and a growing demand for materials (Swales and Feak, 2004) and courses in skills relevant to
publishing in English for Research Publication Purposes (ERPP) (Moreno 2011). Research into academic writing has
also flourished world-wide (Swales 2004), with crosscultural and intercultural studies of academic discourse across
various languages and English being an area of increasing interest (Moreno 2010). Despite this, little is known about
the training needs vis-a-vis ERPP of writers for whom English is an Additional Language (EAL) and how teaching
resources might best address them (Swales 2002).

The present project focusses on a neglected population of EAL writers, Spanish researchers, and advocates
for a critical pragmatic approach that addresses access and difference simultaneously. Thus the project highlights the
importance of giving priority to those aspects of ERPP writing with which specific groups of Spanish researchers tend
to have difficulties when communicating with an international audience (the intercultural perspective). Additionally,
based on revealing results from Spanish-English crosscultural studies of academic discourse, the project seeks to
explain some of Spanish researchers’ writing problems by virtue of the contrastive rhetoric hypothesis, according to
which writers from different cultural and language backgrounds have distinct preferences for articulating messages
with share a similar purpose (the crosscultural perspective). It is believed that raising Spanish researchers’ awareness
of crosscultural differences in ERPP writing related to audience types (national/local versus international) will help
them to produce more successful texts in the eyes of English-medium journal gatekeepers.

Convinced that this type of research would benefit from interdisciplinary collaborations, the ENEIDA (Spanish
team for Intercultural Studies of Academic Discourse) research group was officially set up in 2010. It consists of
researchers with background and expertise in supplementary research fields from one Spanish research-only
institution (the CSIC), four Spanish universities (Universidad de Ledn, Universidad de La Laguna, Universitat Jaume |
and Universidad de Zaragoza) and three foreign universities (The University of London, The University of Michigan and
the Open University). The first phase of the ENEIDA project on “Rhetorical Strategies to Get Published in International
Journals from a Spanish-English Intercultural Perspective (1)” (Ref.: FFI2009-08336) sets out to collect relevant data to
investigate Spanish researchers’ writing difficulties publishing in English-medium international journals and carry out
needs analyses of homogeneous groups of researchers vis-a-vis training in ERPP by means of a large-scale
confidential online survey.



Abstract

This paper mainly aims to report on the survey method employed in Phase 1 of the project
to fulfil the following aims: a) locating those researchers at the five institutions participating in the
project who might be interested in receiving ERPP training and in collaborating in subsequent
phases of the project; b) identifying their specific needs vis-a-vis ERPP; and c) providing a context
for future studies of Spanish-English intercultural rhetoric for research publication purposes. The
paper also offers an overall characterisation of the informants to our survey, discusses some of the
results to assess the relevance and viability of further phases of the project, and evaluates the
database thus created.

24 researchers were first interviewed in-depth from one research-only institution and two
universities. Interview responses were then used to design a structured questionnaire comprising
thirty-seven questions related to both English and Spanish for research publication purposes. The
guestionnaire was piloted with 200 researchers selected from the total population of staff with
doctorates (8,794) at the three institutions mentioned above, plus another two universities. The
guestionnaire was then sent out to the total population, yielding responses from 1717 researchers,
which are kept in the ENEIDA Database.

The findings suggest high levels of interest in ERPP amongst participants in that not only
were 64% of respondents interested in future ERPP training, but also in that 96% of them were
willing to receive information about how to participate in subsequent phases of the project. It is
hoped that the information contained in the ENEIDA Database will allow us to: a) carry out precise
needs analyses of specific groups of informants (e.g. according to specific disciplines); b) carry out
in-depth studies of how relevant factors affect writing for research publication purposes of Spanish
researchers, and c) design multiple case studies of their difficulties writing for research publication
purposes grounded in sound research.
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4. Methods: Procedures for validating and
Implementing the survey

e Conclusions from validation with pilot sample:

- We revised the design of a question difficult to answer,
typographical issues, inconsistencies, automatic comments to
explain why some informants were being excluded and some
instructions for users were added.

— The UNESCO code application and the skips and filters seemed to
work well.

- The covering letter seemed appropriate and access to the online
application worked well.

- No statistical differences in the response rate obtained between
contacting informants by e-mail or by ordinary mail.

-~ The questionnaire had been attempted by 29% of the pilot sample
but only 15% finalised it.

- The rate of potential collaborators seemed low to us (21.5% of
those who answered).

- Yet we decided not to make the questionnaire shorter, since a
more thorough analysis was preferred over a larger response rate.

- We would do two reminders to increase the response rate and
change the text of the subject in the e-mail message to make it
more appealing.






From the raw population to our target sample

1,717  19.5%

1,454 84.7%




4. Method: participants

Gender \ %




4. Method: participants

Age N. of
postdoctoral
years

Mean 16.18
Median 16

Standard deviation
Smallest value

Largest value

Percentiles




4. Method: participants

Academic status n %

Profesor Titular de Universidad 23.5%
Cientifico Titular CSIC 23.0%
Investigador Cientifico CSIC 15.5%
Investigador Doctor Contratado 9.6%

Profesor de Investigacion CSIC 9.3%

Catedratico de Universidad 6.7%
Profesor Contratado Doctor 4.5%
Profesor Ayudante Doctor 2.4%
Profesor Asociado 2.0%
Other 3.5%
Subtotal 100,0%




4. Method: participants

UNESCO DISTRIBUTION BY DISCIPLINARY AREAS (N = 1454) %
CODES

__
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TOTAL 1454 100%






4. Method: Other variables in the ENEIDA
Database

e Motivations towards the publication of research articles
In academic journals in Spanish and in English.

e Attitudes and views towards Spanish and English as
languages for publication purposes.

e Previous experience and difficulties with publishing
research articles in scientific journals in Spanish and in
English over the last ten years.

e Current strategies for writing for publication purposes in
academic journals in English.

e Past strategies for learning how to write research
articles in Spanish and in English.

e Views about the type of training needed to learn how to
write research articles or to improve their current
results.



5. Results: To what extent Spanish researchers need training
In writing RAs in English for research publication purposes by
contrast to Spanish?

Plan training in
the writing of RAs English Spanish

%
Yes + Perhaps 67.3% 24.5%
No 27.3% 69.2%

| don’'t know 5.4% 6.3%
Total 100.0% 100.0%




5. Results: To what extent Spanish researchers need training
In writing RAs just in English for publication purposes by
contrast to just in Spanish or in both languages?

Plan training (just) in ... N %

English for research publication purposes

Spanish for research publication purposes

Both English and Spanish for RPPs

Total




5. Results: How many of these researchers would benefit from
an awareness of the typical difficulties Spanish researchers
encounter in the process of publication?

Training should familiarize them
with the problems Spanish authors
typically have when writing RAS \ % | Total

English 536 56.1 956

Spanish 123 35.3 348




1 = none; 2 = a little; 3 = some; 4 = quite a lot; 5 = a lot

Training should help them

understand the differences and

similarities between writing RAs for English Spanish
Spanish and international journals (Mean) (Mean)

Number of respondents 956 348



5. Results: In which knowledge areas their need for training
and their willingness to collaborate in further phases of the
project is greatest?

NEED TRAINING: JUST IN IN BOTH IN ENGLISH WILLING TO
(yes + perhaps) ENGLISH LANGUAGES ANYWAY COLLABORATE
KNOWLEDGE AREA N % N % \ % N %

9.3

Unclassified ) ) 24 2.5

TOTAL 956 100.0



5. Results: In which disciplinary areas their need for training and their
willingness to collaborate in further phases of the project is greatest?

Q1. Do you plan to continue your training in the writing of RA so as to send them to scientific journals in Spanish? And in English? Closing Question.
Are you interested in receiving information about how to collaborate in this project?

UNESCO CODES

Disciplinary areas

LIFE SCIENCES

Q.31 Closing Question % of potential
Those who need training in English  Those who are interested in collaborating collaborators

TECHNOLOGICAL SCIENCES

CHEMISTRY

AGRICULTURAL SCIENCES

PHYSICS

EARTH AND SPACE SCIENCES

HISTORY

MEDICAL SCIENCES

ECONOMICS

MATHEMATICS

PSYCHOLOGY

LINGUISTICS

PEDAGOGY

ARTS AND HUMANITIES

LAW

SOCIOLOGY

POLITICAL SCIENCE

GEOGRAPHY

ASTRONOMY AND ASTROPHYSICS

PHILOSOPHY

ANTHROPOLOGY

DEMOGRAPHY

LOGICS

ETHICS
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