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Abstract

The paper tries to depict some differences evidenced in the academic writing
of the writers from different cultural backgrounds — members of the international dis-
course community. These differences are usually caused by different cultural inclina-
tions towards certain concepts important for academic writing, such as: academic po-
liteness and persuasiveness, the notion of ‘gender-sensitive’ writing and the manifes-
tation of the author’s presence in the text (the author’s self-identification). These are
just a few issues tightly connected to the writing habits established within a certain
writing culture and commonly shared by its members, although some personal incli-
nations and preferences cannot be neglected. Nevertheless, some generalization is
possible to make, especially when comparing English and Serbian academic writing,
i.e. academic articles written by the two groups of writers.
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O HEKMM KOHHEIITUMA KOJH CE PA3JIMYUTO KOPUCTE
Y MYJITUHKYJITYPHOJ JUCKYPCHOJ 3AJEJHUIIN (CA
IHOCEBHHUM OCBPTOM HA AKAJIEMCKO ITNCAIBE
EHI'VIECKHUX U CPIICKHUX AYTOPA)

AncTpakr

AyTOp OBOT paja HaCTOjU Ja IPEJCTaBH HEKe OJ Pa3jIKa Koje Ce youaBajy y
aKaJIeMCKOM IHCamy ayTopa U3 PasiIMYUTHX KyIATYpHUX CPeIWHA, OXHOCHO WIAHOBA
melhyHapoaHe auckypcre 3ajeanune. OBe pasiuke cy Hajuenihe mpoy3pokoBaHe pa-
3JIMYUTHM KYJITYPHHM CKJIOHOCTHMA Y OJJHOCY Ha oJpeljeHe KOHIIENTe KOju Cy 3Ha4aj-
HHM 33 aKaJIeMCKO ITHCame, Kao LITO Cy: aKaJeMCKa YYTHBOCT M aKajJeMcKa yOeasbu-
BOCT, CBECT O 'POJHO 00OeneKeHOM' MHcamky Kao U HaYKMH Ha KOju ayTop MaHudecryje
CBOje NMPUCYCTBO y TeKcTy. HabpojaHu KOHIENTH Cy caMO HEKH Of IIPUCYTHHX Y aKa-
JIEMCKOM IHCarby M 3ajeJHUYKU Cy 3a MPUIAJHHUKE jeIHe MHCcaHe KyNType, Maja ce
JUYHE CKJIIOHOCTH U IpedepeHnnje He Mory 3aHeMapuTu. Mehytum, Heke ommre 3a-
KJBYUKe HIIaK je Moryhe M3BecTH, MOTOTOBY Kaja yrnopelyjeMo HauMH Ha KOjH CHIJIe-
CKH M CPIICKH ayTOPH IHUIIY CBOje HAYYHOUCTPa)KMBAa4YKe PaJioBe.

KibyuHe peun: akaJeMCKO NMCambe, KyITYpHE cpefnHe, MehyHapoaHa TucKypcHa
3aje[JHULA, CHIVICCKH U CPIICKH ayTOpU

“Cultures develop writing styles appropriate to
their own histories and the needs and values of
their own societies” (Cmejrkova, 2007, p.75).

INTRODUCTION

The comparison of the differences which can be identified in aca-
demic writing conducted by writers of different cultural backgrounds is
nowadays one of the well-established research topics among modern lin-
guists (Blagojevi¢, 2004, 2005; Breivega et al., 2002; Clyne, 1987; Con-
nor, 1996; Cmejrkova, 1996, 2007; Duszak, 1994; Kaplan, 1966; Maura-
nen, 1993; Valero-Garces, 1996; Vassileva, 1998, 2000; Ventola, 1998;
Yakhontova, 1997). The differences under consideration are viewed as
the consequences of the writing habits which exist within different cul-
tural communities and are caused by different cultural inclinations to-
wards some concepts important for academic writing. In this paper, I in-
tend to discuss some concepts which are easily evidenced in academic
writing: the concept of academic politeness, of persuasiveness, of gender,
or, better to say, the notion of ‘gender sensitivity’ in academic writing
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and the way academic writers manifest their presence in their texts by
means of employing personal pronouns (the opposition in the use of the
first person singular and plural form).

One can say that the first two concepts, or the rhetorical strategies
by which politeness and persuasiveness are accomplished in academic
texts, are commonly shared by all writers within one culture, while the
concepts of gender and the author’s self-identification vary not only from
culture to culture but are often connected to the writer’s personal inclina-
tions and preferences, although some common features in respect to the
author’s culture can still be drawn.

By ‘gender sensitivity writing’ we assume here the author’s atti-
tude towards the use of gender indicators in his/her way of writing when
certain nouns are not morphologically gender marked (the common char-
acteristic of English nouns, in contrast to Serbian ones), i.e. whether the
author uses these indicators, or simply neglects them. Nouns such as au-
thor, writer, reader, student, researcher... (autor/autorka, pisac/spisate-
ljica, citalac/Citateljka, student/studentkinja, istrazivac/istrazivacica), are
frequently used in academic writing and they may properly illustrate the
idea whether the authors of academic articles explicitly show their aware-
ness towards gender by using gender indicators either by employing per-
sonal pronouns and possessive adjectives — both in English and Serbian
(helshe, his/her, or on/ona, njegov/njen), or by using morphologically
gender-marked nouns (only in Serbian, such as autor/autorka, pisac/spi-
sateljica).

As for the phenomenon concerning the manifestation of the au-
thor’s presence in the text, the choice between the use of the personal
pronouns / versus the personal pronoun We as one of the way for accom-
plishing it, ranks among “many aspects of cultural identity” (Breivega, at
al., 2002, p. 20). However, before discussing the concepts under consid-
eration, the two notions which are of crucial importance for this paper
should be clarified, and these are: discourse community and multicultural
discourse community.

THE NOTION OF DISCOURSE COMMUNITY

“Discourse community” is a term coined by modern linguists
(Herzberg, 1986; Mauranen, 1993; Swales, 1990) to signify a group of
people unified by the use of the same genre:

“Use of term ‘discourse community’ testifies to the increasingly
common assumption that discourse operates within conventions de-
fined by communities, be academic disciplines or social group”
(Herzberg, 1986, p. 1).

Thus, the authors of academic research papers comprise one dis-
course community, while, for example, the authors of, let’s say, course
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books, belong to another one. Surely, the boundaries of these communi-
ties are never strictly defined, neither is a member of one discourse com-
munity prevented from becoming a member of another one. On the con-
trary: the experiences obtained from one discourse genre are valuable for
the authors who want to join another genre community.

However, “discourse community” should not be identified with
“speech community”, since the reasons for the constitution of the two of
them are different. As J. Swales explains, the needs for constituting a
group of people into a speech community are socio-linguistic ones, while
the needs for constituting a group of people into a discourse community
are socio-rhetoric. Thus, he maintains:

“In a sociolinguistic speech community, the communicative needs of
the group, such as socialization or group solidarity, tend to predomi-
nate in the development and maintenance of its discoursal characteris-
tics. The primary determinants of linguistic behavior are social. How-
ever, in a sociorhetorical discourse community, the primary determi-
nants of linguistic behavior are functional, since a discourse commu-
nity consists of a group of people who link up in order to pursue ob-
jectives that are prior to those of socialization and solidarity, even if
these latter should consequently occur. In a discourse community, the
communicative needs of the goals tend to predominate in the devel-
opment and maintenance of its discoursal characteristics” (Swales,
1990, p. 24).

The same author points to another reason which delimitates the
two notions: speech communities are centripetal — they tend to absorb
people into one homogeneous community, while discourse communities
are centrifugal — they tend to separate people into professional or spe-
cialized groups. So, a speech community receives its members by their
birth, while a discourse community recruits its members by means of per-
suasion, training or adequate qualification. From this definition, one can
conclude that a discourse community does not recognize national bounda-
ries — it is by its very nature multicultural because it comprises people
grouped up around the same type of discourse (whether they create it or
consume it), regardless of their cultural backgrounds. However, although
unified by the same type of discourse, members of a discourse commu-
nity often exhibit some differences in writing styles, the phenomenon
which may cause misunderstandings among them. Writing styles devel-
oped within different writing cultures may seriously harm the unity
among the members of a discourse community unless these members are
made conscious of the existing differences and willing to accept them in a
right way. Thus, writers of academic research papers should know about
the differences concerning certain concepts which are commonly em-
ployed in academic writing and which have proved to be differently un-
derstood by writers of different cultural backgrounds. The understanding
of them would greatly facilitate their communication across the multi-
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cultural discourse community. This is especially important in the field of
humanities and social sciences, so the further discussion will concern
solely the academic discourse of social sciences.

THE CONCEPT OF POLITENESS IN ACADEMIC DISCOURSE

The concept of ‘politeness’ in academic writing, as well as the
concept of ‘persuasiveness’, originate both from the writer’s relationship
towards the content conveyed through academic writing and towards an-
ticipated readers. Both of these concepts are connected to the academic
rhetorical strategies by which the purpose of a piece of academic writing
is to be fulfilled — to deliver a scientific truth in an appropriate way to the
discourse community. However, as the ideas of ‘politeness’ and ‘persua-
siveness’ vary from culture to culture, academic writers of different cul-
tural backgrounds show different preferences towards the rhetorical
strategies which are at their disposal. Also, the different attitudes towards
the use of these rhetorical strategies can be recognized as an area of cul-
tural mismatches, since they are easily transferred from the academic
writing in the mother tongue to the writing in the language of the target
countryl.

The notion of ‘politeness’ in academic writing, introduced by the
Finnish linguist Anna Mauranen (1993), can be recognized in terms of
implicit and explicit ways of presenting the research material to the aca-
demic readership. Accordingly, the academic rhetoric can be divided into
the implicit and the explicit one. For example, the English academic
rhetoric is said to be explicit because ‘it guides the reader’s interpretative
processes, so it seems to respect the reader’s time and effort, while the
implicit (Finnish) rhetoric seems to respect the reader’s intelligence,
knowledge, ability and privacy’ (Mauranen, 1993, p. 257-258).

For each of the two cultures their type of rhetoric is, certainly, ‘the
polite’ one, because both of them appeal to the readers in a positive way —
the explicit one by sparing the reader the unnecessary effort, the implicit
one by encouraging the reader towards an intellectual effort in order to
comprehend the presented material. However, this can be identified as an
area of misunderstanding at the international level: the Finns and the
Spaniards complain that too explicit rhetoric underestimates the reader’s
intellectual capacity, and they prefer “reading the between lines”. They
often dislike ‘a marketing type of English rhetoric’, while the English
writers find implicit rhetoric hard to interpret, especially when the pre-
sented material refers to some culture-specific assumptions.

" This issue is given a prominent place in a branch of applied linguistics called
Contrastive Rhetoric, after Robert B. Kaplan (1966). See also: Ulla Connor (1996)
and John Hinds (1987).
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As for the Serbian type of rhetoric, it has been noticed (Blagojevic,
2004; 2005) that modern writers are gradually abandoning the implicit
type of rhetoric — the rhetorical habits that have prevailed for decades in
Serbian academic writing — and are approaching the explicit one: the
process which is very slow, but which has been at least initiated by mod-
ern writers who are constantly exposed to the Anglo-American academic
discourse.

THE CONCEPT OF PERSUASIVENESS IN
ACADEMIC DISCOURSE

It is assumed that the function of academic articles is not only to
convey the writer’s ideas and findings, but also to persuade the intended
readership into their validity, truthfulness and originality. The second as-
pect of this function, however, is not accomplished in the same formal
way in all writing cultures.

To be persuasive for some academic writers means to show a high
degree of authority by means of the frequent use of the expressions with
an emphatic meaning, such as ‘It is certain that’, ... ‘Obviously’, ... ‘It is
indisputable’, etc., because they believe that this is the best way they can
evoke the reader’s respect and credibility. However, in the English writ-
ing tradition this is believed to be somehow too presumptuous a way for
persuading the readership and it is feared that this can produce the oppo-
site effect upon the readers from the intended one — the readers might
start doubting the writer’s credibility and may consider this a sign of the
writer’s disrespect for the readers who are not left enough space to make
their own judgements, but are pushed to support the writer’s assertions.

The rhetorical strategy opposite to the previous one comprises the
use of hedging devices by which writers express their tentativeness to-
wards the facts they present through their writing. The most frequently
used hedging expressions are: ‘It might be looked upon’ ... “This seems
likely to’ ... ‘This could be thought as’..., etc. By these expressions,
writers want to present their academic modesty and respect for their read-
ers, indirectly inviting them to have their own opinions. However, this
very strategy might be understood by the members of the writing culture
which is inclined towards the use of emphatic devices as a sign of the
writer’s uncertainty and lack of self-confidence. Thus, the contrastive-
linguistics research’® conducted on the material which comprises sixty
academic articles from humanities — sociology, social psychology and

% This research is a part of the author’s doctoral dissertation Metadiscourse in aca-
demic literature in English and Serbian, (2001) and the author’s two projects, spon-
sored by the Norwegian Research Council (2002) and the Austrian WUS (2004).
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philosophy, written in English by English, Austrian, Norwegian and Ser-
bian writers, fifteen of each, has proved that these academics cherish dif-
ferent inclinations towards the use of the two strategies and has antici-
pated that this may often cause misinterpretation on the international
level.

Regarding the use of hedging devices, the research has shown that
the English writers use the highest percentage of them in their articles
(17.3%), and are immediately followed by Norwegian (16.4%), and then
by Austrian writers (11.4%). Serbian writers proved to be less inclined
towards the rhetoric strategy by which they express their tentativeness
towards the exposed material, (9.5%), even when they write in English.
However, the picture is completely different when perceiving the use of
emphatics devices — Serbian writers are rather inclined to use the items by
which they show their full confidence in the exposed content (2.4%),
while Austrian writers, when writing in English, are the least willing to
express their self-assurance and certainty in the subject matter they dis-
cuss in their articles (1.2%). English and Norwegian writers are some-
where in the middle.

The research on the presence of the two rhetorical devices in aca-
demic articles written in English by academics of different cultural back-
grounds has shown that there are different preferences towards them,
which are, presumably, due to the writing habits and inclinations formed
within different national writing cultures.

THE AUTHOR'S SELF-IDENTIFICATION

A national writing culture may also influence the way authors pre-
sent themselves in their academic texts — the issue which can be consid-
ered a sign of cultural identity and viewed, according to Vassileva (Vas-
sileva, 2000, p. 1), as “an exponent of deeply rooted cultural beliefs”.
Also, “the extent to which authors are present in their texts and the ways
in which this presence is manifested are two among many aspects of cul-
tural identity” (Breivega et al., 2002, p. 20).

The idea that different cultures show different preferences in using
linguistic devices to express the authorial presence in academic texts has
been largely exploited by numerous linguists: Irena Vassileva (2000),
Kjersti Breivega et al. (2002), Tatyana Yakhtonova (2002), Celene Pou-
dat and Sylvain Loiseau (2005), Svetla Cmejrkova (2007), Blagojevi¢
(2010), etc. The researches have been focused on the use of personal pro-
nouns — the first person singular and the first person plural — i.e. 1/ We
opposition, by which the author of an academic text either openly shows
his/her presence in it, (emphatic /) or hides it by the shield of “collective
we”, presenting himself/herself as a part of the academic discourse com-
munity.
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A small-scale research aimed at investigating the differences in
self-identification in academic articles of English and Serbian authors
(Blagojevi¢, 2010) has shown that Serbian academic writers are less apt
to use 7’ in their academic texts in comparison to English ones. As for
the use of the first person plural pronoun, it has been noted that it is three
times more frequently used in the academic texts written by Serbian writ-
ers than those written by English writers. This result coincides with the
one made by Irena Vassileva (1998) who examined the same phenome-
non by comparing Slavic academic discourse (Russian and Bulgarian) to
others (English, German and French). Bearing her results in mind, it can
be said that Serbian writers, similarly to Russian and Bulgarian ones, are
more inclined towards the ‘collaborative approach’ in their academic
writing, i.e. the use of We pronoun, while English writers show more sen-
sitivity to presenting themselves as individuals, ready for the personal re-
sponsibility for their writing. This is also in harmony with S. Cmejrkova’s
(2007, p. 79) findings concerning the same phenomenon in Russian and
Czech academic discourse as well as with her conclusion that “the fact
that / perspective clearly dominates in English and is very rare in Russian
corresponds to the general intuition that whereas Western culture tends
toward individualism, Eastern culture tends toward collectivism”.

GENDER-SENSITIVE WRITING

When discussing gender-sensitive writing, we take into considera-
tion the way academic writers show their awareness of the concept of
gender when writing their academic papers. It means that, if they practice
gender-sensitive writing, they will, for example, always include both
genders when addressing their readers either in a direct or in an indirect
way, or they will write the full names of the writers who they cite in their
works. By this, they will prevent readers from bewildering whether the
cited writer is she or he. As this concept is differently treated among aca-
demics of different cultural backgrounds, it will be discussed with respect
to the two segments of academic writing:

1. the way the references are written in the texts, and

2. the use of gender indicators.

It is an obligation in academic writing that every citation has to be
accompanied by the reference concerning the author of the citation and
his/her work. However, this kind of practice is different not only among
different cultures, but at the first level, among scientific disciplines: for
example, in the so-called hard sciences, there is a widespread practice
that the names of the authors of a citation are indicated only by means of
numbers which are put into square brackets, and later given in the refer-
ence list. This is a standard numerical method (IEEE citation and refer-
ence style) and is mostly used in Electrical, Computer, and Mechanical
Engineering:
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As [1], [2] and [3] demonstrate, the natural course of microprocessor
will likely lead to computers with...

In humanities, however, the author’s surname, accompanied by the
year when the book was published and its page are given immediately
after the citation:

“Teachers of reading are generally in no doubt that the world is an
important language unit unlike linguists who have few difficulties in
arriving at a suitable definition. However, it seems that ‘there is an
apparent contradiction in the attitude of the teacher toward the word as
a unit of language and that of a linguist’” (Weaver, 1967, p. 267).

However, there is a common practice that the first name is given
by its initial letter, which means that the reader cannot tell the author’s
gender. In the case we paraphrase the author’s words, and put his/her
name in the initial position of the sentence, or in parenthesis, the author’s
first name might be fully given, although it is not a rule at all:

M. Rampton (1990) argues persuasively that the notion of ‘native
speaker’ and ‘mother tongue’ are no longer relevant in a multilingual
world.

Leonard Bloomfield (1933), the most noted of the structural
linguists, had a great deal to say about the psychological as-
pects of language learning.

It is not possible to compare the frequency of the words which are
morphologically gender marked in academic texts written by Serbian and
English writers because of the peculiarities of the two languages. Namely,
apart from several cases, such as the nouns acfor/actress, or
waiter/waitress, etc., most English nouns do not possess suffixes which
serve as morphological gender markers. However, the Serbian language is
much richer in this respect, as in the words such as: ucitelj/uciteljica, ¢i-
talac/citateljka, etc. That is why it is impossible to make a comparison in
this respect, as the common platform of comparison, or ‘tertium com-
parationis’ cannot be established. However, since personal pronouns and
possessive adjectives are possible to identify in both languages, gender
denoting signals can refer to these words. Their presence/absence in aca-
demic texts written by Serbian and English academics can indicate whether
their writers have shown a certain degree of gender sensitivity or not.

It is well known that, for a long time, writers in English speaking
countries have been encouraged, and moreover, strongly recommended to
use gender denoting signals while writing their term papers or essays.
This comes from the positive attitude in these countries which promotes
the idea that gender should be explicitly expressed in academic writing,
as in the following example:

“A writer’s development of an appropriate relationship with &is or her
readers is widely seen as central to effective academic persuasion as
writers seek to balance claims for the significance, originality, and
correctness of their work against the convictions and expectations of
their readers...” (Hyland, 2002, p. 215).
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Sometimes, feminine gender is favoured, such as in the
writing of Adrianne Rich:

“The poet today must be twice-born. She must have begun as a poet,
she must have understood the suffering of the world as political, and
have gone through politics, and on the other side of politics she must
be reborn again as a poet” (Rich, 1993, p. 21).

However, in Serbian academic }oractice, there is a great diversity.
This can be illustrated by the research” recently conducted at the Faculty
of Philosophy in NiS. The research examined the type of instructions that
the students were given while getting ready to write their term papers. In
100% of the cases, these instructions did not include the concept of gen-
der sensitivity. Thus, when writing in their mother tongue, Serbian stu-
dents of pedagogy, sociology, history, etc. commonly use the masculine
gender.

The matter was slightly different at the Department of the English
language, where the students have a good insight into English academic
discourse and an idea that the presence of gender indicators in academic
texts should not be neglected. However, most of the examined students,
(in our research it was 212 out of 248) are pretty uncertain whether to use
signals which display gender sensitivity, or not, so they stick to the safe
ground and avoid using them. Instead, they use either impersonal ‘one’ or
plural form of the nouns, the where personal pronoun ‘their’ successfully
hides the gender. The same counts for Serbian academics.

So, in this respect, Serbian academic writing cannot be included in
norm-developed type of writing, which presupposes the inclusion of gen-
der indicators. However, since the discussion on this subject has been ini-
tiated, it might undergo some positive changes.

CONCLUSION

The paper has tried to shed light on some concepts commonly evi-
denced in academic writing of scholars of different cultural backgrounds,
such as the concepts of politeness, persuasiveness, the use of gender
markers and the concept of the author’s self-identification, which, when
misinterpreted, might turn into a potential hindrance to international
communication among the members of the same discourse community.

After these concepts have been presented as culture-based, i.e. de-
pendant on writing habits established within a particular writing culture,
they are discussed in respect to the writing preferences which prevail in

3 This was an informal type of a research comprising 30 teachers and 248 students
from different faculty departments, conducted from May to June 2009 by the author
of this paper.
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English and Serbian academic articles in the following way: 1. the ex-
plicit type of academic rhetoric which is tightly connected to the concept
of politeness is more evidenced in English academic writing than in Ser-
bian, in which the implicit rhetoric is commonly used, 2. while English
writers prefer the use of hedging devices in their writing, Serbian writers
are rather inclined to use the emphatic expressions, 3. unlike English
writers, Serbian writers are reluctant to use / pronoun in their academic
texts — they use “collective we” pronoun three times more frequently than
their English colleagues, 4. Serbian academic writers, unlike English aca-
demic ones, are still unwilling to use gender indicating markers, although
some positive tendencies have been noticed in their recently written aca-
demic texts.

By displaying these findings and referring to the writing habits of
other academic writers (Austrian, Norwegian, Russian and Bulgarian), the
author of the paper has tried to draw the attention of the scholars who
prepare themselves to write for international readership to the concepts
which are treated differently by the members of the multicultural dis-
course community. By understanding these differences, they may arm
themselves with the sufficient amount of knowledge which can facilitate
their academic cross-communication and make it more successful. This
paper is meant to be a contribution to this process.
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SOME CONCEPTS DIFFERENTLY TREATED IN THE
MULTICULTURAL DISCOURSE COMMUNITY (WITH THE
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ACADEMIC WRITING)

Summary

The paper has discussed some concepts which are differently treated by the
academic writers from different cultural backgrounds. These differences are usually
caused by diverse attitudes and cultural inclinations towards certain concepts impor-
tant for academic writing, such as: academic politeness and persuasiveness, the notion
of ‘gender-sensitive’ writing and the manifestation of the author’s presence in the text
(the author’s self-identification).

The concept of academic politeness refers to the way academic writers present
their material to their readers, i.e. whether they explicitly lead readers through the
text, facilitating text comprehension and respecting readers’ time, or leave this task to
readers themselves, respecting their capacities to comprehend and interpret the text on
their own. Therefore, this concept is connected to the explicit and the implicit type of
academic rhetoric — the first, commonly used by Anglo-American academic writers,
and the latter, mostly used by Serbian academics who generally prefer implicit, ‘po-
etic’ type of rhetoric, although they are more and more inclined lately towards the use
of the first type of rhetoric, the explicit one.

Academic persuasiveness is also based on the conventions which exist within
different writing cultures, since the notion of persuasiveness for some academic au-
thors means the exhibition of authority achieved by employment of emphatic devices,
as it is the case with the Serbian academic writing, whereas the academic writing of
Anglo-American academics does not support this attitude. On the contrary, these writ-
ers feel that the use of the expressions of strong assertions may produce on readers an
opposite impression from the expected one.

When discussing the way an academic writer indicates his/her presence in an
academic text, there is an option between the use of the pronoun ‘I’ and the pronoun
‘We’, so called ‘I’/’We’ perspective. This notion is often considered as a sign of ex-
pressing cultural identity in academic writing. The researches in this field have proven
that Serbian academic writers, in comparison to the Anglo-American writers, are less
ready to use the pronoun ‘I’ and are more inclined towards the ‘collaborative ap-
proach’ in their academic writing: they use the ‘We’ pronoun in order to present
themselves as members of an academic community.

‘Gender-sensitive writing’ assumes the use of language indicators by which
academic writers denote gender in their texts, the practice which is common in the
Anglo-American academic writing. However, Serbian academic writers are not
among those who respect this kind of writing convention, although there are certain
tendencies in favour of it, as noticed in resent academic texts produced within Serbian
writing culture. The widespread use of gender-indicators in this written practice is not
possible to achieve unless Serbian academic writers start to appreciate gender-sensi-
tive writing more and stop to consider it a mere convention of peripheral significance
in their academic texts.



