Contextual information 


Our contribution for the workshop is a revised and translated version of our 2015 article published in the journal Fremdsprachen Lehren und Lernen. It is primarily a conceptual paper reflecting on the conditions of learning / acquiring academic writing in the context of multilingualism (in Europe, especially in Germany). 

NB: Academic Writing is not necessarily Academic Writing in English (in our case it e.g. could also be in German). 

The draft of our paper is aiming at developing a framework for investigating how learners in Higher Education can acquire the discourse of academic communities and – at the same time - a target language which is not their mother tongue.
  
We understand Academic Writing as an early form of Scientific Writing and at the same time as a form of learning. From a social or social-interactive perspective (Nystrand) on writing / text production we are introducing the concept of “Discourse and Action Space” of Academia / Science by combining Discourse Community (Swales) and Community of Practice (Lave and Wenger). In our opinion students can develop academic literacies (Lillis & Scott) and research literacies (Badenhorst & Guerin) by acting and writing as “legitimate peripheral participants” (Lave & Wenger) in the academic community. Since writing in the academic community both is text production (communicative writing) and knowledge production (epistemic writing), students writing in any other language/s than their mother tongue have to develop both communication skills and academic language proficiency (see BICS and CALP introduced by Cummins: “BICS refers to conversational fluency in a language while CALP refers to students’ ability to understand and express, in both oral and written modes, concepts and ideas that are relevant to success in school” (Cummins 2008: 108)).
   
Many students at universities are studying in other languages than their mother tongue. In order to capture the diversity of the student’s linguistic backgrounds we use the term LX, understood as “any foreign language acquired after the age of 3 years, to any level of proficiency” (Dewaele 2017: 3). We use this term built on the dichotomy of L1 user vs. LX user, because it does not express any superiority but allows equality and complementary and variation within both L1/s and LX/s. 

Our pedagogical reflections on teaching / learning academic writing are built on this observation “that all individuals can be multicompetent users of multiple languages” (Dewaele 2017: 4) and advocate for considering multilingualism not only as a constraint but also an enabler of (learning / acquiring) academic writing / literacies.  We therefor conclude with stressing some of the potentials of a LX writing pedagogy that is based on the needs of an increasingly linguistically heterogeneous student population. 

NB Karl-Heinz is going to present our ideas at the workshop, but we are both very much interested in your feedback –especially in your suggestions for in which direction to develop our paper and to turn into an internationally relevant contribution to the investigation of Academic Writing in multilingual contexts.

Karl-Heinz Pogner (Copenhagen, Denmark) & Dagmar Knorr (Lüneburg, Germany)

!!! Work in progress !!!

From writing to "texting"
[bookmark: _GoBack]Academic text production under the conditions of multilingualism [footnoteRef:1] [1:  Our contribution is a translated and updated version of our German article Knorr & Pogner 2015. ] 


 
Karl-Heinz Pogner (Copenhagen) and Dagmar Knorr (Lüneburg)
 
Academic Writing has achieved a prominent position on political, educational, and scientific agendas. In the context of multilingualism, Academic Writing places high demands on the learners, because it does not only serve the production of text and knowledge, but it also should develop the acquisition of discursive and multilingual competences in academic Discourse Communities and facilitate the peripheral participation in the academic Communities of Practice. Our contribution is aiming at investigating how learners in Higher Education can acquire the discourse of academic communities and – at the same time - a target language (L2, L3,…, Lx). In this context, multilingual competences not only constrain, but also enable academic text and knowledge production. Furthermore, multilingual competences can facilitate linguistic, procedural, and contextual awareness. Our concept of the ‘Discourse and Action Space’ bridges the widely employed didactic approaches of ‘reading the manual’ or ‘learning from the Master’, in order to support the simultaneous development of multilingual and academic skills.



1 The ‘double Foreign/ Second Language’

Academic text production in Higher Education has achieved a prominent position on political, educational, and research agendas (THAISS 2010) - also in the area of Second and /or Foreign Languages (BAZERMAN et al. (eds.) 2010). In Europe, the Bologna process and the discussion of multilingualism in Europe (KNORR/VERHEIN-JARREN (ed.) 2012, HUFEISEN / NEUNER (eds.) 2003) have reassured this importance. In the context of multilingualism, academic text production places high demands on students, because academic writing as “epistemic writing" (BEREITER 1980; MOLITOR 1984) serves not only text production, but also the production of knowledge and insights. It demands simultaneously the acquisition of discursive and multilingual competences in order to enable university (master) students to participate legitimately peripherally (Lave / Wenger1991) in academic communities (POGNER 2012) in the ‘Discourse and Action Space’ of Science (see KNORR / POGNER 2015). 

Our paper aims therefore at exploring how learners in the teaching / learning context of the university simultaneously can acquire two ‘new’ languages and Orders of Discourse (FAIRCLOUGH 2003): a) the language of specific scientific discourses and professional communities and b) a target language (Lx[endnoteRef:1]), which learners should learn / acquire in the domain of academic text production too. Academic writing is understood here as an early form of Scientific Writing (FISCHBACH / SCHINDLER 2012; SCHINDLER 2014: 97f.) and at the same time as a form of learning (POHL/STEINHOFF 2010). The primary and ultimate goal of the students’ text production on the learners’ way becoming academics thus becomes training the art of scientific work and methods - and hereby acquiring academic literacies (LILLIS / SCOTT 2007) and research literacies (BADENHORST & GUERIN 2016). [1:  For the dichotomy of L1 vs. Lx user see Dewaele  2017 and 2016a.] 

 
Multilingual skills affect the academic text production and knowledge production: they can constrain, but also enable. The latter happens when students in “reflection loops” (POGNER 1994) also develop their awareness about language, context and situation, as well as about writing and working processes - besides acquiring professional knowledge. Aiming at supporting the expansion of the students’ multilingual and academic skills (cf. CUMMINS 2000 and 2008), in the remainder of our contribution we are trying to build a bridge between the widespread educational pathways of ‘Read the Manual’ [“Gebrauchsanweisungen”] and ‘Learn from the Master’ ["Meisterlehre] (KALUZA 2009) to acquire academic literacies by introducing the concept of the Discourse and Action Space (DAS) of academic discourse communities (KNORR / POGNER 2015).
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2 Towards a process and context oriented writing pedagogy

In the Anglo-American countries, there is a rather long tradition of teaching and learning genre-specific text production  in Academic Writing and Writing, Writing in the Disciplines and Writing across the Curriculum (cf. TANG 2012 and  2010 HYLAND 2007). In other countries, Scientific Writing and academic text production at universities first in the 1980s have become decent subjects of research and teaching (cf. RUHMANN 2014). Teaching and training in Academic Writing has been considered as unnecessary, as it was assumed that  academic literacy and adequate writing skills and competences would develop automatically as a spin off or “alongside in the course of secondary education, so to speak" (EHLICH/STEETS 2003: 1, translation by KHP). 
 
[bookmark: h.xeqskse3ii64]
2.1 Modelling the cognitive process of writing 
HAYES/FLOWER’s (1980) influential process model distinguishes three stages of the writing process: planning, translating (formulating), and revising. BEREITER /SCARDAMALIA (1987) have added a temporal and developmental dimension to this cognitive problem-solution model, i.e. that of a gradual development from knowledge-telling to knowledge-transforming. They show, what enormous cognitive performance writers are accomplishing when they move from associative writing to a more reader-oriented writing, and when they learn to distinguish between a subject problem space and a linguistic problem space.
 
The cognitive research of writing processes has led to the following findings in research and teaching: the writing process consists of different sub-processes; processes advance recursively and non-linearly in writing; writers jump from process to process in accordance with their (writing) goals. The production process is organized hierarchically in a problem-solution structure. Writers create a hierarchical network of goals and plans, which, in turn, help guiding the writing process. Writing research focusses on the influence of long-term and working memory in language production, since they are regarded as the central units for formulation processes (cf. HAYES 2012). Research on the influence of multilingual contexts applies these problem-solving and formulation processes as points of departure for academic writing.
 
2.2 From cognition to text and context 
The question how texts are produced by writers has been expanded to the question how knowledge and meaning are co-created and negotiated by writers and readers. Academic writing as “epistemic writing” (BEREITER 1980, MOLITOR 1984) or “heuristic writing” (HERMANNS 1988) not only fulfills communication purposes, but also serves as thinking and learning tool. Metaphorical speaking, text production and knowledge production in the scientific academic discourse should be modeled as to sides of the same coin. 

The increasing emphasis on the context and the social dimension in writing research has led to the extension of the individual cognitive paradigm to a social-cognitive (FLOWER 1994) and even further to social-interactive approach (NYSTRAND 1989). Cognition becomes situated cognition; text production is depending on the socio-cultural factors and interactions within and outside of the teaching / learning context. What writers do during the writing process can neither be dissolved from the conditions, under which they write, nor from their motivations and intentions. Writing is thus primarily a form of social action (POGNER 1999). Two basic positions can be distinguished: (1) either communities and their norms and standards for and expectations towards texts shape the individuals’ writing and texts - or the other way round, the writers’ texts socially construct, shape and change reality and communities. (2) There is a reciprocal relationship between production and social context, as well as between individual writers and discourse communities (DCs) and communities of practice (CoP) with their form and language systems (POGNER 2003; Pogner 2007).

Text production as part of the production of knowledge in the academic and scientific Action and Discourse Space (DAS) requires therefore in addition to linguistic skills and competences also strategic and socio-cognitive skills, as well as text and genre competences. Discourse Communities (Swales 1990) play an important role for text production, because they shape what readers of the respective texts expect concerning content, language, form, and style. Research communities and professional communities are constituted by their discourse (cf. BAZERMAN 1988, SWALES 1990).

In the following we will discuss the conditions of text production in the Action and Discourse Space (DAS) of 'Science and Research ' and then examine the peculiarities of Lx text production.
 
[bookmark: h.dbwoklukf0u8]2.3 Text production in the scientific Discourse and Action Space
Producing texts in the Discourse and Action Space 'Science and Research' is shaped under specific conditions (cf. EHLICH/STEETS (ed.) 2003), since this space is subject to cultural, linguistic and technical influences (constrained), on the other hand it generates further restrictions (constraining) (cf. YERRICK/GILBERT 2011 and JAKOBS 1999). In addition, each University (sometimes even each Department) has its own traditions, which is reflected in their way of producing, representing, and disseminating knowledge (cf. KRUSE/CHITEZ 2012). The challenges, that multilingual students face, are unfortunately very often reduced by the teachers to language problems in the target language, i.e. reduced to the linguistic dimensions of literacy and writing competencies (cf. KNORR/NEUMANN (ed.) 2014). Concerning these language issues, universities’ writing consultants trained in writing pedagogy can counteract and supportively intervene (cf. KNORR et al., 2014) by together with the students finding out, what dimensions of literacy competency or language proficiency causes the difficulties.

BECKER-MROTZEK/SCHINDLER (2007) distinguish between a requirement dimension [“Anforderungsdimension”] and a knowledge dimension [“Wissensdimension”] of academic literacy. Requirements include vocabulary, syntax, text patterns, reader orientation, orthography, and media. Knowledge is divided into declarative knowledge (what?) and procedural knowledge (how?) as well as problem-solving knowledge and metacognitive knowledge (meta-knowledge).

Difficulties in the areas of vocabulary and syntax are generally quickly identified. The teaching and acquisition of linguistic knowledge can be out-sourced partially to L1 or L2 language departments including Language or Specific Purposes (LSP).  Procedural and meta-cognitive knowledge about their own challenges or problems can help writers to use tools (such as dictionaries etc.) in a more productive way in order to overcome their linguistic difficulties. When it comes to developing and enhancing skills in the areas of text patterns and reader orientation, complex bodies of knowledge have to be built up; they are only covered in a very few teaching materials (e.g. in FANDRYCH 2012, see also the handbook of BOOTH / COLOMB / WILLIAMS 32008). Recurring linguistic and textual patterns can be used to build up the learners own language skills. If the learners discover these patterns in their reception processes, they can gradually use and integrate them into their language production and their routines. For scientific text productions, FEILKE (2012) has documented such routines on different text levels. How experienced a writer is, how many routines s/he has developed is also an expression for the degree and level of his/her writing experience and text production skills. This counts both for mother tongue or multilingual writers. The difficulties are as higher for multilingual (Lx) writers, the lower their knowledge in the areas of vocabulary and syntax is. The availability of linguistic knowledge then turns from a resource into a restriction (cf. KRUSE/JAKOBS 1999: 22)
 
Academic text production adds further challenges to the writing process. Those challenges arise due to the nature of the (writing) task and the acquired and available knowledge. The production of scientific texts as a form of scientific knowledge transformation or even knowledge production constitutes a discourse (AUER/BASSLER 2007). In this discourse the text texts become interrelated (intertextuality) via the speech acts of quoting, paraphrasing, and referencing (cf. JAKOBS 1999). How this intertextuality is materialized linguistically, is different from discipline to discipline (and by the way, from study program to study program).  

In the case of reader orientation, discourse rules play an important role. When students acquire knowledge of a subject area, they not acquire content knowledge, but they also get to know the discourse of the contributing authors, scientific approaches, perspectives, standpoints and fundamental discourse rules. They are socialized into a discourse and into a discourse community (POGNER 2012). The learning of discourse rules and conventions takes place more or less explicitly: often the students are told which referencing conventions or citation style they have to follow and how a bibliography has to look though. Although, the ‘why’ keeps usually hidden in the dark, they do not learn, what functions these conventions in and for the discourse have, when looking at research as a craft and a dialogue.  

From a writing pedagogy perspective, questions about the function of citations and references, and about what linguistic idioms can be used to enact them, are substantially relevant and important. In order to build up an understanding of the purpose of the speech acts of referencing and citing, teachers and learners should go back to analyzing the ongoing discourse and its conventions in the light of the ultimate goal of the academic discourse community in question, namely producing new knowledge on the particular research field. (cf. POGNER 1999: 283-288). In a research survey, for example, it is important to show the different positions of different researchers in order to position one’s own contribution in one’s own voice (SCHOSTAK / SCHOSTAK 2013) in the discourse and to “create a research space” (SWALES 1990) for one’s own contribution.  GRÆFEN/MOL (2011) have listed German linguistic means of reviewing different research positions; an English equivalent by Manchester University can be found under http://www.phrasebank.manchester.ac.uk/ ; www.mumis-unicomm.de  record German and English expressions (see also KNAPP TIMMERMAN 2012). The limits of using such lists quickly become obvious when they are used in authentic text production, because the use of modal particles, the syntactic embedding or reviewing a complex discourse will change the meaning of the listed linguistic tokens according to the co- and context. 

Particularly, reproducing scientific discourse is perceived as a big challenge by students with little experience of scientific text production, since reading and reception processes are the basis for the production processes leading to texts in an adequate language (LSP) and style (cf. POHL 2010). Receptive processes and skills, particularly those of "text mining" (GREENE 1992), are therefore considered essential for the successful text production in the Discourse and Action Space of science (JAKOBS 1999). During the formulation processes scientific texts are often consulted as sources to update or re-enact the topic knowledge (JAKOBS 1997: 83f.). These information seeking and retrieving processes in scientific source texts (cf. KNORR 1998) sometimes interrupt and disturb the writing flow, which again has a direct (negative) influence on text quality (cf. BREUER 2015). This applies particularly for text production in writing in L2/Lx (cf. CHENOWETH/HAYES 2001); because in this case not only information and knowledge about the topic are searched for; but also for right words. Hence GRIESHAMMER (2011: 34) describes L2 writing process as more ‘susceptible to disturbance’ as L1 writing processes. Lack of information usually makes experienced and professional writers not to interrupt the flow of their text production (cf.  POGNER 1999: 269f.). They write remarks and reminders to themselves into the text and at a later point check the lacking information and incorporate into the text (POGNER 1999: 269; cf. HEINE/KNORR / ENGBERG 2015). People with less writing experience are more likely to interrupt their writing. When the drafting process once is interrupted, this may lead to the risk that he will not be continued. In manuals and guides about writing always include tips to turn off distracting factors which could lead to displacement activities or substitute acts (cf. e.g. ESSELBORN-KRUMBIEGEL 2004: 212).
 
2.4 Discourse Communities and Text genres 
Discourse communities are groups with common rules for language and its use; the community’s members feel connected due to their common discourse.  (BIZELL 1994) Members of discourse communities share assumptions about what objects are considered appropriate to be researched and discussed, with which methods these objects/could be investigated , what   results are valid and conclusive and about what formal conventions  to comply with (cf. POGNER 1999: 44-62). The Discourse Community determines also the manner in which its members define problems, set goals and establish criteria. Within this framework, the writers operate relatively free due to their own goals, strategies and criteria to explore relevant problems, challenges, and topics, to assess and evaluate options and to select between (linguistic) alternatives. 

Discourse Communities determine what readers expect of the respective text concerning content and form. Research communities and professional communities are constituted by ‘their’ texts, genres, intertextuality (PORTER 1986) and inter-discursivity (ORTEN 2010). The discourse that connects the community, takes place in genres as research articles, conference presentations, as well as in project proposals, reviews, debates, controversies, in blogs or popular articles of the members (cf. BRUCE 2008, SACHTLEBER 1993). Scientific genres are ‘owned’ by Discourse Communities (cf. SWALES 1990) and reflect the preferences, values, and norms of the scientific Discourse Community in question. Genres virtually constitute Discourse Communities and simultaneously serve readers as an orientation utility when reading the scientific texts. The enculturation or socialization into a Discourse Community involves also the learning of genre conventions. Belonging to a community can be demonstrated by declarative and procedural discourse knowledge and know how (skills).
 
Genres - in the sense of text linguistics (cf. GRAEFFEN 1997 about ‘genre’ vs. ‘text type’) - are classes of writing events -or more generally; of communicative events - that serve the same communicative goals of a Discourse Community. They are determined by what in a Discourse Community can be said and how it can be said /written concerning content, style, structure, etc. (cf. SWALES 1990: 45-58). As “recurrent patterns of language use” (MILLER 1984: 155) they help to construct typified actions within typified rhetorical situations (cf. BAZERMAN 1988: 319) and regularize “communication, interaction, and relations “(BAZERMAN 1988:62).  The concept of genre hence refers to standardized (rhetorical) acts, which in turn are based on recurring situations.

The acquisition of these acts can only be obtained by repeatedly doing them.  Didactic strategies like easing the cognitive burden by “scaffolding” (GIBBONS 2002, HAMMOND/GIBBONS 2005, KNIFFKA 2010) or writing consultancy (KNORR 2014), awareness of and reflection about the scientific Discourse and Action Space of the scientific Discourse Community in question (POGNER 1999: 280-288), can support these acquisition processes. The goal of these learning and acquisition processes is to help students exploiting optimally their "zone of proximal development" (VYGOTSKI [1934] 2001) and the potentials of their multilingualism for the sake of becoming competent in the ‘double Foreign/Second Language (Lx)’.

In the remainder of our paper we will examine more closely the conditions and means of a writing pedagogy in the context of multilingualism. Our endeavor aims at developing a pedagogy for learning/acquiring “research as a second language” (cf. BASBØL 2012: 444-445), a language that has to be learned by advanced learners / students in order to become able to participate in the (periphery of the) academic conversation.
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3. Double Foreign / Second language learning: Multilingual Academic Writing and Academic  Multiliteracy

The production of foreign scientific text requires much of the writers: they must write a text which meets the discourse and genre specific conventions as well as the target-language’s requirements. This is already a challenge for skilled and experienced writers that are competent in the target language (STEINHOFF 2007, 132). It can only be accomplished by intensively engaging with the conventions of the target language. Although handbooks and anthologies for Second and Foreign Language writing and Scientific/Academic writing exist nowadays (CASTELLÓ/DANAHUE (eds.) 2011, BJÖRK et al. 2003) and the Journal of Second Language Writing has been published in 25 years, no coherent, broadly accepted theory of (academic) writing under the conditions of multilingualism (Lx) can be found at the moment. 

From the empirical L2 writing research, however, some trends can be derived: L1- and L2 writing processes are quite similar. Differences exist however in the frequency and type of the execution of the sub-processes, in particularly the planning and formulation processes. In the case of the planning processes one can distinguish between strategies for coping with academic text production tasks in general and specific text planning in particular. General text production strategies relate to the level of practice in dealing with scientific literature, including research and reading processes, routines of citing, referencing, and paraphrasing. We assume that these strategies from L1 along with discourse and genre knowledge, which can be understood as elements of academic “literacies” (LILLIS / SCOTT 2007), can be utilized for writers and learners in multilingual contexts (L2 and Lx) too (cf. KNORR et al. 2015). 

Learners should be encouraged to individually try out different strategies – including translating, translanguaging and codemeshing (CANAGARAJAH 2013, 2011 and 2004) - in order to find out how to make the best use of all existing resources (LANGE 2012) to be able to take advantage of all available languages (Lx) for easing the cognitive load and for gaining from positive transfer processes during formulation processes. Therefore Lange’s strategies include the different forms of language mixture and translation processes. Similarly promotes GÖPFERICH (2015) to examine if increased translation skills could improve the quality of text production in L2. LANGE’S and GÖPFERICH’s goals are like ours to reduce the double cognitive load of simultaneously learning a new target language (L2, Lx) and the language of a scientific Discourse Community and to give writers the option to build up establishing foreign language literacy. Those goals can only be achieved if text production gets a prominent role in teaching and learning. GÖPFERICH (2015) calls for a mix of courses with instructions for writing and individual student coaching in writing centers to provide the best possible conditions for the acquisition of Academic Writing skills and competences in L1 and L2. We assume that this also should be utilized for multilingual contexts (Lx) and multilingual competence (BRINKSCHULTE 2016 and BRINKSCHULTE / STOIAN / BORGES 2015).
[bookmark: h.ynpelm8cq9iw] 
4 Conclusions: From writing to "texting" 
To produce a text which complies with the professional, disciplinary, and linguistic requirements of the Discourse Community in question, complex actions and skills are required – and they must be carried out at the same time. HAYES / FLOWER (1980) use the image of juggling with restrictions (juggling constraints) for describing this situation. Experts are those who succeed to keep a lot of ‘balls’ flying in the air. Keeping in this metaphor, it is immediately obvious, that every attempt to juggle simultaneously with 6 or 8 balls without exercise is doomed to fail. Reduction of complexity and easing the cognitive load in the sense of scaffolding support the process of acquiring sufficient ‘dexterity’ to gradually increase the ‘number of balls’, i.e. complexity.  The same counts for Academic and Scientific Writing: If students developed an awareness of the fact that text production can be broken down into partial actions, processes, and tasks, and if they got the opportunity to practice these partial tasks and to increase constantly the complexity, they should have gained as much writing experience at the end of their studies, that their master thesis would meet the requirements of a scientific text.

Teachers (in whatever subject they might teach) can support the learning process by regularly integrating writing tasks and training in their courses and by increasing the complexity of the tasks appropriately. The writing tasks should take into consideration: 

· the students’ language proficiency/ies, 
· the requirements of scientific texts, 
· and the expectations of the discourse community/ies.

At the same time writing tasks should give room for the development of writing proficiency and text production competences.

Particularly, teachers have to give attention to the Lx writers’ situation and their acquisition of scientific text competence (cf. DIRIM 2013; HÄGI /KNAPP 2012). It is especially important to appreciate Lx students’ multilingual competencies. Linguistic heterogeneity in study groups demands a lot of teachers – not at least the discussion about what standards and quality criteria for the students’ texts could and should applied. For students, it is already useful, when teachers reveal their expectations towards text products. These expectations should however not be restricted to formal criteria, but also include linguistic, communicative, and structural requirements of academic text production and knowledge production.
 
Students, especially those who have not produced academic texts in their L1, wish not only feedback on the content of their texts, but also on their linguistic skills (NEUMANN 2013: 67). A writing pedagogy, geared to the needs of multilingual students, should comply with this request. The students’ reflection on the development of their own competences can be supported by various instruments: portfolio work and incorporating authentic writing tasks in class (cf. BRÄUER/SCHINDLER 2011), and practicing sub-processes and sub-tasks of academic / scientific text production, which can place e.g.  as in ‘papers about controversies’ (“Kontroversenreferat”; STEINHOFF 2008) or by using digital media in ‘controversies labs’ (cf. “Kontroversenlabor”;  LEHNEN/ SCHÜLER/STEINSEIFFER 2014). The immersion into an authentic scientific discourse of a scientific community makes it possible to experience the mechanisms and requirements of the scientific community and to experience text and knowledge production as social interaction and construction (cf.  BRÄUER/SCHINDLER 2011) - even if students only "peripherally" participate in the discourse and practice of the knowledge production in the scientific community (cf. LAVE/WENGER 1991; YERRICK / GILBERT 2011). 
 
An Lx writing pedagogy, which is based on the needs of an increasingly linguistically heterogeneous student population, faces a variety of challenges, but also offers many possibilities:
 
· The appreciation of the students’ individual language competences and skills should be the starting point for any Lx pedagogy since language is the resource, from which  knowledge, texts and discourses are drawn. 
· Academic text production takes place under specific conditions, which students do not know students when they enter the Discourse and Action Space 'Science'. It is therefore necessary to show and explain these conditions. 
· The students’ academic literacies (LILLIS / SCOTT 2007) and research literacies (BADENHORST / GUERIN 2016) develop and get expanded. Academic literacies (CUMMINS’ (2008) CALPs) built on existing literacy experiences (CUMMINS’ (2008) BICS or CALPS in another language). Here the potential of multilingualism can be unfolded: multilingual students / learners have a higher sensitivity to language requirements of academic literacies. In the multilingual classroom teachers could use these competencies to address the specifics of everyday scientific language, language for specific purposes, and academic language – probably also in a contrastive way.  
· In this way, the requirements of the Discourse and Action Space (DAS) ‘Science and Research’ can be investigated researched and acquired by all students (L1 and Lx). This investigation and exploration of the DAS should always be linked to the respective subject matter, because then linguistic interaction (communication) reveals its function and meaning in the Discourse Community. 
· The learning effects for students are obvious: they work simultaneously with the subject matter, train their language awareness, and acquire also linguistic skills and competences in the languages with which they work. 
· Reading scientific texts in other languages (than their L1 or English) would also allow students to pursue developing and improving their academic literacies in other languages. 

In this way, an academic teaching / learning situation can emerge, where all involved students (and teachers) collaboratively work on developing their  academic, professional and linguistic skills and competencies  - and where, at the same time, the challenges of the ‘double foreign language’ could be overcome by L2 and Lx students.
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