ACADEMIC WRITING  /  DOCTORAL WORKSHOP
[bookmark: _GoBack]Distinctive features of the academic style
Level: PhD / doctoral students   |   Language: English   |   Format: guided workshop and independent writing
Purpose of the practical class
Academic style combines precision, clarity, neutral stance and calibrated certainty. Strong scholarly prose avoids both promotional certainty and unnecessary vagueness.
Learning outcomes
Diagnose imprecise, biased or overstated academic prose.
Edit sentences for measured tone and information density.
Defend purposeful choices about cautious language.
Essential concepts
	Concept
	What it means in research writing

	Precision
	Specify what was measured, by whom, in what conditions and in what units.

	Hedging
	Use may, suggests, is consistent with or in this sample when evidence is limited.

	Economy
	Remove repetition and inflated expressions without deleting essential methodological detail.

	Cohesion
	Make the link between topic sentences, evidence and implications explicit.



Session plan
	Workshop task
	Mode
	Time

	1. Style triage
	Pairs
	15 min

	2. Hedging calibration
	Groups
	20 min

	3. Editing for information density
	Individual
	30 min

	4. Micro peer-review
	Pairs + reflection
	25 min



Practical activities
Activity 1. Style triage  (15 min)
Working format: Pairs
Source material / task situation:
Edit the following original practice sentences: (1) “Obviously, the technique is totally perfect.” (2) “A lot of samples were measured.” (3) “The result was very, very important.” (4) “There is a significant difference” [no test reported]. (5) “It has been scientifically proven forever.” (6) “The sample was heated at a high temperature.”
Instructions:
1.  Mark each error as unsupported certainty, informality, vagueness or missing measurement.
2.  Rewrite each sentence without inventing a value. When information is unavailable, insert a square-bracket placeholder, e.g., [n].
3.  Explain why “significant” is ambiguous unless statistical or practical significance is specified.
Expected output: Six revised sentences and error labels.
	Problem category  [Type your response here]

	Revised wording  [Type your response here]



Activity 2. Hedging calibration  (20 min)
Working format: Groups
Source material / task situation:
Evidence cards: A = twelve independent specimens in one laboratory batch; B = one microscopy image; C = replicated experiments across three laboratories with transparent uncertainty analysis; D = a correlation between two survey variables.
Instructions:
1.  For each card, write a defensible claim using a verb of appropriate certainty.
2.  Rewrite “X causes Y” for Card D without a causal identification design.
3.  Discuss one case where excessive hedging (“perhaps might possibly”) weakens clarity.
Expected output: Four calibrated claims and two brief justifications.
	Evidence card  [Type your response here]

	Appropriate claim  [Type your response here]

	Why this strength?  [Type your response here]



Activity 3. Editing for information density  (30 min)
Working format: Individual
Source material / task situation:
Weak draft: “In the course of the present investigation, it was decided by the investigators that an analysis of the surface samples should be carried out. The specimens were treated in a manner that was believed to make the surfaces rather smooth. The data clearly showed that the process was completely successful, and the findings are of huge importance for everybody.”
Permitted information: 12 samples; profilometer; two groups; mean roughness 1.80 and 1.07 µm; a single batch; no inferential test.
Instructions:
1.  Produce an 80–110-word replacement: research action → instrument → numerical observation → bounded interpretation.
2.  Highlight any active voice you chose and explain whether passive voice would be more useful.
3.  Check terminology, exact units, unsupported adjectives and repetition.
Expected output: An edited paragraph with a 3-item rationale.
	Rewritten paragraph  [Type your response here]

	Three editorial decisions  [Type your response here]



Activity 4. Micro peer-review  (25 min)
Working format: Pairs + reflection
Source material / task situation:
Use your own paragraph from Activity 3 or a paragraph from your research that contains no confidential data.
Instructions:
1.  Review against precision, tone, cohesion, units, consistency and logic (score each 0–2).
2.  Identify one wording choice that is stylistically awkward but scientifically correct.
3.  Agree on two priority edits and implement them.
4.  Write one personal style rule you will apply to future drafts.
Expected output: A before/after excerpt and a mini-style audit.
	Strongest feature  [Type your response here]

	Highest-priority edit  [Type your response here]

	Personal editing rule  [Type your response here]



Independent assignment
Revise 200–250 words from your own dissertation draft. Submit the original, the edited version and a short revision log with at least six justified changes.
Assessment rubric (20 points)
	Criterion
	Max
	What earns full credit

	Scientific accuracy and bounded claims
	4
	Claims are supported; observations and inferences are separated.

	Task completion and required outputs
	4
	All specified components and constraints are addressed.

	Reasoning and critical analysis
	4
	Evidence is connected to the question; alternatives and limits are considered.

	Academic style and structure
	4
	Logical organization, precision, terminology and appropriate tone.

	Referencing, ethics and presentation
	4
	Responsible attribution, consistent units and professional formatting.



Scoring rule: 4 = excellent; 3 = competent with minor omissions; 2 = partial; 1 = major problems; 0 = not demonstrated. Use the same rubric for the in-class deliverable or the homework, as announced by the instructor.
Self-check before submission
☐  Does each important claim connect to evidence that I can identify?
☐  Did I separate observed results from interpretation and speculation?
☐  Are terminology, units and sample descriptions consistent?
☐  Did I acknowledge the most relevant limitation?
☐  Can another reader understand exactly what I produced and why?
Instructor notes / suggested responses
These points support facilitation; they are not the only acceptable answers. Where activities use simulated data or fictional studies, do not present them as genuine research.
“The observed mean was lower” is safer than “the treatment was successful” without success criteria.
Never fabricate missing experimental conditions when editing; use placeholders.
Distinguish statistical significance (requires a specified test) from substantive importance (requires domain justification).
Further reading / official resources
APA Style: Grammar and writing: https://apastyle.apa.org/style-grammar-guidelines
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