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SCIENTIFIC DISCOURSE AND THE PRACTICE OF ACADEMIC WRITING:
A COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS IN LAW, COMPUTER SCIENCE, AND MANAGEMENT
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This article explores academic writing as a key component of scientific discourse, focusing on its role in structuring
knowledge, shaping disciplinary identities, and legitimizing professional practices. While academic writing is often viewed
as a universal form governed by shared conventions of clarity, coherence, and evidence-based reasoning, it demonstrates
significant variation across disciplines, reflecting distinct epistemological traditions, methodological approaches, and com-
municative purposes. The study adopts a comparative perspective on three domains (law, computer science, and man-
agement) highlighting how structural, lexical, and rhetorical choices align with the priorities of each field. Legal writing is
characterized by definitional precision, formulaic expressions, and reliance on precedent, which serve to stabilize concepts
and ensure institutional authority. In contrast, computer science texts emphasize innovation, methodological transparency,
and terminological dynamism, frequently introducing acronyms, compounds, and neologisms to capture rapidly evolving
concepts. Management writing combines technical terminology with evaluative and metaphorical language, creating a
hybrid discourse that seeks both analytical rigor and persuasive appeal for decision-making and practical application.
Despite these contrasts, the three domains also share common features, including the systematic use of definitions, con-
sistent terminology, and rhetorical strategies that frame arguments within accepted scholarly norms. All rely on specific
strategies of knowledge representation and argumentation to make claims credible, whether through reference to author-
ity, empirical validation, or strategic framing of evidence. The findings suggest that academic writing should be viewed not
as a uniform practice but as a discipline-specific activity shaped by epistemic commitments and communicative goals.

Key words: academic writing, scientific discourse, law, computer science, management, disciplinary variation, struc-
ture, lexicon, rhetoric.

CratTa npucBaYeHa aHani3y akagemiyHoro nucbMa sk KIH4YOBOrO KOMMOHEHTa HayKOBOMO AMCKYPCY 3 aKLEHTOM Ha
MOro pornb y CTPYKTYPYBaHHI 3HaHb, hopMyBaHHI AUCUMNMIHAPHUX 0CObNMBOCTEN Ta BigobpaxeHHi NpodeciiHnX npak-
TUK. Xo4a akageMiyHe NMCbMO YacTo PO3rMAAacTbCs AK yHiBepcanbHa hopma, Lo PerynioeTbes CiNlbHUMKU NpUHLMNaMn
SICHOCTI, MOCNIQOBHOCTI Ta JOKA30BOCTi, BOHO AEMOHCTPYE CYTTEBI BiAMIHHOCTI MiX AucumniiHamu, WO BigobpaxarTb
Pi3Hi enicTeMonorivHi Tpaguuii, METOAONOriYHI NigXoAN Ta KOMYHIKaTUBHI Wini. Y cTaTTi NOPIBHIOTLCA TpU ranysi (npasa,
KOMM'IOTEPHUX HayK Ta MEHEMXXMEHTY) ANs 3'ACyBaHHSA TOrO, K CTPYKTYPHI, NEKCUYHI Ta pUTOPUYHI 0cobnmBoCTi akage-
MiYHMX TEKCTIB CMiBBIGHOCATLCS 3 NpiopUTETaMM KOXHOI 3 HUX. AKadeMidHe NMMCbMO Y cdepi NpaBa BUPI3HAETLCSA TOYHICTHO
AediHiuin, opMynboBaHNMMU BMpa3aMmn Ta OMOPOKD HAa NpeuedeHT, Wwo 3abe3nevye cTabinbHICTb NOHATD i IHCTUTYLINHY
aBTOPUTETHICTb. TEKCTU 3 KOMM'IOTEPHUX HaYK, HaBMakW, 30CEPEdXYOTbCA Ha iHHOBALIMHOCTI, NPO30pOCTi METOAoNOrii
Ta AMHaMi3Mi TEPMiHOMOrii, YacTO BMKOPMUCTOBYHOUM aKpOHiMK, CIOBOCKNaAaHHS 1 HEOMoriaM1 AN MO3HA4YEHHS LWBUAKO
3MiHIOBaHMX KOHUENTIB. Y cdepi MeHegXXMeHTY akageMiyHe NMCbMO MOEHYE TEXHIYHY TEPMIHOMOTi0 3 OLHHO Ta MeTa-
POPUYHOD NEKCUKOI, CTBOPHOKOYU TIBPUAHWUIA OUCKYPC, LLO NparHe sk aHaniTM4HOi TOYHOCTI, TaK i NePEeKOHNMBOCTI Ans
NPUAHATTA pillEHb | NPAKTUYHOMO 3acTocyBaHHS. onpu BiAMIHHOCTI, YCi TpU ranysi MalTb CMifbHI pUCK: CUCTEMATUYHE
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BMKOPUCTaHHA AediHilii, ycTaneHy TepMiHOMOrio Ta PUTOPWUYHI cTparterii, WO CNpusATb apryMmeHTadii. Yci BoOHu cnu-
patoTbCsa Ha cneumdivHi cTpaTterii penpeseHTaLii 3HaHb Ta apryMeHTauii, Wwob 3pobutn TBepAXKEHHA NEPEKOHNNBUMMN —
Yyepes NocunaHHs Ha aBTOPUTET, eMNIPUYHY NepeBipKy abo cTpaTeriyHe nogaHHsA 4oKasiB. Pedynbsrati 4ocnigkeHHs cBia-
YyaTb, WO akageMiyHe NUCbMO Crig pO3rMsAAaTh He SK YHicbikoBaHy NpakTuKy, a Sk AUCUMNAiHAPHO 3yMOBIEHY LiSNbHICTb,
sika POPMYETHCS eniCTEMONONYHNUMM YCTaHOBKaMM Ta KOMYHIKaTUBHUMM 3aBAAHHAMM.

KniouoBi cnoBa: akagemiyHe NMCbMO, HayKOBMI AUCKYPC, MPaBo, KOMM'IOTEPHI HAYKW1, MEHEXKMEHT, AncumniiHapHa
BapiaTMBHICTb, CTPYKTYpa, NeKcuka, putopurka, penpeseHTauis 3HaHb.

Introduction. Academic writing is a central com-
ponent of scientific discourse, serving not only as a
means of communicating research findings but also
as a tool for constructing disciplinary identities, legit-
imizing knowledge, and shaping professional prac-
tices. Despite the universality of its conventions, aca-
demic writing varies significantly across disciplines,
reflecting differences in epistemological traditions,
methodological approaches, and communicative
needs [1]. In this regard, a comparative perspective
allows for a deeper understanding of how academic
texts function as both linguistic and cognitive arti-
facts in specific professional domains.

Law, computer science, and management represent
three fields that demonstrate notable contrasts in their
discourse practices. Legal writing is characterized
by conservatism, reliance on precedent, and the
frequent use of formulaic expressions and stipulative
definitions. Computer science, by contrast, tends
toward innovation, precision, and rapid lexical
change, manifested in compounding, acronyms, and
neologisms. Management occupies an intermediate
position, combining technical terminology with
metaphorical and evaluative expressions aimed at
persuasion and strategic communication. These
disciplinary distinctions underscore the need for a
comparative study of academic writing as an essential
dimension of scientific discourse.

The present article explores the interplay
between academic writing and scientific discourse
in the selected fields. It examines how terminology,
rhetorical strategies, and textual structures operate to
achieve disciplinary goals, establish authority, and
facilitate knowledge transfer.

The aim of this article is to investigate the role
of academic writing in structuring and shaping
scientific discourse, with a particular focus on the
comparative analysis of legal, computer science,
and management texts. Research tasks are: to
outline the theoretical foundations of academic
writing as a component of scientific discourse;
to analyze the structural, lexical, and rhetorical
features of academic texts in law, computer
science, and management; to identify discipline-
specific strategies of knowledge representation and
argumentation in the selected fields; to compare
similarities and differences in the practice of
academic writing across the three domains. The

study is based on legal, computer science and
management texts presented in BNC [15].

Literature overview. Research on academic
discourse highlights that writing conventions are
strongly shaped by disciplinary epistemologies,
reflected in structural, lexical, and rhetorical choices
[1]. Comparative studies show that different fields
favor distinct ways of packaging information and
positioning the author, with “hard” and “soft”
sciences diverging in complexity and stance [2].

A key concern is grammatical and phrasal
complexity. Academic writing tends toward dense
nominal structures, subordination, and information
packaging, distinguishing it from conversation [4].
However, corpus studies reveal variation in syntactic
strategies across contexts, with advanced writing
often shifting from clausal subordination to phrasal
compression [6], [13]. Nominalization is especially
salient as a resource for abstraction and cohesion,
though its frequency and function differ across
genres [14].

Pedagogical research stresses that complexity is
functional rather than uniform. Students must learn
when subordination, nominalization, or phrasal
modification best fit communicative goals [4], [6].
Corpus-based analyses show that metadiscourse,
evidentials, and terminological framing are shaped
by genre norms, underscoring the value of discipline-
specific corpora in instruction [2].

Beyond linguistic features, socialization into
academic communities is crucial. International
doctoral students, in particular, face challenges
related to feedback, publishing, and adapting to
implicit conventions [5], [7], [9], [10], [11], [12].
Studies recommend scaffolded feedback, supervisor
support, and structured templates to help novices
build academic identity and coherence [8], [11].

Recent work also considers the role of artificial
intelligence, which offers both opportunities for
guided noticing of linguistic patterns and risks
of overreliance [3]. Used responsibly, Al tools
can enhance awareness of clause—phrase balance,
hedging, and citation practices, but they must be
embedded in integrity-focused pedagogy.

Results. Academic texts in law, computer science,
and management demonstrate marked contrasts in
their structural, lexical, and rhetorical organization,
reflecting the distinct ways each discipline constructs
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and transmits knowledge. Structurally, legal writing
is often built around codified patterns such as
definitions, stipulations, and hierarchically ordered
clauses, with frequent reliance on cross-references
to statutes or precedent. By contrast, computer
science writing typically follows the logic of problem
statement, methodological exposition, experimental
design, and results reporting, often supported by
tables, figures, or pseudocode. Management texts
usually adopt a problem-analysis-recommendation
sequence or hypothesis-driven research design,
with sections devoted to practical implications and
stakeholder perspectives.

Lexically, legal discourse is characterized by
conservative terminology, reliance on Latin and
French borrowings, and formulaic expressions
that ensure precision and institutional authority.
It favors nominal density and performative verbs
such as shall and must, which leave little room for
interpretive ambiguity. Computer science discourse,
by contrast, abounds in acronyms, compounds,
and neologisms that emerge rapidly in step with
technological innovation. Its vocabulary emphasizes
operational clarity and technical taxonomy, leading to
compressed multi-word noun phrases. Management
writing, meanwhile, blends technical terminology
with evaluative and strategic vocabulary, often
relying on metaphors drawn from warfare, biology, or
economics. Its lexical repertoire balances specialized
terms with accessible business lexis to reach both
academic and practitioner audiences.

Rhetorically, legal texts cultivate authority
and stability, grounding claims in precedent and
statutory authority, with limited hedging in operative
clauses. Their persuasive force derives from
institutional legitimacy and the intertextual weight
of established sources. Computer science writing
relies on transparency, benchmarking, and empirical
validation, employing cautious claims qualified by
statistical evidence or comparative results. Its rhetoric
appeals to reproducibility and novelty. Management
texts, in turn, are shaped by their dual orientation
toward scholarship and practice. They combine
empirical warrant with persuasive framing to
legitimize recommendations, frequently using stance
markers, boosters, and explicit reader engagement to
align with managerial decision-making.

Taken together, these disciplinary contrasts
reveal that academic discourse is neither structurally
nor rhetorically uniform but adapts its complexity,
lexical choices, and argumentative strategies to the
epistemological priorities of the field. Legal discourse
prioritizes precision and continuity, computer science
values clarity and innovation, while management

emphasizes applicability and persuasion. These
differences underscore the importance of approaching
academic writing as discipline-specific practice,
shaped as much by communicative goals as by
linguistic convention.

In law, knowledge is represented through
definitional precision, taxonomic ordering of
concepts, and a dense intertextual web of authorities.
Terms are stipulated at the outset to delimit scope;
categories such as tort, contract, and property are
stabilized through lineage to statutes and precedent;
and meaning is anchored by canons of interpretation.
Argumentation proceeds by marshaling hierarchical
sources (constitutional provisions, statutes, binding
and persuasive cases) while distinguishing ratio
decidendi from obiter dicta. Claims are advanced
through analogical reasoning to prior cases, careful
treatment of counter-authority, and tightly controlled
deontic modality that minimizes ambiguity in
operative clauses. The IRAC sequence (issue, rule,
application, conclusion) functions as a shared
argumentative pattern, ensuring that conclusions
appear as the necessary outgrowth of rules applied to
facts rather than as mere opinion.

In computer science, knowledge takes form
as formal definitions, algorithmic specifications,
and modular decompositions that render problems
tractable. Concepts are encoded in notations,
pseudocode, and diagrams that prioritize unambiguous
semantics and reusability. Argumentation is
evidentially anchored in reproducibility: authors
specify datasets, hyperparameters, baselines, and
evaluation metrics; they situate contributions against
related work; and they calibrate claims through
benchmarking, statistical testing, ablation studies,
and error analyses. Where appropriate, proofs
of correctness or complexity provide deductive
warrant, while open-sourced code and data extend
the argumentative force into verifiable practice.
The persuasive arc hinges less on rhetorical flourish
than on transparency of method and demonstrable
improvement over accepted standards.

In management, knowledge 1is represented
through integrative frameworks that mediate between
theory and application. Constructs are introduced
via conceptual models, strategy matrices, causal
path diagrams, and operational definitions of key
performance indicators that make phenomena legible
to decision makers. Argumentation blends empirical
warrant with pragmatic feasibility: hypotheses or
propositions are tested through quantitative analyses,
cases, or mixed methods; findings are translated
into scenarios, risk-benefit assessments, and
implementation roadmaps; and recommendations are
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justified by triangulating evidence with stakeholder
constraints and market logics. Persuasion relies on
audience design (explicit signposting, calibrated
hedging and boosting, and narrative problem-
solution-impact sequencing) to move readers from
diagnosis to action without sacrificing analytical
rigor.

Across the three fields, then, discipline-specific
strategies align with distinct epistemic commitments.
Law privileges stability and legitimacy through
definition, categorization, and authority-driven
reasoning; computer science privileges formalization,
operationalization, and empirical verification
under conditions of reproducibility; management
privileges integrative modeling and consequential
reasoning oriented to decision and implementation.
These differences shape not only how knowledge
is packaged (legal clauses, algorithmic modules,
managerial frameworks) but also how claims earn
their right to be believed: by fidelity to precedent,
by transparent and testable performance, or by
demonstrable value under real-world constraints.

Academic writing in law, computer science,
and management shows both similarities and clear
differences, which reflect how each field understands
knowledge and how arguments are made credible. In
all three areas, writers are expected to situate their
claims in relation to earlier work, use evidence that
is accepted within the discipline, and organize their
arguments in a way that is logical and transparent
to the reader. Each field also relies on cohesion
devices such as definitions, consistent terminology,
and metadiscourse to guide the reader through the
argument. These shared practices highlight the
common academic aim of making reasoning explicit,
verifiable, and open to discussion.

At the same time, structural patterns differ. Legal
texts are organized around definitions, rules, and their
applications, often following a sequence that leads
from issue identification to conclusion. Computer
science articles usually follow a technical research
format: problem, method, experiments, results,
and evaluation. Management writing often mixes
research structure with applied sections, moving
from literature review and hypotheses to results and
managerial recommendations.

Lexical choices also reflect disciplinary
identity. Law tends to use traditional and formulaic
expressions, with a high level of nominalization to
achieve precision and authority. Computer science
relies on acronyms, compounds, and rapidly evolving
technical terminology, often compressed into dense
noun phrases. Management combines technical
terms with evaluative and metaphorical vocabulary,
balancing specialist language with more accessible
expressions suited to practitioners.

Rhetorically, each field builds credibility in its own
way. Legal argumentation is grounded in precedent
and statutory authority, with little room for hedging
in operative passages. Computer science emphasizes
reproducibility and innovation, using cautious claims
backed by benchmarking and empirical testing.
Management writing seeks to persuade by linking
evidence to practical implications, often addressing
both academic and professional audiences.

Thus, while all three domains share the broader
academic principles of clarity, evidence, and
coherence, they differ in structure, vocabulary,
and rhetorical strategy. Law stresses stability and
precision, computer science values technical clarity
and reproducibility, and management prioritizes
applicability and persuasive framing. These
differences show that academic writing is not
uniform but shaped by the communicative needs and
epistemological goals of each discipline.

Conclusion. The comparative analysis of academic
writing in law, computer science, and management
demonstrates that while all three domains adhere to
the general academic values of clarity, coherence,
and evidence-based reasoning, they diverge
significantly in their structural organization, lexical
repertoire, and rhetorical strategies. Legal discourse
emphasizes stability and precision, computer science
privileges technical clarity and reproducibility, and
management highlights applicability and persuasion.
These distinctions confirm that academic writing is a
discipline-specific practice shaped by epistemological
priorities and communicative goals. Recognizing both
shared and divergent features not only deepens our
understanding of scientific discourse but also provides
important insights for teaching, learning, and supporting
academic writing across professional fields.
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